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Representations to Main Modifications consultation by Main Modification and supporting 

Document and other – October 2021 (Examination Document reference number ED134) 

 

Total Representations: 900 

This document sets out representations received to the Main Modifications consultation (15 July -23 

September 2021) to the Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Version (2017). 

Representations are ordered by Main Modification, supporting document (in cases where no Main 

Modification is specified) and finally by ‘other’ (where responses do not state a Main Modification or 

supporting document). 

It is important to note that this document has been prepared to facilitate and manage the 

consideration of representations and to assist in the process of reviewing all representations made 

only. The Inspectors will consider all representations made on the proposed Main Modifications in 

full alongside evidence presented throughout the duration of the Examination.  In all cases, the 

original representations and attachments can be viewed online via the Local Plan Examination 

webpage.  

For the purposes of this document, the Council has agreed with the Inspectors that within any 

representations to a Main Modification/ supporting document/ ‘other’ where a response to 

question 6 or 7 exceeds 300 words it has been summarised to no more than 300 words. Responses 

that are summarised for the purpose of this document are clearly stated as such with ‘Council 

Officer has summarised’ at the beginning. 

In the schedule below ‘Why’ is shorthand for question 6: ‘Please give details of why you consider the 

Main Modification and/or supporting document is not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as 

precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance, soundness of the Local Plan or 

compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments’. In this 

schedule ‘Changes’ is shorthand for question 7: ‘Please set out what change(s) you consider 

necessary to make the Main Modification and/or supporting document legally compliant or sound, 

having regard to the test you have identified in the question above (Positively prepared /Justified/ 

Effective/ Consistent with national policy) where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why 

this change will make the Submission Version of the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be 

helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be 

as precise as possible.’ 
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MM: 1  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0038   Respondent: Geoff King             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133       Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: This document needs an executive summary and introductory narrative which address the 
main changes. A clear rationale for the major changes, including an explanation of their 
consequences is missing – notably as regards the significantly changed housing/per-site numbers. 
As it is, the document (and the other documents which are cross-referenced in it, amounting to 
hundreds of pages in total) is largely impenetrable for anyone who has not followed the detail of 
the proceedings scrupulously through the elongated process: for example, the cross-referencing 
and re-numbering, and some very insignificant changes. The document may be useful to those 
intimately involved, and those with something to gain, but for the ordinary local resident who will 
be subject to it, it appears to be designed expressly to deter involvement. Good for planning 
consultants, planning officers, and particularly developers, not much good for ordinary people. 
The document makes a mockery of any claim to local democracy and proper citizen consultation. 
It re-inforces the impression of active collusion between EFDC and developers and their 
consultants, to the detriment of local residents. This is further confirmed by the unnecessarily 
bureaucratic, convoluted, and restricted process laid down for submission of comments. 
 
Changes: The necessary changes are clearly identified in 6 above. In essence, this entire package 
of documentation must be radically re-processed with the aim of making it intelligible to the 
ordinary citizen, and thus open for proper consultation. 

 

MM: 1  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0053   Respondent: Matthew Skeels             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: In response to SP 5.3 / SP4.3, Princess Alexandra Hospital, 
and Traveller pitches. Strongly object to this proposal. The reasons are set out below and be 
aware of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Paragraph 137.  
Residents gain much enjoyment from this site due to its openness. The site has many amenities, 
such as numerous footpaths and rights of way, allowing for many activities. There is an abundant 
and diverse range of wildlife that currently live in this habitat. The proposed modification would 
have a negative impact on the openness of the Green Belt and its current characteristics, leading 
to the loss of this accessible environment. This modification will destroy the openness of the 
Green Belt in violation of the NPPF. 
According to NPPF, the Green Belt serves 5 purposes. This proposal violates ALL purposes (a), (b), 
(c), (d) and (e). 
(a): Green Belt land serves to restrict urban sprawl. Removing Green Belt status will allow Harlow 
to increase in size with absolutely no restrictions.  
(b): Development will encroach the countryside that divides Harlow and Sheering and Hatfield 
Heath and the settlements will merge. 
(c): There is diverse wildlife which will be lost if the modification is approved. 
(d) To build right up to Sheering village in a continuous band of development would remove this 
special setting and the historic character.  
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(e) Redevelopment of the town centre, it would provide new houses and improve the 
environment, and drive the economy of nearby shops and service providers.  
Summary: 
This modification does not comply with the requirements of the NPPF. There are no special 
circumstances that exist to allow approval of this modification. If approval is granted despite clear 
violation of the NPPF a full investigation will need to be conducted. 
 
Changes: The only way to make the Main Modification legally compliant or sound, in line with 
NPPF, is to maintain the Green Belt status of the area East of Harlow (SW to Sheering) thus 
preventing violation of NPPF and local council policy regarding green buffers between 
settlements, etc. 

 

MM: 1  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0058   Respondent: Brandon Smith             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Considering the overall vastness of EFDC's redevelopment plans, it cannot surely be 
justified, or necessary to infringe on Green Belt land by building in South Epping. The Green Belt 
exists for the purpose of "Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and Preventing 
neighbouring towns from merging into one another" and the plan to build in South Epping flies in 
the face of this. Having been a resident of Epping since 2011, I am aware, from personal 
experience, that Bower Hill is prone to flash floods due to the drains in the road being unable to 
copy in heavy rainfall, especially as waste water flows down Bower Hill from Epping Town above. 
Surely building in South Epping in the proposed areas EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 would be unwise due to 
the risk of flooding. Lastly, the traffic using Bower Hill would increase drastically as it would be the 
main route from the proposed development area to Epping Tube Station. The resulting congestion 
from increased traffic would be detrimental to the quality of life of existing residents. 
 
Changes: The proposal to develop the Green Belt land referred to as EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 in South 
Epping should be withdrawn. Epping is not a London Borough and given the proposed 
development of so much land within EFDC's remit, development of the Green Belt cannot possibly 
be required of justified. Motivation for such an unjustified development can only be greed.  The 
following references may be useful:  
https://www.purepropertyfinance.co.uk/news/what-are-the-rules-regarding-building-on-green-
belt-land/  and https://www.theresident.co.uk/property-market-london/property-in-epping-how-
the-pandemic-boosted-the-west-essex-property-market/ 
 

 

MM: 2  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0005   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - LSH.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We note the change in status of Appendix 6 from supporting text to policy. Whilst we 
welcome this clarity, the concerns we voiced through hearing statements and sessions remain. 
 
Changes: N/A 
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MM: 3  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This MM sets out what are classed as being Strategic Policies for the purposes of 
Neighbourhood Planning. However, Chapter 2 (which is entitled Strategic Context and Policies) 
would seem to suggest that it is only those policies contained within Chapter 2 that are strategic 
in nature (hence the title). This is confusing and implies that the strategic policies for the purpose 
of the Local Plan are different to those for a Neighbourhood Plan. Is this the case? This needs 
correcting to avoid confusion. It should be clear which are strategic policies in the Local Plan, and 
as such this would be clear for any neighbourhood planning groups. The Council feels that if the 
strategic policies in the Local Plan were in themselves clear, this MM would not be needed. 
REASON: This MM adds more confusion. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 3  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Whilst welcoming the inclusion of the sentence on Neighbourhood Plans, it should be made 
clearer that Neighbourhood Plan Policies will sit alongside Local Plan Policies and become part of 
EFDC Development Plan and NPPF in planning law and must be complied with, once ‘made’, or 
taken into account when at an advanced stage in the process. Ongar Neighbourhood plan 
Submission version Aug 2021 has gone to EFDC for Regulation 16, and AECOM produced Ongar 
Design Guide in 2019. Other neighbourhood areas are also working towards similar documents or 
have Plans already in place and this should be recognised and acknowledged widely in EFDC Local 
Plan. NPPF Para 29 states ‘Neighbourhood Plans (NP) can shape, direct and help to deliver 
sustainable development, by influencing local planning decisions as part of the statutory 
development plan.’ Importantly, Para 30 states that Neighbourhood Plan policies ‘take 
precedence over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan covering the neighbourhood area’. 
This fact should be widely publicised in all relevant areas throughout the Local Plan, as well as 
acknowledging some other references made in the NPPF 2021 such as: 
• ability for NPs to designate Local Green Space NPPF paras 101 and 102 to be referenced in EFDC 
Local Plan SP7; 
• NPPF Para 127 in achieving well designed places with NPs ‘identifying the special qualities of 
each area and explaining how this should be reflected in development, both through their own 
plans and by engaging in the production of design policy, guidance and codes by local planning 
authorities and 
developers’ 
• NPPF 140 on NPs being able to make detailed amendments to previously agreed changes to 
Green Belt boundaries 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 3  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0012   Respondent: Patricia Moxey             

Organisation: CPRE Essex     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: It is essential that all the work undertaken to produce the Neighbourhood Plan within EFDC 
is recognised and that these will sit alongside Local Plan Policies and become part of EFDC 
Development Plan and NPPF in planning law and must be complied with once completed. NPPF 
Para 29 states ‘Neighbourhood Plans (NP) can shape, direct and help to deliver sustainable 
development, by influencing local planning decisions as part of the statutory development plan.’ 
See Para 30 which states that Neighbourhood Plan policies ‘take precedence over existing 
nonstrategic policies in a local plan covering the neighbourhood area’. To help people in all EFDC 
local communities engage with the process of preparing NPs so they can have an input into such 
plans, the process should be integrated in all relevant areas throughout the Local Plan, with 
references to the NPPF 2021 such as: 
• ability for NPs to designate Local Green Space NPPF paras 101 and 102 to be referenced in 
EFDC Local Plan SP7; 
• NPPF Para 127 so plans can effectively incorporate local design and polices; 
• NPPF 140 on NPs being able to make detailed amendments to previously agreed changes to 
Green Belt boundaries 
 
Changes: See above 

 

MM: 5  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: It is wrong to drop the words “projected need” and “unmet need” when you are referring to 
a housing Assessment report. It is misleading to imply actual need. It cannot be more than a 
“projected need”. 
What has happened regarding the 2018 ONS report raised by the Inspector in October 2020? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 5  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0004   Respondent: Antony Aspbury             

Organisation: Freetown Homes     Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The Plan acknowledges that there is a significant need for Affordable Housing in the District. 
However, as with the overall housing provision, the Representor considers that the provision for 
AH is insufficient, particularly when regard is had to local affordability issues and historic under 
provision, as demonstrated by the unmet need 2011 to 2016 of 665 units. 
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Changes: In line with an increase in the housing requirement, the affordable housing provision 
needs to be increased to ensure effective delivery. The total need figure of 2,851 needs expressed 
as a minimum and a buffer introduced to Ta10% - increasing the AH need , say to 3,150. 

 

MM: 5  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Main Modifications presented have failed to 
demonstrate that the identified affordable housing need remains up to date and accurate relying 
upon the Strategic Housing Market Assessment Affordable Housing Update 2017. The data 
confirms that the delivery of affordable housing has fallen well below the need identified in 2017 
with only 343 affordable dwellings provided between 2013/14 and 2019/20, compared with an 
annualised average requirement for 1,176 affordable dwellings during this period.   The significant 
and urgent need for new affordable housing has not been addressed so far during the Plan period 
with the shortfall in delivery of much needed affordable homes increasing rather than decreasing. 
Many of the Main Modifications to include a stepped trajectory, reduce the quantum of new 
homes and to amend the housing trajectory so that the strategic allocations on the edge of 
Harlow and at Epping South will now be delivered later in the plan period, have the effect of 
delaying the delivery of new affordable housing with a significant proportion of the affordable 
homes that are required now being unlikely to be delivered until the end of the Plan period. These 
Main Modification therefore: Fail to prioritise the delivery of affordable housing; At best will delay 
the delivery of much needed affordable housing for several years Increase the risk of the full 
affordable needs of the District not being met during the plan period. 
 
Changes: Pigeon would therefore request that the supporting data used to identify the affordable 
housing need be reviewed and updated. When considering the soundness of other Main 
Modifications it also requested that the proposed alterations to the Submitted Plan be reviewed 
in the context of the delivery of affordable housing 

 

MM: 5  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Table 1.2 - Need for Affordable Homes in Epping Forest District 2011-2033 
We welcome the clarity offered by this new table, setting out the level of need for affordable 
homes over the plan period (2,851 additional dwellings between 2016 and 2033). However, it 
should be noted that this is based on the July 2017 Update to the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment and we consider that the document will now be out-of-date. The document will be 
nearly five years old by adoption of the Local Plan in 2022. Traditionally, Strategic Housing Market 
Assessments have a three-year shelf life, but this issue is exacerbated by the impacts of the 
pandemic which have seen significant changes to demand in more rural locations within 
commuting distance from London (such as Epping Forest) and an 11% increase in sold prices in 
District since 2018 in the intervening period, according to Rightmove. This will have led to 
significant changes in the housing market and need for affordable housing which will not be 
reflected in the policies of the Local Plan. We therefore consider that the Local Plan is not based 
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on a proportionate and up-to-date evidence base and should be considered unsound in this 
regard. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 6  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: You should add a paragraph here to cover the point I make earlier to accurately reflect the 
overall development situation faced by the Parish of North Weald Bassett, and indeed any other 
Towns of Parishes that may be facing similar situations. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 7  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0022   Respondent: David Hill             

Organisation: Dandara Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: This modification appears to be an opportunity lost. Development and policy in the local 
plan could help contribute towards the aspirations of the Lee Valley Regional Park Authority 
(LVRPA) and their vision. This should be acknowledged through wording in the text and a separate 
policy framework in the document. Within Epping Forest, the settlement of Roydon plays an 
important role in facilitating accessibility into the Park with the Park Development Framework 
identifying Roydon as a second Gateway and stating that “the eastern side of the Park is less well 
served by rail. Only Roydon Station, provides a suitable entry, with two trains stopping every 
hour”. The role of Roydon is particularly important given the framework also states: 
“We want as many people as possible to use the public transport network to get to the Park, 
especially those coming from places that are too far to walk or cycle. We want to improve the 
quality of access from the existing rail and bus services to make it easier to get from these 
transport networks into the Park”.  
The part of the Park which immediately adjoins Roydon is however identified as a ‘landscape 
enhancement area’ and ‘harsh visually detracting edge’, forming a relatively poor quality and 
incremental gateway into the Park. There is a clear conflict here between encouraging people to 
access the Park by rail but via a section of the Park which is uninviting from a landscape quality 
perspective. Roydon is therefore critical to the LVRPA achieving the objectives of its Plan in 
relation to modal shift and promotion of non-car methods of reaching the Park given that it 
contains the only train station that serves the eastern side of the Park but could also help improve 
and enhance the landscape quality, however, this opportunity appears to have been missed. 
 
Changes: In general, a greater acknowledgement of the opportunity that the local plan can 
contribute towards the delivery of the vision for the Lee Valley Park needs to be included, 
specifically; improvement of the landscape and the potential for a modal shift in visitors should be 
included in the plan. This should include acknowledgement of Roydon as an opportunity to help 
deliver this. This opportunity has not been taken. 
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MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re your point (x), are you also referring to the Village of North Weald? If so, for accuracy 
you should say so, otherwise it gives the impression that you are only referring to the proposed 
Garden Town Communities. This is also relevant to your point (vi) regarding a sustainable local 
economy i.e. are you referring to North Weald Airfield? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: 850 new homes have been allocated to Waltham Abbey WALT 1, WAL R1/2/3. This will not 
be in line with the character of Waltham Abbey which is a small market town. This area is in the 
green belt and it is not legal for this green belt to be removed. This will affect local people in a 
negative way reducing their health, happy way of life. This will affect locals mental health. The 
plan does not respect the town. 
 
Changes: Do not remove the green belt in Waltham Abbey. This is not legal. It states in the latest 
law that the Green Belt should only be used in exceptional circumstances. There are no 
exceptional circumstances. 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Which NPPF? Need to specify date. Please see back to the Inspector’s decision in the 
Hearings. Precision here may be crucial if disputes arise. 
2.35 “conditions in the District” 
At this point the Epping Society would have hoped to see the formal adoption of a code of Design 
Standards. 
2.39 good to see “without delay “deleted – as a loss of local input, and haste were looming. 
At (viii) the tense changes: “will have been”, instead of “will be”. Please justify or clarify. 
(ix) has “be promoted” whereas we would prefer “will be”. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0004   Respondent:  Ms Martin             

Organisation: Lee Valley Regional Park Authority     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: MM8 proposes changes to the Vision for the District.  This includes a reference under bullet 
vi) as follows: 
“(vi) the recreational and nature conservation aims of Lee Valley Regional Park will be supported;” 
The inclusion of a reference to the nature conservation aims of the Authority is supported and 
was agreed during the discussion at the Hearing under Matter 2 Issue 1 Question 4.  However, to 
fully represent the remit of the Lee Valley Regional Park Authority reference should also be 
included to the leisure aims of the Regional Park as originally proposed in the case made by the 
Authority at the Hearing. 
 
Changes: Bullet vi) should be amended to read as follows: “(vi) the recreational, leisure and 
nature conservation aims of Lee Valley Regional Park will be supported." This change would better 
reflect the scope and variety of the Park’s offer within Epping Forest District, the work of the 
Authority and its partners and the contribution this makes towards delivering a good quality of life 
for local residents and their visitors. It also follows from the amendments made under MM7 
which are supported by the Regional Park Authority. 
 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the amendment of point ix as a greater commitment to promotion of 
sustainable transport. This aligns with the objectives of our Local Transport Plan 4 (LTP4) which 
also commits to increasing the numbers of people using sustainable transport.  
‘Air Quality will be improved’ – HCC would suggest more clarification needs to be provided on this 
point. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0009   Respondent: Steve Craddock             

Organisation: Canal & River Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Trust welcomes the changes proposed in MM8 (and in other releavant modifications) 
that would recognise health and welbeing principles in place shaping. We suggest that this is 
consistent with the NPPF (particulary sections 8 and 12). 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Identifies that development needs will be met in the most sustainable locations. This 
Council feel this is incorrect, specifically with regard to North Weald Village. Development is being 
proposed here to ‘help make the village more sustainable’, not because it is a sustainable location. 
REASON: Statement is incorrect – development is not being proposed in the most sustainable 
locations. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As we have stated before, The Conservators welcome the Vision’s commitment to conserve 
and enhance Epping Forest (part v). The changed wording to Policy DM2A now supports this 
broader approach to the Forest as a whole (see our comments on MM47 below). We also 
welcome the new proposed wording on the protection of the natural environment and landscape 
character, which is of great significance to the environs of the Forest and its extensive boundaries, 
including important heritage features like parkland and ancient trees. The commitment to 
improving air quality is also an important and necessary addition, which, of course has our full 
support. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: Natural England recommends addition of the text in bold 
“…natural environment and landscape character will be protected and enhanced” 
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MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support.  Within the Vision for the district the importance of access is included in point ix 
but no reference is made to how GI can be used to connect places 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0014   Respondent: Jon Whitehouse             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justified 
 
Why: We support the inclusion of references to the historic environment and natural 
environment because of the importance of these matters to the character and distinctiveness of 
Epping Forest district and the contribution these factors make to local quality of life and 
sustainability. The requirement for public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure to “be 
promoted to residents” is weak and should be replaced with “be implemented to serve residents” 
in order to ensure the plan is positively prepared and meets infrastructure requirements We 
support the inclusion of “air quality will be improved” because of the importance of this to human 
health in the district and also the conservation of the Epping Forest SAC. 
 
Changes: Replace “public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure be promoted to residents,” 
with “public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure be implemented to serve residents,” 
or words to the same effect This will help the plan to meet the requirement to be positively 
prepared by meeting infrastructure requirements. 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Which NPPF? Need to specify date. Please see back to the Inspector’s decision in the 
Hearings. Precision here may be crucial if disputes arise. 
2.35 “conditions in the District” 
At this point the Epping Society would have hoped to see the formal adoption of a code of Design 
Standards. 
2.39 good to see “without delay “deleted – as a loss of local input, and haste were looming. 
At (viii) the tense changes: “will have been”, instead of “will be”. Please justify or clarify. 
(ix) has “be promoted” whereas we would prefer “will be”. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Main Modification MM8 updates the Vision for EFDLP to include updated text references to 
the natural environment, green infrastructure, accessibility and air quality. Pigeon supports 
references to natural environment, green infrastructure, accessibility and air quality matters in 
the Vision. As set out in Pigeon’s representations to Main Modification MM78, which amends 
Policy P1, it is however uncertain if the proposed strategic allocation at South Epping (EPP.R1 and 
R2) is sufficiently defined to ensure the delivery of this essential green infrastructure. A buffer will 
need to be incorporated into the layout of the proposed South Epping development to ensure 
that appropriate separation distances are provided between residents and the M25, in order to 
provide a suitable living environment and protect residential amenity. The proposed South Epping 
development will also separately need to incorporate Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANG) that is of sufficient size and quality to provide a realistic and attractive alternative for 
residents, in order to reduce the impact of recreation and visitor pressure on Epping Forest (this is 
a matter discussed in more detail in our response to MM78). In the context of accessibility and air 
quality, it will be more challenging for the proposed South Epping development to meet 
sustainable transport objectives because of the distance from the Town Centre and Epping 
Station, the topography of land south of the Town which requires a more challenging uphill walk 
into Epping. 
 
Changes: As set out in Pigeon’s representations to MM78, it is requested that more detailed 
requirements are set out in Policy P1 for the South Epping allocation so that the Plan’s objectives 
are delivered. 

 

MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the inclusion of new objectives on delivering healthy communities. As 
highlighted in subsequent sections, we do not consider that the Local Plan contains appropriate 
policies to deliver on this. For example, the Council has overlooked allocating the redevelopment 
of Epping Sports Club to provide new and improvement facilities on an adjoining site. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 8  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0022   Respondent: David Hill             

Organisation: Dandara Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: The modifications in the vision do not go far enough and the opportunity to improve and 
enhance the Lee Valley Regional Park has been lost. Dandara Ltd does not consider that the 
modifications follow through to achieve policy actions, which demonstrably support the statutory 
purposes of the Park which talk very explicitly about development, improvement and utilisation 
which can be supported by a positive planning policy framework at a local authority level. This 
again, is an opportunity lost. 
 
Changes: Additional text to criteria: 
(vi)the recreational and nature conservation aims of Lee Valley Regional Park will be supported 
and delivered: 
Plus, the addition of more detailed actions of what can be done to improve the environment as 
without it, it is just empty words. 

 

MM: 9  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re your point (vi), I don’t think it sounds right to say “…….improves, where necessary or 
appropriate, potential problems……..”. The wording needs to be more positive i.e. to avoid 
“improving problems” which could mean making them worse! 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 9  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Waltham Abbey WALT T1 WALR1/2/3 - PLANS for over 800 new homes on the green belt 
This is illegal. Green belt land should only be used in exceptional circumstances and there are 
none. 
 
Changes: Leave Waltham Abbey in the Green Belt. 
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MM: 9  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0001   Respondent: Roy Warren             

Organisation: Sport England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed modification to add a new objective after section A (vi) relating to ensuring 
new development supports healthy living through its design and provides opportunities for 
physical activity and access to quality open space is welcomed. The objective would accord with 
Government policy in paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF and Sport England’s ‘Uniting the 
Movement’ Strategy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 9  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The additional wording in parts (v) and (vi) going beyond mitigation and supporting 
biodiversity net gain is important for this overview of the Plan, anticipating government 
legislation, although the insertion in the words “where appropriate” seems unnecessarily limiting 
for this Objective. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 9  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support.  Although health and well-being is mentioned - Objective A could also make direct 
reference to the importance of green infrastructure for health and well-being, as well as social 
equity 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 9  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Main Modification MM9 updates the objectives for EFDLP to include updated text on green 
infrastructure, biodiversity net gain, and access to quality open space. Pigeon supports references 
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to green infrastructure, biodiversity net gain, and access to quality open space matters in the 
Local Plan Objectives. As set out in Pigeon’s representations to Main Modification MM78, which 
amends Policy P1, it is however uncertain that the proposed strategic allocation at South Epping 
(EPP.R1 and R2) is sufficiently defined to ensure the delivery of these matters. 
 
Changes: It is requested that more detailed requirements are set out in Policy P1 for the South 
Epping allocation so that sufficient land is included within the proposed development to deliver 
green infrastructure, biodiversity, and open space, as well as a minimum 10ha of SANG to ensure 
consistency with the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Local Plan’s objectives 

 

MM: 10  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Paragraph 2.35: After “…..positive approach to the consideration of development proposals” 
add “to sites identified in the Plan”. Otherwise you enter a commitment to agree to all proposals 
anywhere in the District, because I am sure any developers will use professionally prepared 
submissions designed to ‘look right’. In the Parish of North Weald Bassett there are already other 
proposals for areas outside of the Masterplan. Paragraph 2.39: The proposed wording has the 
same effect mentioned above. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Page 29: Are the figures for North Weald Bassett (including Thornwood) included in the 
Garden Communities (3,900) or outside those Communities (4,463)? It should show where the 
numbers are approximate or minimum (your Plan does not refer to actual numbers anywhere). 
Also I do not understand why “Town” is being deleted. What is a Garden Community? It sounds as 
if you are playing with semantics here! 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED114         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: "Council Officer has summarised: Can we have an update of homes built to date, together 
with current approvals? Helpful to know the age of approvals still not completed (see table – a 
10% uplift seems over-simplistic, and may cover a “gap” in provision). 
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The Local Plan remains focussed on delivering the original number of new homes. The ONS 
revised their “demand” number, and the Inspector invited EFDC to review the LP accordingly – 
however, Council refused. Dismayed that EFDC chose not to seize a Golden Opportunity to take 
some of the pressure off local communities, by reducing the total required by almost a half. 
“For local people” – we still maintain strongly that the new homes will largely go to incomers; eg 
the Qualis planning application for the St John’s Road site is explicit on this.  Anecdotally nearly all 
recent residents are moving out of London. Can EFDC be honest about this please, public 
confidence is undermined by misrepresentations  
No reference to post-Brexit circumstances; nor to Covid implications; both now well-established 
patterns. ED114 states “a noticeably lower level of household growth”, but no adjustments are 
made. Examples – reduction of older population due to Covid; reduction in EU migrant workforce; 
increase in Working from Home – affect house numbers & types needed. 
Has Council estimated the impact of recent changes to Permitted Development – retail & office 
spaces unused for 3 months can be converted to residential without Planning Approval?  Possible 
to estimate this number, and deduct it from the need for new homes; this would be more 
sustainable, also reduce the take of Green Belt. We watch as several local sites receive an 
application for change of use / Permitted Development; eg Peregrine House. Epping Society would 
like Inspector to take a view that these new dwellings should count towards the Council’s building 
target." 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0137   Respondent: Paula Bundy             

Organisation: PBA Planning Associates     Supporting document: ED98, ED133    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The figures just do not add up. 
How can the numbers add up when sites have been taken out of the plan? 
In addition, 
1. The shortfall on the Housing Delivery Test shows that the 20% buffer has not been taken into 
account. 
2. In addition, the HDT Action Plan does not provide for any additional sites be allocated. 
3. Inspector's letter (Action 9) not been complied with. 
4. There has been historic under-delivery on housing. It is doubtful whether the enhanced 
production of homes will allow for this shortfall under stepped projectory. 
 
Changes: Table 2.3 needs to be revised 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0013   Respondent: Colin Campbell             

Organisation: Hill Residential Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The Council has amended the supply figures in Table 2.3 to reflect the Inspector’s Interim 
Findings (ED98). However, the table still indicates a planned delivery of 11,400 new dwellings over 
the plan period (2011-2033) or 518 dwellings per annum (dpa) (based on the 2015 SHMA figure). 
The requirement of 518 dwellings per annum is a decrease from the 2017 SHMA, which sets out 
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an OAN requirement of 572dpa, and the Government's 2014 household growth figures generate a 
need for 684dpa. Furthermore, these figures do not make allowances for unmet needs from 
neighbouring authorities, changes to migration and unmet needs and demand from London, 
where the London Plan is acknowledged not to meet London’s needs. All of these figures in turn, 
remain significantly below the Government’s Standardised Methodology figure of 953dpa. We 
accept that the Epping Forest Local Plan (EFLP) has been tested against the 2012 NPPF given the 
timing of submission, but it is clear that the Local Plan does not, and will not, meet housing needs. 
The Government expects future assessments of local housing need to follow the standard method 
set out in NPPG unless exceptional circumstances apply (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 2a-003-
20190220, Revision date: 20 02 2019). Consequently, as outlined in representations regarding 
MM112, the Council should commit to replacing this local plan at the earliest opportunity with a 
NPPF 2021 compliant assessment of local housing need using the Standard Method calculations 
and planning for greater growth as required. 
 
Changes: The supporting text to Table 2.3 should be updated as follows: 
The local housing need figures supplied in Table 2.3 will be assessed as part of an immediate  
review of the adopted Local Plan, as outlined in Policy D8. 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: "Council Officer has summarised: Can we have an update of homes built to date, together 
with current approvals? Helpful to know the age of approvals still not completed (see table – a 
10% uplift seems over-simplistic, and may cover a “gap” in provision). 
The Local Plan remains focussed on delivering the original number of new homes. The ONS 
revised their “demand” number, and the Inspector invited EFDC to review the LP accordingly – 
however, Council refused. Dismayed that EFDC chose not to seize a Golden Opportunity to take 
some of the pressure off local communities, by reducing the total required by almost a half. 
“For local people” – we still maintain strongly that the new homes will largely go to incomers; eg 
the Qualis planning application for the St John’s Road site is explicit on this.  Anecdotally nearly all 
recent residents are moving out of London. Can EFDC be honest about this please, public 
confidence is undermined by misrepresentations  
No reference to post-Brexit circumstances; nor to Covid implications; both now well-established 
patterns. ED114 states “a noticeably lower level of household growth”, but no adjustments are 
made. Examples – reduction of older population due to Covid; reduction in EU migrant workforce; 
increase in Working from Home – affect house numbers & types needed. 
Has Council estimated the impact of recent changes to Permitted Development – retail & office 
spaces unused for 3 months can be converted to residential without Planning Approval?  Possible 
to estimate this number, and deduct it from the need for new homes; this would be more 
sustainable, also reduce the take of Green Belt. We watch as several local sites receive an 
application for change of use / Permitted Development; eg Peregrine House. Epping Society would 
like Inspector to take a view that these new dwellings should count towards the Council’s building 
target." 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0003   Respondent: Oliver Bell             

Organisation: St Congar Provincial     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,  Justified 
 
Why: When considering buffers over a local plan period, this must account for the fact it includes 
sites being defined as ‘developable’, which of course only have a “reasonable prospect” of being 
developed compared to deliverable sites having a “realistic prospect” of being delivered (see 
footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF). Given this added uncertainly, which is unavoidable when looking 
over time periods longer than 5 years, it is right that plans should include a non-implementation 
buffer and that this is separate to buffers identified by paragraph 47 of the NPPF 
The EFLP includes a buffer of only 858 dwellings or 7.5% against the minimum housing 
requirement. We consider that the EFLP should allocate additional sites sufficient to provide at 
least a 10% buffer against the minimum District requirement as a commonly accepted rule of 
thumb in plan making to ensure that the plan has sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change 
(paragraph 14 of the NPPF), noting that the scope for windfall sites is limited given the Green Belt 
nature of the District and constraints this imposes on development outside of a local plan process. 
Without this change, the Plan would fail to be positively prepared or justified and accordingly 
unsound, in line with paragraph 35 of the NPPF. 
 
Changes: The EFLP should allocate additional sites sufficient to provide at least a 10% buffer 
against the minimum District requirement as a commonly accepted rule of thumb in plan making 
to ensure that the plan has sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change (paragraph 14 of the 
NPPF), 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0004   Respondent: Antony Aspbury             

Organisation: Freetown Homes     Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The Representor has consistently maintained throughout the Local Plan process that the 
proposed Housing Land Supply as expressed in Table 2.3 of the MMs is inadequate and does not 
reflect up-to-date objectively assessed need. It is considered that an urgent early review of the 
Plan is required for this reason, but that in the meantime, some additional capacity needs to be 
introduced to the Plan now to ensure delivery and that, upon adoption, the Council will be able to 
ensure that it can maintain a consistent 5-Year Housing Land Supply and meet the Housing 
Delivery Test. The current margin of Supply (12,258) over the minimum requirement (11,400) - 
some 7.5 % - is not sufficient, especially when the high reliance (34%) on large SUEs around 
Harlow (with the attendant long lead in times and marketing constraints, amongst other retarding 
factors). There is a real risk of under delivery, even allowing for the back-loaded delivery 
trajectory, therefore. 
 
Changes: The Plan should contain an explicit commitment to an early review, commencing 
immediately upon adoption, with a view to addressing up-to-date objectively assessed need and 
to according with current national policy, including in respect of housing land supply and the 
housing delivery test. In the meantime, a buffer of, say, a further 7.5% (850 units) needs to be 
provided to the minimum requirement, increasing the Total Supply to 13,100 and the margin over 
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the minimum requirement, to cover the risk of under-supply. The approach to the delivery of this 
buffer figure is encompassed by the amended wording of Paragraph 2.35 (MM10), which the 
representor supports. 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0005   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - LSH.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendments to Table 2.3 which demonstrate that the Local Plan allocates 
sufficient sites to meet the housing requirement, including an appropriate buffer to provide for 
choice and flexibility in the market 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0010   Respondent: Martin Friend             

Organisation: Wates House     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Objection is raised to the housing land supply as now 
proposed. The Inspector stated in her Interim findings (ED98) that the Council should seek 
alternative sites to meet the housing requirement.  The Council have not considered this option.  
We consider that the Council’s evidence that the spatial strategy can be advanced as proposed 
without adverse effects on the integrity of Epping Forest SAC is untested and needs full scrutiny in 
hearings involving Natural England and the Epping Forest Conservators. We are unconvinced that 
the assessment and mitigation strategy is robust. The resulting spatial strategy focuses to a much 
greater degree on strategic sites and pushes delivery of housing towards the end of the plan 
period. Any slippage in the delivery of strategic sites (which we consider to be inevitable 
particularly due to infrastructure constraints that are still in the process of being overcome) will 
have a significant impact on the ability of EFDC to meet its housing requirement over the plan 
period. Many of the units on allocations that have been deleted or where yields have been 
reduced are on sites that could have delivered earlier in the plan period. Whilst numerically the 
Council may be correct in its assertion that the housing requirement can be met, there is very 
little flexibility built into the spatial strategy and no ability to rectify any shortfalls which may 
occur if strategic sites are delay. For these reasons we consider the plan will not be effective in 
meeting housing needs across the District. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0016   Respondent: David Neame             

Organisation: Catesby Estates Plc     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Firstly, the Council has presented no evidence which 
demonstrates that the Actions required by the Inspector has been undertaken in every respect 
specifically around housing delivery.  Secondly, the Plan will not be fit for purpose in meeting 
current planning policy expressed in NPPF 2021 and policy guidance. The Council has removed a 
number of site allocations and modified delivery expectations reflected in Part B Table of MM15 
which shows a reduction of 1,416 dwellings.  However, Table 2.3 of MM11 does not tally with this 
reduction and shows an increase from 4,146 to 4,463.  It is unclear what reductions and 
amendments to delivery expectations have been made. The Council has not addressed Inspectors 
Action 9 to allocate additional sites which might be capable of delivering completions early.  It 
cannot be correct nor a sound approach. Further allocations are necessary to address early 
delivery, which the Council is seeking to address through a contrived stepped trajectory.  A site at 
Church Lane, North Weald is a site that can deliver within 15 months of outline consent and 
within 3 years of commencement, without any strategy infrastructure improvements.  The 
stepped trajectory is therefore not sound. The Council are required to update the housing 
requirement and supply figures including for the purposes of 5 year land supply calculation. The 
Council has consistently failed the Housing Delivery Test.  There is no up to date evidence 
document provided by the Council. It is impossible to determine the housing delivery trajectory 
nor a rolling 5 year land supply. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Main Modification MM11 updates the housing land supply 
position for EFDLP during the plan period from 2011 to 2031, with a total supply of 12,258 
dwellings compared with a minimum housing requirement of 11,400 dwellings. It is noted that the 
total housing supply has reduced from 13,152 dwellings in the pre-submission version of EFDLP to 
12,258 dwellings as modified, a reduction of almost 900 dwellings. As a result, there is even less 
flexibility in the housing land supply, particularly when a significant proportion of the supply is 
made up of large strategic sites on the edge of Harlow.  
The Council has not considered or assessed whether other sites could be added to the supply to 
provide flexibility and is not consistent with the Inspector’s advice on land supply matters and 
alternative sites. Additional sites should have been identified to replace those housing 
commitments that have been removed from the trajectory. As such it fails to plan positively and 
raises significant concerns regarding the deliverability and soundness of the amended Spatial 
Strategy. The modified housing trajectory includes unrealistic delivery assumptions for the three 
urban extensions to Harlow within Epping Forest District due to the close proximity of other 
strategic sites within Harlow that are still under construction or allocated. It should also be noted 
that the conclusions in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Addendum Update for housing related 
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sustainability objectives are unchanged despite the reduction in the housing land supply – see 
paragraph 4.37 of the SA Addendum Update.  Such a conclusion cannot be correct if the Main 
Modifications are to result in a significant reduction in the total housing land supply.  
 
Changes: It is requested that additional allocations are made in EDFLP to replace deleted sites in 
order to provide sufficient flexibility and a buffer to housing land supply. For example, the land 
north of Stewards Green Road in Epping (Site Ref. SR-0153 – known as East Epping) was a draft 
allocation in the draft 2016 version of EFDLP - Pigeon are promoting land East of Epping for a 
residential-led mixed use development for around 400 dwellings with a community hub to include 
a doctor’s surgery and SANG. As advised by the Inspector, sites such as East Epping which have 
already been found to be suitable locations for growth in the Council’s evidence base should be 
positively identified in order to boost the supply of housing. 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the amendments to Table 2.3 which demonstrate that the Local Plan allocates 
sufficient sites to meet the housing requirement, including an appropriate buffer to provide for 
choice and flexibility in the market. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0022   Respondent: David Hill             

Organisation: Dandara Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The plan period is now so short that by the time it is adopted, there will only be 11 years of 
plan period left, which is contrary to paragraph 157 of the Framework (2012). It is our view that 
this should be another reason to start an instantaneous review within 6 months of adoption. This 
on top of the consistent lack of delivery and significant difference between the standardised 
housing figure and current local plan target. 
 
Changes: Addition of wording associated with immediate review within 6 months of adoption. 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the amendments to Table 2.3 which demonstrate that the Local Plan allocates 
sufficient sites to meet the housing requirement, including an appropriate buffer to provide for 
choice and flexibility in the market. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 11  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0043   Respondent: Alasdair Sherry             

Organisation: Woolston Manor     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  We note that MM11 seeks to amend the housing supply 
information. The stated need is reducing to 11,400 new dwellings despite an OAN of 12,573 cited 
in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is unclear whether the reduction is due to the 
removal of a number of specific sites (including in and around Loughton), or whether the removal 
of sites has led to the reduction in target supply. Reducing the target at this stage should be 
supported updated evidence base to demonstrate that the higher level of housing need is no 
longer required. The Inspector acknowledges that some sites may need to have their proposed 
capacity reduced, the evidence does not rule out alternative sites to replace any lost capacity, 
regulation 18 and 19 sites could bolster the pipeline supply. There is no reason the plan cannot be 
prepared so that it over delivers on housing, creating a housing land supply in excess of 5-year 
minimum, is positively prepared, aspirational but deliverable. Document ED133 additionally 
confirms that the housing target is a ‘minimum’, implying that a delivery over and above this 
figure would not be unsuitable.  Fundamental changes to site allocations and delivery rates could 
lead to significant delays. If previously assessed cannot ‘step in’ to boost the supply, then an 
immediate review is necessary to ensure the Plan is sound. As part of any immediate review, the 
site at Woolston Park can be considered to provide the necessary level of growth. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 12  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Against the figure of 31, are you deleting “54” and why is “Local” being deleted? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 12  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The figures stated for the number of pitches required to be 
provided for Travellers over the Plan period will fail to meet the real need for pitches because: 1) 
The 2017 GTAA by ORS was subject to limitations including dates research was conducted, low 
response rates, and an assumption by ORS that only 10% of unknown households would comply 
with the PPTS Traveller definition. 2) ORS have refined their methodology subsequently as their 
interpretation of the PPTS definition has not been accepted at most planning appeals. Their 
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assumption that 10% of Travellers comply with the PPTS definition has risen to 30%. It is likely to 
be closer to 100% for applications/ appeals. 3) At the EIP for LB Havering the Inspectors required 
ORS to carry out additional household interviews as the original assessment was not considered 
credible. Projected pitch need increased from 33 to 220 pitches minimum as a result. It is 
incomprehensible that the Epping Forest Local Plan might be adopted based on an out of date 
assessment with a data baseline of September 2016 using a questionable methodology, which is 
not very robust and which the Council has failed to refresh with the benefit of further 
information. ORS failed to carry out interviews on any of the 16 pitches in EB402A and other sites. 
No issue has been taken by the council with the Traveller status of these sites. The council has not 
reviewed and refreshed it’s assumptions on need for pitches due to this. It is unclear what 
provision has been made for those households with a cultural need not considered by ORS to 
meet the PPTS need. Caravan sites should be provided to meet these householder needs. MM12 
Table 2.4 is incorrect as Ashview, Hamlet Hill was granted permission on a temporary basis which 
has expired.  
 
Changes: The 2017 GTAA is in need of urgent updating and the adopted  Local Plan should require 
that this is done within a year of adoption of the Local Plan. Table 2.4 (MM12) should make clear 
the figure of 64 pitches and 1 yard is a minimum figure. If full allowance was made for unknown 
households, many of whom have demonstrated they comply with the PPTS definition, this would 
add potentially at least another 37 pitches to this figure.  
The figure of 17 pitches delivered  2016-2020 is wrong. Only 16 permanent pitches have been 
granted. The site at Ashview was only granted consent on a temporary basis of 12 months in 
December 2019. 
 

 

MM: 13  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Are the Land Requirements “actual” or “assessed”? I think the latter is more appropriate. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 13  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: “Affordables” = 2851/11400  = 25%.  Is this an accurate datum? All the way along we have 
talked of 40% (see MM 28, ED98); it has been a major selling point for the Plan – quoted as homes 
for our less well-off local people. See MM5 where a historic shortfall of 665 from 2011-2016 is 
reported; this figure should be part of the explicit context of the LP. 
The financial case for non-compliance with affordable housing should be published in each case or 
else will the Local Plan please include clear numeric criteria?  We are concerned about the opacity 
of decisions. Local confidence in the planning process will be further undermined, if homes for 
less-well off local people are not delivered. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 13  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: “Affordables” = 2851/11400  = 25%.  Is this an accurate datum? All the way along we have 
talked of 40% (see MM 28, ED98); it has been a major selling point for the Plan – quoted as homes 
for our less well-off local people. See MM5 where a historic shortfall of 665 from 2011-2016 is 
reported; this figure should be part of the explicit context of the LP. 
The financial case for non-compliance with affordable housing should be published in each case or 
else will the Local Plan please include clear numeric criteria?  We are concerned about the opacity 
of decisions. Local confidence in the planning process will be further undermined, if homes for 
less-well off local people are not delivered. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 13  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared 
 
Why: This policy uses out-of-date references to Class B Use Class. The Use Class Order has been 
amended over a year ago and this policy approach commits the Council to using outdated 
references for the foreseeable future. This will cause significant issues for developers as they have 
to grapple with an updated Use Class Order and a policy which makes reference to a Use Class 
which no longer exists. We consider that the local authority will have significant difficulties 
operating this approach as the new flexibility between use classes means that the targets for the 
delivery for Use Class B land will be difficult to deliver. A new up-to-date approach is required to 
ensure that the Local Plan is sound, with regards to being positively prepared and able to meet 
emerging development requirements. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 13  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0032   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt Developments     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: This response to the Main Modifications consultation is prepared by Pegasus Group on 
behalf of Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt Developments who have land interests at Latton 
Park, London Road, Harlow within the administrative boundary of Epping Forest (site reference: 
SR-0092). Comments have previously been submitted to Epping Forest Council and Harlow Council 
(due to the cross-border connections) during the previous Local Plan stages.  These previous 
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comments remain valid and should be read in conjunction with these comments. The changes 
made by MM13 to Table 2.5 solely relate to text changes and there are no changes proposed to 
the quantum of the employment land requirement over the plan period up to 2033.  This 
employment land requirement is based on the conclusions of the 2017 West Essex and East 
Hertfordshire Assessment of Employment Needs.  This evidence base document is considered to 
be out of date and does not adequately assess the current employment needs of the District 
taking in current trends and events which significantly impact the commercial sector including the 
COVID-19 pandemic and Britain's withdrawal from the European Union.  It is necessary to re-
evaluate the employment needs of the District in light of these events which will have an impact 
on the quantum and type of employment provision required.  It is considered that the Council 
cannot rely on this evidence base to set an employment strategy up to 2033. It is considered that 
an immediate review of the Local Plan is required in order for the District to re-assess the 
employment and housing needs to ensure that these are being adequately met by the Local Plan.  
We provide further detailed comments regarding the need for an early Local Plan review under 
MM112. 
 
Changes: Changes to text required to state that the employment land requirement supplied in 
Table 2.5 will be assessed as part of an immediate review of the adopted Local Plan, as outlined in 
Policy D8 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Paragraph 2.66: In your Point 7, a definition is needed as to what constitutes a “small scale 
site.” Regarding your Point 5, I think you should include wording that recognises any use of Green 
Belt land should be very exceptional to comply with Parliament’s main purposes in establishing 
Green Belts around major conurbations, particularly cities like London.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We continue to recommend that redevelopment at higher densities should be a priority 
above Greenfield sites, and way above Green Belt grabbing. See NPPF on this. Also, there have 
been several recent Ministerial statements to that effect, of which EFDC should take cognisance. 
Part E – minimum job number quoted; good to see.  What rationale has been used to create this 
number? What mechanisms are proposed? On what date annually will the monitoring be 
published? Epping Society continues to maintain our concern that the LP does not preserve 
existing employment sites, eg the Epping Laundry. Loss of employment land , if it is a policy, 
should be explicit; but it would seem to contradict an employment aspiration. Homes without 
nearby jobs will cause increased commuting and damage the social community. 
 
Changes: Not specified 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 26  
 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC would suggest that sustainable transport availability and opportunity for provision 
should be considered more readily as part of the site allocation process. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective; Not consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly only refers 
to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks associated with 
surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text:  
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We continue to recommend that redevelopment at higher densities should be a priority 
above Greenfield sites, and way above Green Belt grabbing. See NPPF on this. Also, there have 
been several recent Ministerial statements to that effect, of which EFDC should take cognisance. 
Part E – minimum job number quoted; good to see.  
What rationale has been used to create this number? What mechanisms are proposed? 
On what date annually will the monitoring be published? 
Epping Society continues to maintain our concern that the LP does not preserve existing 
employment sites, eg the Epping Laundry. Loss of employment land , if it is a policy, should be 
explicit; but it would seem to contradict an employment aspiration. Homes without nearby jobs 
will cause increased commuting and damage the social community. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  The modification to Paragraph 2.77 deletes the reference 
to growth being directed to different locations to maintain flexibility and deliverability. This is a 
significant change to the Spatial Strategy for growth and fundamentally changes the key approach 
of the submitted Local Plan. This proposed main modifications result in a reduction to the overall 
housing land supply, a reduction in the supply of housing directed to the larger and more 
sustainable towns in the District including Epping, and result in too much reliance being placed on 
large urban extensions on the edge of Harlow. The reduction in the housing allocations for Epping 
has led to a 45% reduction in the proportion of housing directed to the largest and most 
sustainable settlement in the District; this outcome would be inconsistent with the 2012 NPPF. An 
additional strategic allocation in Epping to address the reduction in the capacity at Land South of 
Epping (Policy EPP.R1 and R2) has not been considered. Pigeon is promoting land (identified in the 
2016 draft plan) East of Epping for a residential-led mixed use development for around 400 
dwellings with a community hub to include a doctor’s surgery, convenience store, SANG, and 
Eastern Link Road reducing traffic through the Town Centre and should be identified as an 
allocation now to ensure flexibility. Epping East is available for development now and deliverable. 
Land East of Epping has also been identified as a location that could accommodate a larger 
allocation of around 950 homes should additional flexibility in the housing supply be required. If 
the proposed main modifications are acceptable, the EFDLP should be subject to an early review 
(MM112: New Policy D8).  
 
Changes: It is requested that additional allocations are made at Epping to rebalance the 
development strategy and direct more development to Epping as the largest and most sustainable 
town, and to provide greater flexibility to ensure the Local Plan objectives are deliverable. 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified, consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The policy states housing will be delivered in accordance 
with a stepped trajectory. There is no supporting evidence or explanation for this. The trajectory 
shows no completions from any allocations for 2020/21 and 2021/22 and the Council is reliant on 
existing commitments. This is due to the Council not having approved planning applications due to 
the moratorium arising from Epping Forest SAC. The only supply of housing is applications 
approved years ago. The Council needs to provide the assumptions for the delivery of schemes 
with planning permission and allocations which do not have permission. Commitments have not 
been updated for nearly two years, with no permissions granted and the industry has gone 
through disruption. The trajectory shows delivery coming from various allocations on a parish 
level, so is unclear which allocation is delivering during that period. Given the moratorium on 
granting permission is only just being lifted and even once schemes have received a resolution, 
they need to negotiate legal agreements, discharge planning conditions, and finalise design. The 
trajectory assumes Harlow and Gilston extensions can begin delivery in 2023. We understand no 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 28  
 

applications have been submitted for sites within Epping. It is not reasonable that construction 
can start within 18 months. The application process is much longer for a scheme of this size and 
requires infrastructure to be brought forward before the homes can be constructed. In the 
absence of information supporting the assumptions of the trajectory, this policy is unsound on the 
basis that the trajectory is not justified or based on proportionate evidence. Assuming the 
trajectory is not accurate, the five-year housing land supply cannot be delivered, meaning the Plan 
is not sound on the basis that it is inconsistent with national policy. If so this will require changes 
to the Plan and a return to potential allocations. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 14  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Paragraph 2.78 of the EFLP as submitted read as follows: 
“Secondly, as identified above, the Council recognises that recent household projections 
demonstrate a further upward trend in housing need and the identification of additional 
sites demonstrates the Council’s commitment to positive planning”. Household projections at the 
time of the submission of the EFLP indicated a further upward trend in housing need beyond that 
which the EFLP proposes to deliver, and the projections indicate the same today. The EFLP 
proposes to deliver a minimum of 11,400 dwellings between 2011 and 2033 – 
equivalent to 518 dwellings per annum (dpa). However, the local housing need for the District 
calculated in accordance with current policy and having regard to subnational household 
projections and the latest affordability ratios, is 963 dpa. 
As such, there is nothing to suggest that household projections no longer indicate a much greater 
housing need, and that paragraph 2.78 may need to be removed / amended. In any case, it is 
worth reiterating that main modifications should only be made to the 
submitted EDLP where necessary to make the plan sound. It is unclear how the inclusion of this 
paragraph renders the plan unsound, necessitating its removal. MM14 should be rejected and 
paragraph 2.78 should remain as its removal is neither 
justified nor necessary to ensure the EFLP sound. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0038   Respondent: Geoff King             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: On the question of changed numbers, to take Epping as an example, the headline number of 
total dwellings planned for Epping is unchanged from the 2017 version, at 11,400 new homes by 
2033. However, the numbers specified in this latest document for Epping total only 8,400, which 
represents a reduction compared to 2017 of 1,146 homes. Yet, no explanation is given as to why 
there is a very significant mis-match between the overall target total for Epping, and the specific 
per-site numbers in the document. Most importantly, where will the 3,000 missing homes go?? 
Or, is the overall target now reduced to 8,400? 
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Changes: The necessary change is to provide coherent numbers which add up, and to explain in 
full how all the target numbers will be achieved. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As in MM11 above, I do not understand why you are deleting “Town”. The word is used 
throughout other parts of your Local Plan. What is a “Garden Community” (semantics all over 
again, which I believe can be seen as bringing the planning process into further disrepute). 
Re your Point (viii), what are “small scale sites”? 
Despite the reduction of homes allocations in several areas of the District, you appear not to have 
reduced the total number for the District. In the interest of accuracy and openness, you should 
indicate where those homes will now be situated. 
Again, what has happened regarding the 2018 ONS report raised by the Inspector in October 
2020? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: 836 new homes for Waltham Abbey is far too many homes. Waltham Abbey cannot cope 
with the extra people which will result in thousands of extra people. We do not have the facilities 
to cope with so many people. We are unable to get doctor appointments at the moment or get a 
NHS dentist yet having more people. There are not enough schools/public transport/parking to  
manage. The roads are already at a stand still not coping with the traffic. Extra people will result in 
extra crime and there is no police station in the abbey. 
 
Changes: Do not build over 800 properties in the Abbey. The building is planned on the Green Belt 
which is illegal. 
 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: WALT 1 AND WALT 1 - 3 are on the green belt. It is illegal to build on this land. 
 
Changes: This will effect the well being of local residents. There are less properties planned for 
larger area 
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such as Epping and Loughton.Do not build on the green belt. It is illegal. The law states only to be 
built on in exceptional circumstance but there are none. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The sequence of priority is the same as in MM14, but with (i) for Garden Communities. We 
cannot see why “affordable” properties get the additional first priority. Is this to indicate that the 
Garden Communities are to have a higher “affordables” percentage? If so the LP needs to be 
specific. There seems to be no evidence to support the stepped “Projected housing requirement” 
especially taking into account the deficit from the past. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0123   Respondent: Anthony Ellam             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: There should be no development on Green Belt land because any erosion of the Green Belt 
sets a precedent for release of further Green Belt land in future. If any Green Belt land is released 
the concept of least / greater / most value to the Green Belt means today's greater value land 
becomes tomorrow's least value land. Housing need should be met by appropriate development 
on land other than the Green Belt. 
 
Changes: Remove any reference to Green Belt Land from SP2 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0137   Respondent: Paula Bundy             

Organisation: PBA Planning Associates     Supporting document: ED98, ED133      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please refer to previous comments under previous section "The figures just do not add up. 
How can the numbers add up when sites have been taken out of the plan? 
in addition, 
1. The shortfall on the Housing Delivery Test shows that the 20% buffer has not been taken into 
account. 
2. In addition, the HDT Action Plan does not provide for any additional sites be allocated. 
3. Inspector's letter (Action 9) not been complied with. 
4. There has been historic under-delivery on housing. It is doubtful whether the enhanced 
production of homes will allow for this shortfall under stepped projectory." 
 
Changes: Amend Part A from policy on page 17 
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MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Reduce new homes in Epping to 709. This is positive. 
Housing - whilst we welcome the reduction in the number of proposed dwellings, we really need 
greater clarity as to the provision of family homes (the Qualis schemes have been rightly criticised 
for the overprovision of one and two bedroom units), accommodation for the elderly and 
preservation of existing bungalow stocks. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0011   Respondent: Michael Hardware             

Organisation: Harlow Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In the same way as the Harlow Local Plan, the inclusion of a stepped housing trajectory in 
the Modifications is supported as are the changes to the trajectory for East of Harlow which was 
agreed in the Statement of Common Ground addendum (MM15 & MM114). 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Not consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly only refers 
to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks associated with 
surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
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MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0004   Respondent: Jolene Truman             

Organisation: West Essex Clinical Commissioning Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Growth in terms of housing across the Epping Forest district would likely have an impact on 
future healthcare service provision. Existing GP practices in the area do not have capacity to 
accommodate significant growth. In terms of optimal space requirements to encourage a full 
range of primary care services to be delivered with the community there is an overall capacity 
deficit, based on weighted patient list sizes, within the 13 GP practices providing services in 
Epping Forest Optimal space standards for primary care are set for planning purposes only. This 
allows us to review the space we have available and identify the impact development growth will 
have in terms of capacity and service delivery. Space capacity deficit does not prevent a practice 
from increasing its list size, however it may impact on the level and type of services the practice is 
able to deliver. West Essex CCG have been developing new ways of working with our primary care 
facilities, in line with The Long Term Plan, to increase capacity in ways other than increasing 
physical space. Existing health infrastructure will require further investment and improvement in 
order to meet the needs of the planned growth shown in this local plan. The developments 
contained within would have an impact on healthcare provision in the area and its implications, if 
unmitigated, would be unsustainable. West Essex CCG would therefore be responding to the 
formal planning applications for the proposed development sites when received and would be 
requesting s106 monies to mitigate the impacts of the proposed site. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0013   Respondent: Colin Campbell             

Organisation: Hill Residential Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The Council are reliant on a stepped approach to the housing requirement, and we are 
concerned about the proposed increase in the housing requirement from 2025. It is not 
considered that there are sufficient sites allocated in the Plan, or other commitments within the 
District, to enable the proposed increase in housing delivery to be met. In addition, the plan will, 
at best, only have an 11 year time horizon on adoption, compared to a NPPF requirement for 15 
years. Although the NPPF requires Local Plan’s to be aspirational, they also should be realistic. The 
stepped requirement, as proposed, is not considered to represent a strategy that seeks to meet 
the District’s housing requirement or is achievable based on the allocations that are currently 
proposed in the Plan. If the steps that are currently proposed are to be met, the Plan should have 
sought to allocate more housing sites, or the Council will be reliant on delivery from sites out with 
the local plan process in order to meet this ambitious target ahead of the adoption of the 
subsequent review of the plan. This adds weight to the importance of the completion of the plan 
review at the earliest opportunity in order to maximise the possibility that these high rates of 
housing delivery can be achieved and sustained. 
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Changes: The supporting text to Policy SP 2 should be updated as follows: 
The local housing requirements in Policy SP 2 will be assessed as part of an immediate review of 
the adopted Local Plan, as outlined in Policy D8. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The sequence of priority is the same as in MM14, but with (i) for Garden Communities. We 
cannot see why “affordable” properties get the additional first priority. Is this to indicate that the 
Garden Communities are to have a higher “affordables” percentage? If so the LP needs to be 
specific. There seems to be no evidence to support the stepped “Projected housing requirement” 
especially taking into account the deficit from the past. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The reference to the fact the Local Plan will provide a MINIMUM of 64 pitches 2011-2033 is 
supported but as noted above it is considered that the figure of 64 pitches greatly underestimates 
the real need and should read at least 101 to include a minimum need for 37 additional pitches 
(41-4) for unknown households most of whom have since been found to comply with the PPTS 
definition. 
 
Changes: The 2017 GTAA is in need of urgent updating and the adopted  Local Plan should require 
that this is done within a year of adoption of the Local Plan. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0003   Respondent: Oliver Bell             

Organisation: St Congar Provincial     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified, consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  Our Regulation 19 representations in respect of Policy SP2 
of the EFLP and Matter 4 Examination Statements raised concerns concerning the lack of growth 
proposed for Chigwell. 
These concerns were: 
• only 376 new dwellings are proposed at Chigwell over the plan period (17 dpa), which 
represents 3.2% of the planned housing growth within the District over the plan period; 
• constraining growth to 376 dwellings will result in a population change lower than historical 
trends; 
• the settlement’s population change will shift from positive growth at around 0.75% p/a to 
around 0.35% p/a; 
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• Chigwell’s population may stagnate and decline over the longer term, including a decline in the  
working age population; 
• the appropriate level of housing growth at Chigwell over the plan period is 1,544 dwellings (70 
dpa), which reflects the settlement’s long-term population change trends, will  
maintain a balanced and mixed demographic population structure, will address worsening market 
signals and will maintain Chigwell’s role within the District’s settlement hierarchy. 
The growth proposed for Chigwell would not be sufficient to support its vitality and viability over 
the plan period. 
MM15 now reduces the proposed 376 dwellings to 206 exacerbating all the issues already raised 
and  leading to a decline in services and facilities. 
Therefore the EFLP is unsound. The growth proposed for Chigwell fails to support its vitality and 
viability. It would fail to “deliver a wide choice of high-quality homes, widen opportunities for 
home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive mixed communities” (NPPF 50 ), and it would 
fail to “plan positively for the development…required in the area” (NPPF 157). 
The strategy is contrary to paragraph 182 of the Framework as it is not justified and is contrary to 
national policy.  
 
Changes: EFLP should allocate at least 1,544 dwellings at Chigwell over the plan period. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0010   Respondent: Martin Friend             

Organisation: Wates House     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  The stepped trajectory is clear on reliance on Garden 
Communities around Harlow to deliver a step change in housing delivery in later Plan period. 
Reliance on strategic sites is significantly increased by reduction in allocations at virtually all 
settlements from 5,746 dwellings to only 4,500 dwellings.  The stepped trajectory and revised 
spatial strategy will delay delivery of housing and result in sustainable locations in the District 
receiving very little development, in next 5 – 8 years. Epping sees a reduction from 1,305 to 709 
units in a highly sustainable location with range of local facilities and access to Central Line. The 
MMs continue pattern of resisting development at Epping and is based on no proper planning 
justification. Sites totalling 1,600 new homes at Epping were removed from the plan following 
Regulation 18. These smaller sites could deliver early in the Plan period, including Wates’ site at 
Stonards Hill. The Submission Plan sought to compensate for this significant reduction by 
increasing the allocation to SEMPA from 546 to 950 units with no evidence that this was 
achievable. Following the Inspector’s own critical comments as to the capacity of SEMPA, the 
number of units has been reduced to 450 homes after 2028. One of the major thriving and 
sustainable towns in the District plans a limited amount of growth in one location, towards the 
end of the plan period. The housing trajectory (MM115) shows that until 2028/2029 (after which 
it is assumed the South Epping sites will start delivering units) only 248 new homes will be 
constructed in the town. For the above reasons, MM15 will result in a much less sustainable plan, 
delaying and insufficient new homes and insufficient. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0014   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This representation relates to Beech Farm, High Road, 
Loughton as an opportunity for a new residential site. The Council’s Green Belt assessment (2015) 
assessed the site as park of a very large parcel which was considered to have no contribution in 
two Green Belt purposes. The Stage 2 assessment, confirmed the site did not contribute to the of 
five Green Belt purposes. The applicants have prepared a scheme showing a possible form of 
development in a high quality sensitive approach, subject to release from the Green Belt. The 
scheme makes provision for car parking, amenity space, SUDS and is technically considered 
deliverable. The proposal also shows open space which will be used as community open space. 
Delivering such a large parcel of land provides an excellent opportunity to increase biodiversity 
and recreation for the community. We consider the potential to reduce visits to Epping Forest a 
significant exceptional circumstance to promote high quality residential development. The site 
could accommodate market and affordable homes and be delivered quickly. The proposal can 
deliver a doctor’s surgery further benefitting the community. We notice numerous sites have 
been deleted or housing numbers reduced. The Inspector’s advice note, August 2019, makes the 
point that additional sites should come forward where there is concern that some sites will need 
to be deleted or capacity reduced. The Council should be allocating more smaller development 
sites such as Beech Farm which are readily deliverable. A Vision Document was submitted as part 
of this representation Please note, the same response applies to a number of relatable MMs 
contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The inserted figure of 1,050 is not deliverable as this needs to be supported by an 
appropriate SANG for which there is no allocation in the Plan. Furthermore the approach to 
mitigate the impact on the Epping Forest SAC as set out in the Green Infrastructure Strategy is not 
deliverable. The level of development should either be reduced to reflect the level that might be 
acceptable to deliver without a SANG or the allocation amended (to include the Peer Group 
proposal on the Ongar Park Estate) to allow for a SANG to be delivered in full. 
This level of development as proposed by the plan is neither the most appropriate strategy nor is 
it deliverable as the area proposed for mitigation in the GIS is too small and does not deliver the 
SANG requirements. 
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 
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MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0016   Respondent: David Neame             

Organisation: Catesby Estates Plc     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  Firstly, the Council has presented no evidence which 
demonstrates that the Actions required by the Inspector has been undertaken in every respect 
specifically around housing delivery.  Secondly, the Plan will not be fit for purpose in meeting 
current planning policy expressed in NPPF 2021 and policy guidance. The Council has removed a 
number of site allocations and modified delivery expectations reflected in Part B Table of MM15 
which shows a reduction of 1,416 dwellings. However, Table 2.3 of MM11 does not tally with this 
reduction and shows an increase from 4,146 to 4,463. It is unclear what reductions and 
amendments to delivery expectations have been made. The Council has not addressed Inspectors 
Action 9 to allocate additional sites which might be capable of delivering completions early.  It 
cannot be correct nor a sound approach. Further allocations are necessary to address early 
delivery, which the Council is seeking to address through a contrived stepped trajectory.  A site at 
Church Lane, North Weald is a site that can deliver within 15 months of outline consent and 
within 3 years of commencement, without any strategy infrastructure improvements.  The 
stepped trajectory is therefore not sound. The Council are required to update the housing 
requirement and supply figures including for the purposes of 5 year land supply calculation. The 
Council has consistently failed the Housing Delivery Test. There is no up to date evidence 
document provided by the Council. It is impossible to determine the housing delivery trajectory 
nor a rolling 5 year land supply. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  Representation highlights the poor past delivery of 
affordable housing, the current affordable housing shortfall, and the uncertainty as to whether 
affordable housing needs would be met. It is considered that none of the circumstances for a 
stepped housing trajectory set out NPPG exist including a significant change in housing 
requirements.  It would have negative consequences for delivery of affordable housing, 
sustainability objectives, is inconsistent with the approach in Harlow and East Herts, not included 
in previous versions of the plan and should be deleted. The Inspector’s letter is clear that an 
important aim is to identify sites capable of delivering completions early in the remaining plan 
period. The Council has not reconsidered any sites identified as allocations in the draft 2016 
version of Local Plan to determine whether they could be allocated to increase the housing land 
supply in the short term. The Council’s own evidence is clear that additional and suitable sites do 
exist.  The draft allocations should be prioritised above a stepped housing trajectory.  Policy SP2 
results in less housing directed to Epping which has been a recurring theme throughout the plan-
making process. Epping is the most sustainable and accessible settlement in the District and the 
decision to further reduce the amount of development is inconsistent with national policy directs 
development to the most sustainable locations. The option to identify an additional strategic 
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allocation in Epping to address a reduction in the capacity at Land South of Epping has not been 
considered. i.e. land promoted by Pigeon to the east of Epping based on Garden Settlement 
principles. The quantum of development directed to Epping should not be reduced (1,305 to 709 
dwellings), but additional allocations are made on the edge of Epping in accordance with the 
APMS and SANG 
 
Changes: It is requested that the proposed stepped housing trajectory and the reduction in the 
amount of housing directed to Epping, as proposed to be modified in Main Modification MM5, are 
not made. It is requested that additional allocations, including allocations at Epping are made to 
address the housing land supply shortfall that has arisen as a result of the further assessment 
work for EFDLP. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the inclusion in Policy SP2 of a new Part after Part A showing a stepped housing 
requirement for each year of the Plan period and associated stepped trajectory (Appendix 5) 
which adds clarity and enables more effective monitoring. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: consistent with national policy 
 
Why: As set out above (comments in relation to MM14), we do not consider that the Council’s 
housing trajectory is accurate and thus the Local Plan cannot claim to enable a five year supply of 
deliverable housing. This means the Local Plan is unsound on the basis of it being inconsistent 
with national policy and not based on proportionate evidence. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0022   Respondent: David Hill             

Organisation: Dandara Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified 
 
Why: The requirement for a stepped housing target is, to a degree, understood due to the step 
change in delivery required, and has been debated at length during the hearing sessions, 
however, it does not do anything to remedy the historic under-delivery and in fact will perpetuate 
this issue. This, given the standardised housing requirement is identifying a figure of 953 / annum. 
At no point during the plan period will the housing figure get anywhere close to this number and 
so for at least 5 and potentially another 11 years there will be continued under-delivery unless a 
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review is undertaken instantly. Paragraph 153 of the Framework (2012) states the plan “can be 
reviewed in whole or in part to respond flexibly to changing circumstances.” 
 
Changes: Appropriate amendments to allow for instant review within 6 months of adoption and 
consequential amendment to the housing figure. 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the inclusion in policy SP2 of a new Part after Part A showing a stepped housing 
requirement for each year of the Plan period and associated stepped trajectory (Appendix 5) 
which adds clarity and enables more effective monitoring. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 15  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0032   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt Developments     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Response on behalf of Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt 
Developments with land interests at Latton Park, London Road, Harlow (SR-0092). Should be read 
in conjunction with comments made during the previous Local Plan stages. MM15 inserts the 
reference to 10,800 jobs into Policy SP 2. As per earlier representations and representation to 
MM13, it is not clear if the 10,800 new jobs and 23 hectares of employment land allocated is 
appropriate. This is based on outdated and inaccurate evidence base documents which ignore the 
changing needs of the employment sector. More analysis and justification is required to 
determine the most appropriate re-use rates as these are critical in determining floorspace 
requirements. There is no certainty that the Plan provides sufficient floorspace for 10,800 jobs, 
nor, can it be said if 10,800 is a robust enough number of jobs to plan for. The Plan is heavily 
reliant on just two sites to deliver the vast majority of its employment needs and so is severely 
limited in terms of employment development options and reliant on re-use opportunities. Site SR-
0092 presents the most sustainable and accessible location. We reiterate the importance of 
identifying more employment sites, a need further identified in the HJA 2017 Employment Needs 
study and following the emergence of the 2017 EEFM update forecasts. There is limited reference 
in Policy SP2 as to which sectors are to be promoted and whether the sites identified can meet 
these needs. There is limited mention of the storage and distribution sector, logistics companies 
or the sustainability sector. Section E needs to be reviewed with an updated evidence base as part 
of the next Local Plan review to ensure that it meets the future needs of a changing employment 
sector and it allocates a sufficient quantum of employment land in appropriate locations. 
 
Changes: Text to be amended to state that the jobs growth as set out in Policy SP2 will be 
assessed as part of an immediate review of the adopted Local Plan, as outlined in Policy D8. 
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MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: HIAs – good to see. For “large developments” – but how large / small; and who decides? 
The qualifier “should” is used several times around here. We believe that in the Hearings this was 
suggested as inadvisable. Is “should” binding or just recommended? There is also at least one 
“may” - similar argument. Appeals and unfairnesses are the results of this lack of linguistic clarity. 
The need for new development to meet design standards, including compliance with local 
vernacular, should be part of the plan.  NOTE FOR INSPECTOR: recent planning consents for the 
demolition and rebuild of a detached house in Epping suggest the Council is not attentive to CO2 
loss from demolition, not attentive to consistency of design and scale with neighbouring dwellings 
and not focussed on the protection of TPO trees.  Additional and stronger commitments are 
urgently needed. 
“Mixed uses and tenures” – but see the Qualis application for St John’s Road site. 
On the question of Health provision: this was of some concern in the Hearings, now reference 
should be made to the July 2021 letter from the NHS to Council (part of a recent Qualis planning 
application). It restates the existing critical shortfall in GP provision in Epping town, where both 
practices are already massively “over - patiented”. The MMs do not address the existing shortfall, 
never mind accommodate additional residents. It is to be expected that other areas of the District 
replicate this problem. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0001   Respondent: Roy Warren             

Organisation: Sport England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed modification to add a new paragraph after paragraph 2.91 which expects 
developments to incorporate Sport England’s Active Design principles in order to promote sport 
and encourage active lifestyles is welcomed and would provide support for the proposed 
modification to Policy SP2 which includes a new place shaping principle relating to this matter. 
The modification would accord with Government policy in paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF and 
Sport England’s ‘Uniting the Movement’ Strategy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Schemes for 50+ homes review of masterplans – this is positive that more major 
developments would be properly designed through masterplans. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC would suggest encouragement of healthy and active lifestyles can also be driven by 
promotion of active and sustainable travel for journeys for work, recreation and other purposes. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0009   Respondent: Steve Craddock             

Organisation: Canal & River Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Trust welcomes the changes proposed in MM16, which would require Health Impact 
Assessments for large development proposals. We suggest that this is consistent with the NPPF, 
particulary the need to enable and support healthy lifestyles in section 8 (para 92). The NPPF is 
clear (as is the Council's Local Plan) that the provision of green infrastructure (the NPPF definition 
of which includes blue spaces) is an important part of supporting healthy lifestyles. We look 
forward to working with developers and the council to consider opportunities to improve the 
Trust's network in the borough, as appropriate 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council fully supports the insertion of new paragraphs after paragraph 2.88 with regard 
to healthcare provision and the introduction of HIAs. 
REASON: To ensure sufficient healthcare provision for both current and future residents. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: HIAs – good to see. For “large developments” – but how large / small; and who decides? 
The qualifier “should” is used several times around here. We believe that in the Hearings this was 
suggested as inadvisable. Is “should” binding or just recommended? There is also at least one 
“may” - similar argument. Appeals and unfairnesses are the results of this lack of linguistic clarity. 
The need for new development to meet design standards, including compliance with local 
vernacular, should be part of the plan.  NOTE FOR INSPECTOR: recent planning consents for the 
demolition and rebuild of a detached house in Epping suggest the Council is not attentive to CO2 
loss from demolition, not attentive to consistency of design and scale with neighbouring dwellings 
and not focussed on the protection of TPO trees.  Additional and stronger commitments are 
urgently needed. 
“Mixed uses and tenures” – but see the Qualis application for St John’s Road site. 
On the question of Health provision: this was of some concern in the Hearings, now reference 
should be made to the July 2021 letter from the NHS to Council (part of a recent Qualis planning 
application). It restates the existing critical shortfall in GP provision in Epping town, where both 
practices are already massively “over - patiented”. The MMs do not address the existing shortfall, 
never mind accommodate additional residents. It is to be expected that other areas of the District 
replicate this problem. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: It is proposed that concept framework plans for the strategic allocation sites are endorsed 
by the Council prior to the determination of planning applications rather than in advance of the 
submission an application. It will be too late for the Council to assess whether the key principles 
for the strategic allocation will be delivered if the concept framework plan is submitted alongside 
an outline planning application. The Council’s original requirement would have limited impact on 
the overall delivery timetable for the South Epping development and ensure that the key 
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principles of delivering essential and necessary infrastructure for a sustainable community and 
appropriate SANG are established at an early stage and that adequate public engagement and 
consultation can be carried out. The South Epping Masterplan Capacity Analysis is currently 
inconsistent with amendments to this strategic allocation in terms of the quantum of 
development, and the delivery of sufficient SANG and open space, transport infrastructure, and 
measures to address air quality and noise impacts. These are all important matters that need to 
be resolved and agreed prior to the submission of an application and should also involve 
consultation with local residents and Epping Town Council. The concept framework plan for South 
Epping should be submitted and approved prior to the submission of an outline planning 
application, in order to ensure that all of the policy requirements can be met in full, including land 
for a SANG that is of sufficient size and quality to be attractive to residents and other potential 
users, and appropriate walking, cycling and public transport facilities and services to encourage 
travel by sustainable modes of transport. These are important for the successful delivery of the 
South Epping development and must be resolved at an early stage and before an outline 
application is prepared. 
 
Changes: It is requested that concept framework plans for the strategic allocations, including 
South Epping, are endorsed by the Council prior to the submission of an application, and not in 
advance of determination 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd 
representation letter dated 22nd September 2021 for full details. Supporting Text to Policy SP3  - 
PAH supports the insertion of new paragraphs after paragraph 2.88 to recognise the role of health 
and wellbeing principles. PAH objects to part of MM16 and also considers representations on 
AM16 & AM110.  PAH notes Figure 2.1, Strategic Masterplan prior to the determination of any 
planning application, amendments to Policy SP5 (AM16) to amend Part D of the Policy, and the 
Glossary definition of ‘Strategic Masterplan’ (AM110). Whilst PAH acknowledges the principle of 
requiring an endorsed strategic masterplan, it represents an exception. First, the preparation and 
approval of a strategic masterplan is some way off being completed and is, significantly behind 
PAH’s current programme. PAH’s related planning application(s) would therefore, need to be 
treated as a departure to the Local Plan policy if the MM and AM was taken forward. A new 
Hospital represents important strategic infrastructure, needed to meet the acute healthcare 
needs.  It provides a cornerstone, gateway development and opportunity for the subsequent 
strategic masterplanning to embrace. It would be prudent to acknowledge this position in the 
Local Plan. Notwithstanding the Strategic Masterplanning process, it is agreed that the Hospital is 
likely to be delivered North of the M11 Junction 7a East-West link road and the site location may 
be determined in advance of the Strategic Masterplan process being completed recognised in the 
related PAH Planning Performance Agreement. MM16 provides insufficient flexibility to enable 
the early delivery of the Hospital without having to depart from Plan policy. This is neither 
justified, effective or consistent with National policy which seeks to ensure faster delivery of 
public service infrastructure including hospitals. The above concerns and objections currently 
render the Local plan MMs unsound. 
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Changes: PAH therefore requests a footnote be added after Figure 2.1/ the insertion of a separate 
paragraph to Policy SP5 saying: ‘In the case of the potential relocation of PAH to the identified 
East of Harlow site, the Council is content for the related planning application(s) to be progressed 
and determined in advance of a related Strategic Masterplan being formally approved, although 
the PAH scheme will need to explain how wider strategic masterplanning considerations have 
been taken into account.’ It is considered that this amendment would address the soundness 
objection. Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MM16 includes a proposed additional paragraph, which inter alia suggests the Quality 
Review Panels (which masterplans and concept framework plans will be required to go 
through) be subject to monitoring and evaluation to ensure they remain effective: 
“The Terms of Reference for the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town and the Council’s QRP each 
note the principles of quality review, panel remit and role, details of different review formats, 
panel membership and QRP dates. The Panels are agile to best meet the needs of the wide range 
of planning proposals coming forward in terms of both timing of review and format of review that 
is proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposed scheme. A schedule of QRP reviews is 
coordinated to ensure that schemes are seen at the appropriate stage. For key schemes, such as 
Strategic Masterplans, Concept Framework Plans and large scale development, the early 
establishment of a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) enables such schemes to be given 
priority for confirmed QRP dates. The Panels will be monitored and evaluated on a regular basis to 
ensure that they remain effective and to instigate any necessary revisions such as an increase in 
scheduled review dates to meet demand.” 
We welcome the suggestion that QRPs be subject to regular evaluation and monitoring to ensure 
they are effective. We also support the idea that the Council will be prepared to 
make revisions to the QRPs where appropriate. We consider this is necessary, given the 
importance the EFLP seeks to place upon them. However, we suggest that it needs to be made 
clear how QRPs will be monitored, against which indicators, and what indicators may trigger a 
review of the process. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 16  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0044   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Stonebond Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Paragraph 2.101 is proposed to be amended to refer to 
‘locally sensitive’ sites as a replacement for ‘contentious’ sites from the earlier text, with regards 
to when a proposal below 50 dwellings or 5,000m2 may be required to be considered by the 
Quality Review Panel. Concerns that this remains ambiguous for a developer to understand 
whether their application may be required to be considered through the QRP, even where it is 
below the threshold. While we understand the need to remove the word ‘contentious’ we 
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recommend that the final sentence is not necessary and could be removed. Alternatively, it would 
be more predictable in stating simply: ‘Other smaller schemes which are complex or contentious 
locally sensitive may also be appropriate for review’. 
MM16 also proposes an additional paragraph after paragraph 2.101 (supporting text for SP3), 
which states that the Quality Review Panels (which masterplans, concept framework plans and 
‘where appropriate other proposals’) will be required to go through, be subject to monitoring and 
evaluation to ensure they remain effective. 
We welcome a modification to ensure QRPs be subject to regular evaluation and monitoring to 
ensure they are effective. We also support the idea that the Council will be prepared to make 
revisions to the QRPs where appropriate. 
We suggest that it needs to be made clear how QRPs will be monitored, against which indicators, 
and what indicators may trigger a review of the process. At present the text 
refers only to additional meetings to meet demand. While this is clearly an example, a review of 
their effectiveness in improving the quality of development extends well beyond whether 
there are sufficient Panel dates to consider schemes. Those indicators should be properly 
expressed in the text. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Great to see. "All proposals must be sustainable". Great to see a list too (education, health, 
sport etc). We can now expect developments which fail to address these issues being refused? 
HIAs in here too; repetition? 
It should be made clear if “ensure” means that the existing Epping Forest would be sufficient to 
meet the requirement in respect of any or all development sites in the LP. 
Please make clear if S106 agreements would be sufficient to satisfy this requirement and what 
reports there will be to voters on the satisfaction of S106 agreements.  Can EFDC tell us the dates 
/ amounts of S106 agreements still not satisfied? 
What metrics will be used to ascertain the requirements of the features mentioned? 
We do not dispute the need for justification for lower than plan densities but we call for higher 
densities where achievable so as to save as much of the Green Belt (and employment land) as 
possible. 
Reference to “Active Design” principles. We can only find these in Sport England documents; so 
need explaining 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0001   Respondent: Roy Warren             

Organisation: Sport England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed modification to add a new place making principle which expects 
developments to incorporate Active Design principles and support healthy living through their 
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design is welcomed as this would help ensure that design is used to promote active lifestyles in 
the masterplanning of major developments. The modification would accord with Government 
policy in paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF and Sport England’s ‘Uniting the Movement’ Strategy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Point iv and xiii – HCC fully supports these objectives to commit to delivering sustainable 
transport opportunities for new developments. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0013   Respondent: Zoe May             

Organisation: East of England Ambulance NHS Trust     Supporting document: ED98, ED133         
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: "Funding to meet the health requirements, or by other means" - Funding for health services 
to meet population requirements should include all health providers such as emergency 
ambulance services, patient transport, acute, community and mental health, in addition to 
primary care (this includes GPs, dental, community pharmacy, optometry especially early 
years/child sight screening) as they are all impacted by population growth. 
New developments should contribute towards provision of new facilities, 
refurbishment/expansion of existing facilities or digital solutions and other improvements to 
healthcare services. Multiple developments of less than 50 units impacts as much on healthcare 
services in the same way as single large developments and consideration is requested that a 
mechanism for funding via developments of less than 50 units is developed and made available to 
healthcare services and providers. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (SP3 Part H (iv))The inclusion of ‘open space’ is welcomed but not translated into reality as 
the approx. housing numbers remain the same for allocated sites, inevitably increasing the density 
of built sections within sites. The Glossary should be clearer about which ‘open space’ is included 
and which type is excluded in calculating Indicative Development Areas for Sites. 
This wording is welcomed and should apply to Ongar sites where prevailing density is 24pha as 
well as being identified as a landscape highly sensitive to change (EB709/EB712)  due to the 
nature of the surrounding countryside. However, this is not translated into Policy P4 Ongar or 
specific site requirements ONG.R1-8. Specific requirements for four largest sites already show 
densities that would be out of character with the distinctive local area. However, evidence in a 
planning application (already signed off by planning officers and Quality Review Panel) for ONG.R5 
EPF/2627/20 has sections at 150 Density per Hectare (DpH)2 and all but a few homes at 45 DpH or 
over, contrary to NPPF 2021 or presumably the intention of this MM. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Great to see. "All proposals must be sustainable". Great to see a list too (education, health, 
sport etc). We can now expect developments which fail to address these issues being refused? 
HIAs in here too; repetition? 
It should be made clear if “ensure” means that the existing Epping Forest would be sufficient to 
meet the requirement in respect of any or all development sites in the LP. 
Please make clear if S106 agreements would be sufficient to satisfy this requirement and what 
reports there will be to voters on the satisfaction of S106 agreements.  Can EFDC tell us the dates 
/ amounts of S106 agreements still not satisfied? 
What metrics will be used to ascertain the requirements of the features mentioned? 
We do not dispute the need for justification for lower than plan densities but we call for higher 
densities where achievable so as to save as much of the Green Belt (and employment land) as 
possible. 
Reference to “Active Design” principles. We can only find these in Sport England documents; so 
need explaining 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Pigeon supports the requirements for transport, quality 
open space and contributions towards health facilities to be addressed within the strategic 
masterplan areas, but it is not certain whether the proposed development at South Epping can 
meet these principles. It will be more challenging for the South Epping development to meet 
sustainable transport objectives because of the distance from the Town Centre and Epping Station 
as well as the topography.  It will be important to ensure sustainable forms of transport, although 
the objective impeded by the loss of a bus connection over the railway line. The development will 
need to incorporate SANG that is of sufficient size and quality to provide a realistic and attractive 
alternative for residents. A credible strategy for delivering at least 10ha of SANG as set out in the 
Green Infrastructure Strategy has not been presented and is essential mitigation measure.  Policy 
SP3 should be updated to include reference to deliver SANG as part of the strategic masterplan 
proposals.  Policy SP3 references to deliver health and education facilities where needed are 
supported. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan Schedule 2017 and 2020 update identify a new health 
hub as ‘essential’ infrastructure for Epping.  The proposed development, as amended by MM78 
no longer includes a requirement to explore the potential for a new health hub. It is not clear why 
this change has been made nor where the new health hub for Epping would be located, delivered 
or funded. South Epping was identified as the preferred location for growth because of its critical 
mass its and ability to accommodate the essential infrastructure. The removal infrastructure 
identified as being essential will have negative consequences. Development at land East of Epping 
includes a mixed use community hub that could include a doctor’s surgery. 
 
Changes: It is requested that Policy SP3 should be updated to include reference to the 
requirement to deliver SANG as part of the strategic masterplan proposals, including South Epping 
Masterplan Area. The decision to remove the requirement for a new health hub to be provided 
within the South Epping development needs to be explained. It is requested that clarification is 
provided as to where the new health hub for Epping would be located and how it would be 
delivered/funded if not provided within the South Epping development. 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 2 Strategic Context and Policies MM17 Policy SP3 Place Shaping (Page 34) PAH supports 
the insertion of a new Part after Part I as proposed, to recognise health and Wellbeing principles 
in place shaping, and the requirement for relevant development proposals to assess the extent of 
potential health impacts through a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) and the expectation that new 
development will contribute towards the provision of built facilities and other improvements to 
healthcare services, where appropriate. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0039   Respondent: Michael Calder             

Organisation: Phase 2 Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: As set out in the foregoing, GREL is seeking recognition that allocation EPP.R1 is within 
multiple ownership and requires all parties to deliver a comprehensive proposal. It is critical that 
all parties are involved in future capacity analysis/masterplanning of EPP.R1 to ensure that a 
comprehensive masterplanning process. 
GREL therefore recommends the inclusion of an additional criteria which requires collaboration 
towards the objective of preparing an inclusive and comprehensive site masterplan. Our 
suggested additions is as follows: 
“Prior to commencing work on a masterplan, developers or landowners should seek a meeting 
with planning officers to agree the form, content, level of detail and timetable for the 
preparation of the masterplan. Where sites are in multiple ownerships one owner may lead the 
process with the written agreement of all other owners.” 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MM17 proposes an additional criterion and principle to 
which strategic masterplans and development proposals must demonstrate they have adhered. 
There are 10 Active Design principle, set out by Sport England, as follows: 
1. Activity for all neighbourhoods 
Enabling those who want to be active, whilst encouraging those who are inactive to become 
active. 
2. Walkable communities 
Creating the conditions for active travel between all locations. 
3. Connected walking and cycling routes 
Prioritising active travel through safe, integrated walking and cycling routes. 
4. Co-location of community facilities 
Creating multiple reasons to visit a destination, minimising the number and length of 
trips and increasing the awareness and convenience of opportunities to participate in sport and 
physical activity. 
5. Network of multifunctional open space 
Providing multifunctional spaces opens up opportunities for sport and physical activity 
and has numerous wider benefits. 
6. High quality streets and spaces 
Well designed streets and spaces support and sustain a broader variety of users and community 
activities. 
7. Appropriate infrastructure 
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Providing and facilitating access to facilities and other infrastructure to enable all members of 
society to take part in sport and physical activity. 
8. Active buildings 
Providing opportunities for activity inside and around buildings. 
9. Management, maintenance, monitoring & evaluation 
A high standard of management, maintenance, monitoring and evaluation is essential to ensure 
the long-term desired functionality of all spaces. 
10. Activity promotion & local champions 
Physical measures need to be matched by community and stakeholder ambition, leadership and 
engagement. 
It is unclear why Policy SP3 is considered unsound without requiring development proposals to 
adhere to all of the above. 
We do not consider there is justification for requiring all new developments to incorporate all of 
these principles. 
It is unclear if all of the above are deliverable through all new developments proposed. 
 
Changes: If an additional criterion to Policy SP3 is considered necessary in order to ensure it is 
sound, and along the lines of the above, then we suggest that a more justifiable and 
effective main modification would be the addition of the following principle to which develop 
should adhere: 
“seek to provide opportunities for physical activity and sport, access to quality open 
spaces, and employment opportunities where appropriate and practicable to do so.” 
 

 

MM: 17  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0044   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Stonebond Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MM17 proposes an additional criterion under Part H for all 
development proposals to demonstrate they have adhered to, with a caveat for relevance to 
context, scale and nature of the development.  
It is presumed that this refers to the 10 Active Design principles set out by Sport England, 
which are: Activity for all neighbourhoods; Walkable communities; Connected walking and cycling 
routes; Co-location of community facilities; Network of multifunctional open space; High quality 
streets and spaces; Appropriate infrastructure; Active buildings; Management, maintenance, 
monitoring & evaluation; and Activity promotion & local champions 
We support the concept of active design for the largest developments. However, it is not clear 
which of the above requirements may be expected from any individual development proposal, 
particularly where they are not subject to a Concept Framework or Masterplan. The caveat for 
proportionality given the context, scale and nature of a development does not provide great 
clarity for when of the principles will be required to be met and when they may not, leading to 
potentially very different expectations and requirements on ostensibly similar developments with 
considerable discretion on which to apply. We do not therefore consider this to be justified or 
sufficiently clear. It is not clear why Policy SP3 would be considered unsound if the new criteria 
were not included. The explanation of recognising health and wellbeing is not sufficient in 
explaining the requirement to apply the Active Design Principles. If an additional criterion to Policy 
SP3 is considered necessary in order to ensure it is sound, then we suggest that a more justifiable 
and effective main modification would be the addition of the following principle to which develop 
should adhere: 
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“seek to provide opportunities for physical activity and sport, access to quality open 
spaces, and employment opportunities where appropriate and practicable to do so.” 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Again what is a Garden Community? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: All districts to identify infrastructure to support growth (after para 2.118). (p27) This is 
welcome. The needs of the District will change regularly as development takes place, not only 
with Local Plan developments but also smaller, cumulative sites. Growth must be supported by 
infrastructure to be sustainable. (p28) Welcome mixture of tenures. Towns/villages/parishes and 
communities need houses as well as flats. (p28) Welcome formal protection of heritage assets. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC fully supports the clarification provided by EFDC. We agree with EFDC that it will be 
necessary to provide for sustainable transport from first occupation to enable the ambitious 
objectives of Harlow and Gilston Garden Town to be achieved. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0013   Respondent: Zoe May             

Organisation: East of England Ambulance NHS Trust     Supporting document: ED117/EB1118         
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We would like to draw the Inspector's attention to a joint Health and Social Well-being 
submission in August 2021 to Sam Terrell, Principal Economic Growth Officer at Epping Forest 
District Council in relation to s106 HGGT Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) Partial Update 2021 
which refreshes the 2020 IDP Update. 
A collective response from the Hertfordshire & West Essex Integrated Care System (HWE ICS), 
ENHCCG, WECCG and all providers (Princess Alexandra Hospital, Essex Partnership University NHS 
Foundation Trust, Hertfordshire Community NHS Trust and East of England Ambulance Services 
NHS Trust) that are commissioned to provide healthcare services across the geographical area of 
HWE ICS. 
A copy of the submission is available on request. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the insertion of a new paragraph after paragraph 2.117. 
REASON: To prevent unsustainable travel patterns / behaviour. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support (with additional point to add, as set out) 
 
Changes: Insert the words ‘and costs’ after ‘to ensure they reflect current infrastructure 
requirements’ to describe the IDP process more fully 
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MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document: ED117/EB1118    Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 2 Strategic Context and Policies MM18 Supporting Text to Policy SP4 Development & 
Delivery of Garden Communities in the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town (Page 37-38)  
PAH supports the insertion of the new paragraph after paragraph 2.117 as proposed to ensure a 
cohesive approach to the Garden Town, prevent the establishment of unsustainable travel 
behaviour and to provide viable alternatives to private car use. The new Hospital east of Harlow 
may potentially be delivered in advance of the Sustainable Transport Corridors, although 
alternative sustainable travel measures will be put in place in the interim period. PAH supports 
the insertion of the new paragraph following paragraph 2.118 as proposed to reflect the 
Inspector’s Interim findings. The new paragraph refers to HGGT IDP (2019) and notes District level 
updates will be cognisant of the Garden Town and vice versa. In June 2021, HGGT sought 
significant new or revised information on infrastructure requirements identified for the Garden 
Town area since the previous IDP was produced in 2019, to inform a partial update of the HGGT 
IDP. Health and care services and the way they are organised both from a commissioner and 
provider perspective will change over the lifespan of the local plan. Further detail is provided in 
PAH’s representations to MM106, which requests that the Epping Forest District IDP 2020 
(Supporting Document I.) is updated as set out in response to MM106. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0030   Respondent: Christopher Roberts             

Organisation: Commercial Estates Group (CEG) and Hallam Land Management (Hallam)     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This representation is submitted on behalf of Commercial 
Estates Group (‘CEG’) and Hallam Land Management (‘Hallam’). These parties are the promoters 
of Land at Latton Priory, which is proposed for allocation at Policies SP4 and SP5 of the Local Plan 
Submission Version (‘LPSV’). Objection is to elements of the proposed MM18 and MM19, 
primarily in relation to the prerequisite that major transport interventions are provided before 
development is occupied. The objection to MM18 relates to proposed changes to the supporting 
text for Policy SP4. This includes a new paragraph (after LPSV para 2.117). This is on the basis that 
this part of MM18 is not referenced by the Inspector’s interim findings in ED98 as being necessary 
for the soundness of the Plan. MM18 and MM19 are considered to be fundamentally unsound. 
The MMs are not positively prepared, because they will undermine the Plan’s strategy for meeting 
housing and economic needs at Latton Priory, as well as the provision of Strategic Natural Green 
Spaces (‘SNGS’). They are not justified because the principle of bringing forward all infrastructure 
provision prior to any residential occupation, rather than in tandem with it, is unnecessary and 
unreasonable. It has not been demonstrated to be appropriate based on proportionate evidence 
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in the Plan, nor its supporting evidence base. These MMs are not effective because they are 
imprecise. They do not define what is meant by “key elements of sustainable transport provision” 
and an undefined requirement cannot be a pre-requisite to the first occupation of the Garden 
Community sites. Overall, these MMs are considered inconsistent with national policies, as they 
impede rather than enable the delivery of sustainable development, which is the fundamental 
objective of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’). Further detail is provided. 
 
Changes: For the reasons outlined previously, there is no justification for the aforementioned 
changes proposed in MM18 and MM19, and we recommend strongly that they are deleted in 
favour of the LPSV iteration of Policy SP4 and its associated support text. Indeed, the 
contradictions described above are not present within the current LPSV Policy SP4, precisely 
because it anticipates that development will come forward in tandem with infrastructure delivery, 
where it is possible to mitigate impacts and establish sustainable travel patterns. This earlier 
iteration therefore allows for flexibility at the masterplanning and planning application stage, 
when detailed assessments will be available for consideration, and does not promote 
unreasonable planning obligations / conditions that will inhibit housing delivery.  
We object to the principle of these Modifications, in so far as they pertain to the provision of 
transport infrastructure, prior to first occupation (as discussed above). The change that is 
necessary is to delete them. 
 

 

MM: 18  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: New paragraph after 2.117: MM18 references key 
elements of sustainable transport measures to be available when the Garden Communities are 
first occupied. Clarification of these key elements needs to be clarified as part of the policy. It may 
not be possible to provide the complete sustainable transport measures for the whole site upon 
first occupation. There needs to be flexibility built into the policy and an understanding of phasing 
for each Garden Community. Whilst important to ensure that within each phase there is sufficient 
sustainable transport provision there needs to be an understanding from the Council that it is 
unlikely that the complete STC within the site as shown on the proposals map will be available 
from first occupation. Improved public transport links, electrical bicycle hire hubs and car sharing 
initiatives will be key initially and enhanced by the provision of other measures in time. The STC is 
linked to a number of wider elements outside of the control of each Garden Community and may 
be delayed beyond first occupation. Changes required: Clarification of key elements of sustainable 
infrastructure. Full extent of STC is not required in the initial phases. New paragraph after 2.118: 
Clarification is needed as to which IDP schedule (including phasing of costs) is to apply to the 
modelling. The schedule that formed part of the partial IDP update in July 2021 is different to the 
September 2020 version which is attached to the MMs consultation: both versions are 
significantly different with differing conclusions/costs associated to Water Lane. IDP is a live 
document to be updated regularly to reflect current requirements. Concern that updates will not 
be consulted on and new material introduced which does not form part of the Examined Local 
Plan. Changes required: Clarification in relation to costs used in modelling to justify the IDP and 
FVA. Flexibility should be allowed at planning application stage. 
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Changes: Clarification required in relation to key elements of sustainable infrastructure and that 
full extent and completion of STC is not required in the initial phases of development. Clarification 
is required in relation to the costs used in the modelling to justify the IDP and Viability 
Assessment. A high-level assessment is only appropriate at this stage and additional detailed cost 
issues and flexibility should be allowed at the planning application stage. 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Last paragraph “pre-requisite” – strongly welcomed. Too many development have been 
allowed to start occupancy without provision.  Can we please have acceptance of community 
views on planning matters?  Gibberd’s Harlow design concepts were for a different period when 
space was no problem so much higher overall densities should be followed to save the Green Belt.  
We not, and find unacceptable, the proposal to ensure the provision of adequate sustainable 
transport only in the development around Harlow. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the inclusion of the new criterion after (xvi) requiring the preparation of 
Heritage Impact Assessments to inform the masterplanning process for each of the Garden 
Communities. However, the wording proposed by the Council does not take into account that in 
terms of setting it is harm to the significance of the heritage asset through development within its 
setting. It also does not take account of the varying tests for harm depending on whether that 
harm is substantial or less than substantial harm or whether the asset is designated or non-
designated. The proposed wording also accepts harm for public benefit without consideration for 
how that harm could be avoided or mitigated. Finally, as noted in our previous comments, 
‘conserve’ is the recommended terminology. We strongly urge the Council to amend the text as 
follows:  to ensure heritage assets within and surrounding the sites are preserved or enhanced 
and the proposed development will not cause harm to the significance of a heritage asset or its 
setting, unless the public benefits of the proposed development considerably outweigh any harm 
to the significance or special interest of the heritage asset in question  Development will need to 
conserve, and where appropriate enhance, the significance of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets, both on site and off site. Harm should be avoided in the first instance. This 
includes the harm to the significance of heritage assets through development within their 
settings. Only where harm cannot be avoided should appropriate mitigation measures be 
incorporated into the design, as identified through the Heritage Impact Assessment.” 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: More details needed about green and blue infrastructure network. In the post-Covid era, 
more people are expected to work from home. This will bring a need for greater emphasis on local 
green space and amenities. Any plan that projects forward to 2033 must surely address this 
fundamental shift in some way. Green/Wildlife corridor: This is the strip of green space and wood 
stretching from Coopersale, Jack Silley playing fields, across Stonards Hill to the area South East of 
Theydon Grove through to east Epping and should be included. The Main Modifications/Local Plan 
needs to get a really clear position around the issue of green infrastructure, local green space and 
SANGs so that it relieves pressure on Epping Forest (for example, the need for ‘off-lead’ dog-
walking) and gives protection to open spaces in Epping. Protection of green spaces needs to be 
built into Neighbourhood Plan and policies. (p29) Welcome addition regarding topography and 
landform and this should be a material consideration in approving development. Welcome 
addition for health and wellbeing and to ensure development is sustainable. Welcome addition to 
protect heritage assets. (p30) Transport connectivity in Epping should be improved to provide 
sustainable transport options and ease pressure on Epping Forest and air quality. The current 
transport network (buses) are not sufficient, so this is a welcome addition. (p42) Will the planning 
system provide financial assistance to support existing green spaces that will be under extra 
pressure from development? Eg Parks and playgrounds. This is not clear. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC fully supports the clarification provided by EFDC. We agree with EFDC that it will be 
necessary to provide for sustainable transport from first occupation to enable the ambitious 
objectives of Harlow and Gilston Garden Town to be achieved. Point xiii – HCC welcomes EFDC’s 
amendment to this objective to commit to reducing single occupancy car use. This aligns with our 
objectives and policies set in LTP4. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0009   Respondent: Steve Craddock             

Organisation: Canal & River Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Trust supports the inclusion of 'blue infrastructure' within part C (xvi) of policy SP4. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0011   Respondent: Michael Hardware             

Organisation: Harlow Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Council supports Modifications which require elements of the sustainable transport 
provision to be available when Garden Communities are first occupied (MM19) and Modifications 
which refer to land being safeguarded for the corridors (MM21). This must go further however 
and make specific reference to the sustainable transport corridors as they form a major 
component in delivering growth and ensuring modal shift across Harlow. It should be referenced 
as a sustainable transport measure which may need to be a prerequisite of development. 
 
Changes: It is recommended that MM19 ‘New Point after xviii’ be amended as follows; ‘Ensure 
key transport interventions (such as M11 Junction 7a and provision of sustainable transport such 
as the Sustainable Transport Corridors (providing viable alternatives to the private car) are 
provided as prerequisites of development being occupied….’ 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: Natural England recommends the removal of the word struck through and addition of 
the text in bold 
“…protect orand enhance the natural and historic landscapes” 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Last paragraph “pre-requisite” – strongly welcomed.  Too many development have been 
allowed to start occupancy without provision.  Can we please have acceptance of community 
views on planning matters?  Gibberd’s Harlow design concepts were for a different period when 
space was no problem so much higher overall densities should be followed to save the Green Belt.  
We not, and find unacceptable, the proposal to ensure the provision of adequate sustainable 
transport only in the development around Harlow. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 2 Strategic Context and Policies 
MM19 Policy SP4 Development and Delivery of Garden Communities in the Harlow and Gilston 
Garden Town (Page 40-41) 
PAH supports the principle of amendment to Policy SP4 Part C(iv) as proposed for clarity that 
governance and stewardship arrangements are in place prior to the determination rather than the 
submission of outline planning applications. However, PAH objects to the MM as it should be 
recognised that the level of detail required should be proportional to an outline planning 
application. 
PAH supports the insertion of the new point after Policy SP4 Part C(xviii) to further clarify the 
Council’s position that key transport infrastructure and sustainable transport (providing viable 
alternatives to the private car) are provided as prerequisites of development being occupied, 
along with measures to ensure its upkeep/ maintenance. However, it is noted that the policy will 
need to be applied pragmatically to recognise the opportunities and constraints associated with 
particular land uses, including the unique travel patterns associated with an acute hospital. 
 
Changes: It is therefore, requested that Policy SP4C(iv) is amended to read as follows: 
‘(iv) Agreeing appropriate and sustainable long-term governance and stewardship arrangements 
For community assets including heritage assets, green space, the public realm areas and 
community and other relevant facilities prior to the determination of outline planning 
applications. Such arrangements will be funded by the development and include community 
representation to ensure residents have a stake in long term development, stewardship and 
management of their community. The level of detail required should be proportional to an outline 
planning application and specific to each particular development proposal;’ 
Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd September 
2021 for full details. 
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MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0030   Respondent: Christopher Roberts               

Organisation: Commercial Estates Group (CEG) and Hallam Land Management (Hallam)     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This representation is submitted on behalf of Commercial 
Estates Group (‘CEG’) and Hallam Land Management (‘Hallam’). These parties are the promoters 
of Land at Latton Priory, which is proposed for allocation at Policies SP4 and SP5 of the Local Plan 
Submission Version (‘LPSV’). Objection is to elements of the proposed MM19 and MM18, 
primarily in relation to the prerequisite that major transport interventions are provided before 
development is occupied. The objection to MM19 relates to an additional clause to Policy SP4, 
Part C (xviii) to be placed after the final point of this part of the policy (in the LPSV). This is on the 
basis that this part of MM19 is not referenced by the Inspector’s interim findings in ED98 as being 
necessary for the soundness of the Plan. MM19 and MM18 are considered to be fundamentally 
unsound. The MMs are not positively prepared, because they will undermine the Plan’s strategy 
for meeting housing and economic needs at Latton Priory, as well as the provision of Strategic 
Natural Green Spaces (‘SNGS’). They are not justified because the principle of bringing forward all 
infrastructure provision prior to any residential occupation, rather than in tandem with it, is 
unnecessary and unreasonable. It has not been demonstrated to be appropriate based on 
proportionate evidence in the Plan, nor its supporting evidence base. These MMs are not effective 
because they are imprecise. They do not define what is meant by “key elements of sustainable 
transport provision” and an undefined requirement cannot be a pre-requisite to the first 
occupation of the Garden Community sites. Overall, these MMs are considered inconsistent with 
national policies, as they impede rather than enable the delivery of sustainable development, 
which is the fundamental objective of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’). Further 
detail is provided. 
 
Changes: For the reasons outlined previously, there is no justification for the aforementioned 
changes proposed in MM18 and MM19, and we recommend strongly that they are deleted in 
favour of the LPSV iteration of Policy SP4 and its associated support text. 
Indeed, the contradictions described above are not present within the current LPSV Policy SP4, 
precisely because it anticipates that development will come forward in tandem with infrastructure 
delivery, where it is possible to mitigate impacts and establish sustainable travel patterns. This 
earlier iteration therefore allows for flexibility at the masterplanning and planning application 
stage, when detailed assessments will be available for consideration, and does not promote 
unreasonable planning obligations / conditions that will inhibit housing delivery.  
We object to the principle of these Modifications, in so far as they pertain to the provision of 
transport infrastructure, prior to first occupation (as discussed above). The change that is 
necessary is to delete them. 
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MM: 19  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: New point after (xviii): MM19 refers to changes to Policy SP4 and adds new criterion to 
include the need for a heritage statement which is fully supported. A further new criterion relates 
to ensuring that key transport interventions are provided as prerequisites of development being 
occupied. As stated previously under the MM18 comments there is no explanation as to what 
these key elements will be and this needs to be clarified as part of the policy. It may not be 
possible due to phasing, land ownership and viability issues to provide the complete sustainable 
transport measures for the whole site upon first occupation. Flexible wording is required in this 
policy to allow for phasing of the Garden Communities. Changes required: Clarification required in 
relation to key elements of key infrastructure and that full extent and completion of STC is not 
required in the initial phases of development. 
 
Changes: Clarification required in relation to key elements of key infrastructure and that full 
extent and completion of STC is not required in the initial phases of development. 

 

MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0009   Respondent: Ian Townshend             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED122A-B        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Lack of infrastructure, Building on flood plain area, which can only become more prevalent 
with the current global warming estimates, and the government agreements to reduce such 
impact. Lack of sound and timley consultation with the effected residents, Utter disregard for the 
residents of the area, Increase of heavy traffic, HGV, vehicles, through village areas, where the 
roads are not suitable to maintain this type of traffic, people already are allowed to drive over the 
speed limit in these areas without deterrent, including, Sheering, Lower Sheering, 
Sawbridgeworth, Bishop's Stortford and the Hallingbury areas. Interconnection of different county 
councils, and the corresponding elected areas, involving consultation difficulty, with various 
governing bodies, MP's and County Councils etc. There are currently millions of home being 
constructed in an approximately 25km SQ area when is this going to end? The towns of Harlow 
and Bishop's Stortford and the surrounding vilages will become one super city. What is the 
benefit, or neccessity of building so many homes, it is shocking and upsetting the amount of poor 
workmanship, lack of care for green areas and the public footways, being destroyed. 
 
Changes: No permission to build on the small Green Belt areas that are left in the area. I am just a 
normal person and have no idea how planning works, but I will be taking this up with my local MP 
to find out if he knows about these plans and how to stop, or reduce tham. 
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MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: You are now referring to a minimum of 1,050 homes in Latton Priory Garden Town, instead 
of approximately. Why is this change being made? Is it to cater for the reduced homes allocations 
in several parts of the District? What is your interpretation of the terms minimum and 
approximately you are including in the Local Plan? I suspect you mean minimum throughout. 
See also MM87 below. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Dorringtons site is in both; merge LP to simplify? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the additional text highlighting the importance of the SFRA. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0011   Respondent: Michael Hardware             

Organisation: Harlow Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The proposed housing number in the EFLP and housing numbers for the Garden 
Communities remain the same. Modifications are proposed to make the Garden Community site 
numbers ‘minimum’ (MM20 & MM21). This is not supported and we wish for this wording to be 
removed from the modifications and the Plan reverts back to the original wording in respect of 
housing numbers for the Garden Communities. 
 
Changes: We wish for this wording ['minimum'] to be removed from the modifications and the 
Plan reverts back to the original wording in respect of housing numbers for the Garden 
Communities. 
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MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council does not support the proposed modification which will see the numbers of 
homes at Latton Priory change from ‘approximately 1,050’ to ‘a minimum of 1,050’. The 
Developer has already expressed their intention to place at least 1,500 new homes on the site, 
and this proposed modification gives them cart blanche to do so. As part of the Local Plan process, 
an assessment was undertaken as to the capacity of the sites around Harlow, with concern being 
expressed that any increase in the original numbers proposed has the potential to have a 
detrimental effect on the capacity of Junction 7 of the M11 (even when considering the positive 
impact of Junction 7A). 
REASON: To ensure new development does not overwhelm the already crowded and over 
capacity junction 7 of the M11. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: ECC supports these revisions to Policy SP 5 
Supporting Text to Policy SP5 Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 
160 - 161) 
In addition to the SFRA weight should be given to Surface Water Management Plan (SWMPs) 
Action plans for the area, as these are more recent than the SFRA 
 
Changes: As LLFA ECC recommends adding wording as follows: 
The masterplan and design of the site should be informed by the recommendations of the latest 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment report and Surface Water Management Plan (SWMPs) Action 
plans for the area to address flood risk. 
 

 

MM: 20  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Dorringtons site is in both; merge LP to simplify? 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0007   Respondent: Gillian Davidson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED121A-C/EB1420A-C     Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: This is important Green Belt land and therefore should not be built on. Building on this land 
would cause Sheering to become a suburb of Harlow, following the spread of housing being built 
along the B183. Sheering does not have the infrastructure to support the conversion of this land 
from Green Belt, and will struggle to cope with the extra traffic this would cause. This important 
Green Belt land should be protected. 
 
Changes: This important Green Belt land should be protected, and should remain as Green Belt. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0008   Respondent: C Wybrew             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The LP seeks to deregister the Green Belt East of Harlow 
(MP SP4.3). Concerns that if development is permitted in this area that the character and identity 
of the Sheering will be compromised and effectively rendered as an adjunct to an urbanised 
Harlow. If housing is required, then there are other locations where this could be achieved 
without eroding the individuality and character of existing historic villages. In the context of 
Harlow and its environs this allocation places additional pressure on local roads and resources. In 
the Council's response to the Inspector (ED133) it is stated that ""the extent of development will 
be agreed during the masterplanning process. This will include agreement on the position of a 
build to line to appropriately safeguard the settlement edge of Sheering." It is submitted that to 
deregister the Green Belt to the extent proposed is not warranted to achieve the East of Harlow 
masterplan and compromises the stated intention to protect the identity of Sheering. The East of 
Harlow masterplan raises the possibility of a new hospital. This land will be used for no other 
purpose. Yet the District Council is seeking to deregister the full wedge of land in Sp4.3. The 
Council has not justified why this is necessary and to do so would defeat the self-vowed aim to 
protect the settlement line of Sheering by making the area vulnerable to future changes in Central 
Govt policy. The LP proposal to deregister the Green Belt in SP4.3 goes far beyond what is 
envisaged or is necessary to achieve the East of Harlow Masterplan. 
 
Changes: The deregistering of the Green Belt should only be to the extent justified by the East of 
Harlow Masterplan which more accurately reflects the needs of the area than the Epping LP. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0010   Respondent: Steve Perrin             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0012   Respondent: Donna Redding             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133     Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Green Belt land needs to be protected. Would be awful to see the land built on by yet more 
houses. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0013   Respondent: Simon Dewhurst             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
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planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more green belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0014   Respondent: Andrew Stevens             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the change in Green Belt status and the use for housing on the land shown in 
documents as sp4.3 sp5.3 shr.r2 The surrounding areas of Harlow and Bishops Stortford have seen 
excessive growth in the recent years with numerous housing developments all on former 
agricultural land, the loss of green areas in between the existing settlements has been substantial 
also the loss of wildlife habitat, hedgerows, wooded areas and field margins cannot be 
underestimated. As a local resident of 38 years I have spent a lot of time walking around the  
footpaths in the areas identified above and have seen many species of bird life, mammals large 
and small, foxes, badgers muntjac deer and fallow deer to name a few the loss of habitat for all of 
these species would be criminal, the above areas also contribute to the way rain and snow fall are 
naturally aloud to soak away in to the ground and make its way to Pincy Brook which runs along 
the bottom of the valley in the proposed area this is easily seen after excessive rain fall as this 
area floods and then runs away downstream without any negative effects. 
I hope the above proposals is changed, I feel the loss of agricultural land and wildlife habit is very 
short sighted and in this day and age when we are all encouraged to do our bit for the 
environment our biggest asset is being sold off by our local authority if this keeps happening 
across the country food prices must increase as well as the need to import food that we would 
have been producing had we not built on our precious and increasingly rare British countryside. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0015   Respondent: Neil Forbes             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
 
Changes: The planned changes will effectively remove the Green Belt status of sheering and be a 
precursor to further revisions / changes to planning to create additional unneeded residential 
dwelling. There is currently a shortfall in the infrastructure i.e. schools /doctors / dentists etc. and 
this planned change will exacerbate these shortages. The planned changes will destroy wildlife 
and the village community and the B183 is already over congested and in the centre of the village 
by the Cock pub is a time bomb waiting to happen where there will be a serious accident or 
fatality due to the traffic congestion every Monday - Friday created by parents dropping children 
off to the school , the one track entry to the village hall and the car yard ( which Jacks yard was 
never intended for) 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0018   Respondent: Clive Alderman             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
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historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0019   Respondent: Barbara Aylmer             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0021   Respondent: Peter Aylmer             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Object to the Change of Green belt status. It is unproven as to the need for yet more green 
belt land to be lost to housing, not least with the Gilston and Junction 7 developments well 
advanced. There is long established policy by EFDC to retain Green Belt land as green breaks 
between urbans areas and especially to preserve the definition of our historic villages. The gifted 
town planner Sir Frederick Gibberd had a clear sense of the need to retain visual breaks within 
and surrounding the new town of Harlow - this principle is now being thrown out of the window. 
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Significant Green Belt space must be retained to protect the historic nature of Sheering as a 
separate village. The loss of natural habitat and valuable countryside is also of real importance. 
This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats with water courses from the 
surrounding higher ground draining into Pincey Brook where the lower lying ground is a flood 
plain. Many species of wildlife, many protected, can regularly be seen here. Development of the 
land will damage the delicate ecosystems that support this wildlife. 
 
Changes: Retention of Green Belt and not being daft enough to build on the flood plain of Pincey 
Brook 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0022   Respondent: Dawn Bloomfield             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The proposal to build thousands of houses on the area between Gilden Way and Longlands 
Bridge requires declassification of Greenbelt farming land. This is completely at odds with the 
rural nature of the area and will have a big environmental impact including loss of trees and 
habitat for wildlife such as badgers, foxes, squirrels, deer and many bird species. There has 
currently been no provision of amenities including schools, shops, doctors, pharmacists, dentists, 
churches, community halls for people who have moved into Gilden Way properties. The road to 
the Gibberd garden round the back of the Development has not been upgraded to handle 
increased traffic. As patients of Jenner House we are struggling to get Doctors appointments for 
days on end which has never happened in the past. What is being done to resolve these issues 
now? Nothing as far as residents can tell. Buses to Secondary schools are overcrowded and 
inadequate. The Street in Sheering is a rat run. Traffic speeding is evident everyday and several 
people have been killed or seriously injured in RTAs over the years. Drivers often jump the red 
light at the traffic lights outside the school with no regard for pedestrians. The volume of traffic 
and speeding issues have increased dramatically since the new Gilden Way Estate was built. What 
will happen if there is a closure of the M11 at 7A? All the traffic including heavy lorries will come 
through Sheering. The village cannot cope at the moment and nothing is being done to improve 
road safety. Back Lane is very narrow and there is no investment being made to widen it. 
 
Changes: The greenbelt status of the land must remain and the proposal for these houses must be 
refused. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0023   Respondent: Lesley Paine             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED122A-B         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Release of the Green Belt is unacceptable and stated under document K above 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: The Main Modification proposes to remove the area 
west of the M11 from Green Belt protection and have it become part of East of Harlow 
development. The open spaces in Sheering would be lost to unaffordable new homes. The 
proposed does not maintain green areas between settlements. Earlier documents maintain the 
Green Belt status of this land but show the area as leisure or care facilities. The Main Modification 
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removes this protection so that housing development can be extended. Development would not 
only mean the loss of Churchgate Street as a village, it would join it to Sheering. Sheering is 
shaped by Green Belt. It is surrounded by farmland with footpaths. It is possible to walk between 
adjacent settlements. The feeling of belonging to Sheering will be lost with the influx of 1000s of 
more houses with people. There appears little or no reference to potential Brown Field sites that 
up to 2033 may become available for redevelopment. The road system around Sheering with its 
present residents is already struggling to handle the volume of current traffic. The level of 
congestion that will come as a result of proposed development is unthinkable. Parking facilities at 
present are inadequate and results in damage to footpaths and kerb stones. The anticipated 
additional cars generated by new development could  not be accommodated. The local Sheering 
school will be under pressure with new residents, even with the proposed development’s 
provision of new schools. It is likely the construction of new schools will happen after the 
construction of homes. The Green Belt designation on the boundary of Harlow is critical as there is 
little else to protect Harlow’s sprawl. MM21’s ‘built to line’ must be defined as the new M11 
junction 7a spur road, with no further development taking place to the north. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0024   Respondent: Ron Bates             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: This would mean joining Sheering to Harlow by destroying precious Green Belt. At the 
same time it would add huge traffic & environmental pressures on the area. Why not make 
developers work a lot more harder on developing brown field sites. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0029   Respondent: Riley Sun             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Object to the Change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land show in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The need for more Green Belt land to 
be lost is unproven. Unreasonable to lose more Green Belt land to other forms of development 
than absolutely necessary. The possibility of a new Hospital may be a valuable asset to the area 
but the plan does not include  land that would be released by closing the current PAH stated as 
over 500 homes. Policy to retain Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to 
preserve historic villages. Development would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as a 
village and it would effectively join it to Sheering. Historic villages must not be lost for future 
generations. A significant green belt space must be retained to protect the historic nature of 
Sheering as a separate village. The loss of natural habitat and valuable countryside is important. 
This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats with water courses. Development will 
damage the delicate ecosystems. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate 
flooding to a damaging level. Part of the land in question could be used for some development 
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under specific conditions. 1. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt 
to protect the separation of the historic Village of Sheering and the delicate natural habit of the 
flood plane and surrounding flied and woodland. 2. The land south of the new J7a link road should 
ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital and NOT for any other purpose without 
consultation and should be given the status as an area of special restraint. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0031   Respondent: Sara Frackelton             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0035   Respondent: Jane Morritt             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
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Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0039   Respondent: Susan Dikmen             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G     Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. Proposals would merge Sheering with 
Harlow Town. Reference to National Planning Policy Framework 2012 paragraph 137. Context of 
the wider area of Harlow, the surrounding villages, Sawbridgeworth and Bishops Stortford, means 
housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are planned and 
yet to be built. It is unproven if more green belt needs to be lost to housing. Green belt land 
should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless essential. 1,000s of 
homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local Plan providing all 
housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of Churchgate Street. A new 
Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the land that would be 
released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain green belt land as 
green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of historic villages. 
Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate street as a village. The 
value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations. Sheering as a separate village 
must also be protected by Green Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of 
real importance. This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the 
land will damage ecosystems that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development 
will exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be 
retained as Green Belt. The new hospital should be built on a brownfield site. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0040   Respondent: Ergin Dikmen             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. Proposals would merge Sheering with 
Harlow Town. Reference to National Planning Policy Framework 2012 paragraph 137. Context of 
the wider area of Harlow, the surrounding villages, Sawbridgeworth and Bishops Stortford, means 
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housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are planned and 
yet to be built. It is unproven if more green belt needs to be lost to housing. Green belt land 
should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless essential. 1,000s of 
homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local Plan providing all 
housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of Churchgate Street. A new 
Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the land that would be 
released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain green belt land as 
green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of historic villages. 
Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate street as a village. The 
value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations. Sheering as a separate village 
must also be protected by Green Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of 
real importance. This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the 
land will damage ecosystems that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development 
will exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be 
retained as Green Belt. The new hospital should be built on a brownfield site. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0041   Respondent: Erim Dikmen             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. Proposals would merge Sheering with 
Harlow Town. Reference to National Planning Policy Framework 2012 paragraph 137. Green space 
in this country is disappearing. Context of the wider area of Harlow, the surrounding villages, 
Sawbridgeworth and Bishops Stortford, means housing needs are spread across three local 
authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more green 
belt needs to be lost to housing. Green belt land should not be lost to other forms of development 
(e.g. new hospital) unless essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the 
south in the Harlow Local Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the 
historic value of Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not 
then include the land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC 
policy to retain green belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the 
definition of historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of 
Churchgate street as a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future 
generations. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green Belt. The loss of 
natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has significant natural beauty 
and wildlife habitats. Development will damage ecosystems that support wildlife. The land is a 
flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. Land north of the 
J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The new hospital should be built on a brownfield 
site. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0042   Respondent: Claire Cowdery             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. Proposals would merge Sheering with 
Harlow Town. Reference to National Planning Policy Framework 2012 paragraph 137. Context of 
the wider area of Harlow, the surrounding villages, Sawbridgeworth and Bishops Stortford, means 
housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are planned and 
yet to be built. It is unproven if more green belt needs to be lost to housing. Green belt land 
should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless essential. 1,000s of 
homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local Plan providing all 
housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of Churchgate Street. A new 
Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the land that would be 
released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain green belt land as 
green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of historic villages. 
Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate street as a village. The 
value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations. Sheering as a separate village 
must also be protected by Green Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of 
real importance. This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the 
land will damage ecosystems that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development 
will exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be 
retained as Green Belt. The new hospital should be built on a brownfield site. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0043   Respondent: Stephen Willis             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: I feel that Green Belt was set up for a purpose, to allow rural areas to continue to be 
beautiful parts of the UK where everyone has the opportunity to breathe fresh air and enjoy 
nature. It wasn't set up to expand built up areas even more, destroy habitat of wildlife and knock 
down trees which are our lifeblood. 
 
Changes: Destroy natural habitats, pollute the water course, deprive inhabitants of Sheering a 
beautiful area in which to walk and enjoy the countryside. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0044   Respondent: Craig Walker             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Adding 750 new houses !!!!! The impact to the wild life. The impact to the traffic on the 
small country roads in the surrounding areas will be unacceptable. This should stay as Green Belt 
land. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0045   Respondent: Liam Ward             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0046   Respondent: Margaret Whitfield             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Green Belt Land, as defined in The Town and Country Planning Act 1947, is designed to 
prevent urban sprawl and preserve open ground. In order to protect the character of the historic 
village of Sheering a “build to line “ is required within map SP4.3 leaving a “buffer” of open space 
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between Harlow and Sheering. M11 Junction 7a would provide a natural line for this purpose. At 
the time of writing the new Princess Alexandra Hospital is “potentially” to be sited adjacent to the 
new Junction 7a. Should this proposed site be agreed, this will release a brownfield site on the old 
PAH Hamstel Road site for 500+ houses, minimising the need for such extensive development 
within the area shown in map SP4.3. A huge amount of habitat loss and displacement of wildlife 
has already occurred due to the building of the adjacent Gilden Park (1200+ homes). It is essential 
to preserve the area around Pincey Brook as an established wildlife corridor for the benefit of 
flora, fauna and people as it has been proven, especially during the current pandemic, that access 
to natural wildlife sites are imperative to wellbeing. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0047   Respondent: Claire Gough             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the use of the proposed land to be made for housing. I live in this area, we 
have constant floods, making roads impassable, traffic jams, local schools are full and residents 
being sent miles away for places, huge numbers of housing being built nearby, pollution, no GP 
appointments available or very hard to get one. Generally too many people in the area. This plan 
will make the area unbearable. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0050   Respondent: Paul Beaufrere             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED122A-B         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Release of Green Belt is unacceptable and stated in document K: Statement of Common 
Ground Addendum East of Harlow, September 2020 (ED122A-B) 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I support wholeheartedly the Sheering Parish Council 
(“SPC”) response to MM21 (MMSTAT0002) and the SPC objections summarise the views of the 
vast majority of Sheering residents (Representation appends conclusion from SPC representation). 
I enjoy the rural character of my village and see only disadvantage, disturbance and planning 
blight in the threat of a minimum of 750 homes on the MM21 site, which will remove the green 
break between ourselves and Harlow and result in our being engulfed in the urban 
conglomeration that is Harlow. Given the inevitable threat of increased traffic flow on the B183 
through Sheering and additional erosion of the Green Belt in the area, MM21 worsens the 
outcome of the changes to the Green Belt in the emerging Local Plan as it currently stands. I 
contend that had MM21 been considered in conjunction with original proposals in the Submission 
Version during the consultation process, the changes to Green Belt and prospective additional 
housing considered and approved by the Inspector under the headings SHR.R1, SHR.R2 and 
SHR.R3 might well have had a different outcome. In particular, the objections to additional 
housing on The Street, Sheering (allocations SHR.R1 and SHR.R3) raised in the review process 
would have carried much additional weight. I therefore submit that Main Modification MM21 
should be set aside; but that should this submission fail, then the composition of Policy P 12, 
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paragraphs SHR.R1 and SHR.R3 of the emerging Local Plan (ref MM 201 and MM 203 in the Main 
Modifications), should be revisited before their inclusion in the final Local Plan. Removing SHR.R1 
and SHR.R3 from the Plan would help preserve the rural character of Sheering village, retaining 
green lungs on The Street and preserve the diversity of uses that characterise a village in, and 
surrounded by, the Green Belt. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0051   Respondent: Lorna Beaufrere             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED122A-B         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Release of Green Belt is unacceptable and stated in document K: Statement of Common 
Ground Addendum East of Harlow, September 2020 (ED122A-B) 
 
Changes: I enjoy the rural character of Sheering Village and see only disadvantage in the threat of 
a minimum of 750 homes on the MM21 site, which will remove the green break between 
ourselves and Harlow and result in our being engulfed in the urban conglomeration that is Harlow, 
via a virtually unbroken ribbon of development from the south end of Harlow to the eastern end 
of Sheering. Given the inevitable threat of increased traffic flow on the B183 through Sheering 
and additional erosion of the Green Belt in the area, MM21 worsens the outcome of the changes 
to the Green Belt. I contend that had Modification MM21 been considered in conjunction with 
original proposals in the Submission Version during the consultation process, the changes to 
Green Belt and prospective additional housing considered and approved by the Inspector under 
the headings SHR.R1, SHR.R2 and SHR.R3 might well have had a different outcome. In particular, 
the objections to additional housing on The Street, Sheering, in areas SHR.R1 and SHR.R3 in the 
Submission Version of the Local Plan (ref MM201 and MM203 in the Main 
Modifications) raised in the review process would have carried much additional weight. 
I therefore submit that Main Modification MM21 should be set aside; but that should this 
submission fail, that the composition of Policy P 12 paragraphs SHR.R1 and SHR.R3 of the 
emerging Local Plan (ref MM 201 and MM 203 in the Main Modifications), should be revisited 
before their inclusion in the final version of the Local Plan. Removing SHR.R1 and SHR.R3 from the 
Plan would help preserve the rural character of Sheering village. Retaining green lungs on The 
Street, Sheering, preserves the diversity - of residential, commercial, fields, hedges and ponds - 
that characterises a village in, and surrounded by, the Green Belt. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0055   Respondent: Adrian Beck             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: We have a Green Belt for a reason. We cannot keep building and building. Just because we 
have a new junction coming, does not mean the whole area can be concreted over. My family and 
I moved to Churchgate St village from London in 2014, hoping for a quieter life. Now we have a 
new junction, a new Gilden way road and hundreds upon hundreds of "lego houses" in the 
horrible, mish-mash Gilden Way development. We also understand that the land behind us has 
been bought by a developer. We cannot accept EFDC ignoring the rules and regulations and 
reversing Green Belt land. It is unacceptable. 
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Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0057   Respondent: Robert Belson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Poor infrastructure 
 
Changes: Inadequate roads. Green Belt for a reason. Build the houses that you have already 
planned or thatsre are in disrepair before building more. We need to keep or villages as they are 
part of ou history and the character of england. Part of the ara is flood plane and should not be 
built on. The wildlife that we will loose will be unacctepable. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0059   Respondent: David Weaver             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I wish to make representation regarding the proposed 
change in designation from Green Belt land to residential site allocation with regards to the land 
marked as reference SP4.3 map 2.1. As a resident of the district I object to the proposed change in 
designation on the basis that it is inconsistent in with the proposed revised vision for the district 
(reference MM8) and the Green Infrastructure strategy for the district. The Epping Forest District 
Council (EFDC) Green Belt Review Stage 1 sets out policy C1 General extent of the Green Belt as 
follows; "A Green Belt will be maintained in the south and west of the Plan area. The National 
Policy Planning Framework (NPPF) requires local planning authorities to demonstrate exceptional 
circumstances to justify any alteration to existing Green Belt boundaries. The events of the last 17 
months have demonstrated more clearly than ever the importance of green space to health and 
wellbeing, both for individuals and the community at large. It is also unclear how the proposed 
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development will provide sustainable access to travel beyond Harlow. The area proposed for 
development is currently served by a single bus service that terminates in the centre of Harlow, 
some distance from either Harlow Town or Harlow Mill stations. There is long established policy 
by EFDC to retain green belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and especially to 
preserve the definition of our historic villages. This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife 
habitats with water courses from the surrounding higher ground draining into Pincey Brook where 
the lower lying ground is a flood plain, with the potential for flood risk being increased by the 
proposed development without significantly altering the nature of the water course. Development 
of the land will further damage the delicate ecosystems that support this wildlife. 
 
Changes: I propose that part of the land in question could be used for some development under 
specific condition: 
1. The Land north of the J7a link road must be retained as Green Belt to protect the separation of 
the historic village of Sheering and the delicate natural habit of the flood plain and surrounding 
fields and woodlands. 
2. The land south of the new J7a link road should only be used in conjunction with the new 
hospital and not for any other purpose without consultation and should be given the status as an 
area of special restraint 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0063   Respondent: Richard Forsyth             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0078   Respondent: Michael Russ             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re – Planning Application No MM 21 – Objection  
I wish to raise the strongest of objections to the proposed change of policy regarding the Green 
Belt land for new housing as shown on the above application no MM21. The slow but definitive 
change to the area is not only destroying the countryside but is eroding the village of Sheering at 
an irreversible rate. Already, we are in danger of becoming a slip road to the new M11 Junction 7a 
extension and we all know that this will not stop here with this single development. Of course we 
need more housing but at what cost to everyone else and our quality of life. Please reconsider 
these plans as once this land has gone over to housing, it can never be replaced. Please 
acknowledge receipt of this letter. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0084   Respondent: Danni Bennett             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: I understand the need for more housing across the country but this area is not fit for 
development. if there are houses put on this land the local infrastructure will not be able to cope. 
The roads around this area are small county lanes. They are not upkept as it is and will not be able 
to cope with an increase in traffic. I understand the M11 will have a junction is here but if there is 
the slightest problem on there or more traffic because of more houses, the traffic increase in 
sheering lower sheering and surrounding hamlets will be dangerous. Also this area has a very 
strong wildlife population from deers, badgers, owls, bats, nesting red kites newts and many 
more. there environment has already been decreased due to the M11 works we should not take 
any more of our precious countryside. Not even Harlolw council want this development and want 
to continue with the growth of Harlow to the already agreed north Harlow in the gilsten park 
area. Epping forest District council should look at developing brownfield sites instead of the taking 
of our green belt which is there to protect the countryside and stop urban sprawl where it is not 
needed. 
 
Changes: There should be no modification to the plan and the M11 junction 7a should be the only 
development in this area as above the development of this land is not sound. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0085   Respondent: Philip Brewster             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
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means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0086   Respondent: Andrew Brewster             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0096   Respondent: Charlotte Cameron-Vidler             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. Proposals would merge Sheering with 
Harlow Town. Reference to National Planning Policy Framework 2012 paragraph 137. Green space 
in this country is disappearing. Context of the wider area of Harlow, the surrounding villages, 
Sawbridgeworth and Bishops Stortford, means housing needs are spread across three local 
authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more green 
belt needs to be lost to housing. Green belt land should not be lost to other forms of development 
(e.g. new hospital) unless essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the 
south in the Harlow Local Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the 
historic value of Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not 
then include the land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC 
policy to retain green belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the 
definition of historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of 
Churchgate street as a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future 
generations. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green Belt. The loss of 
natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has significant natural beauty 
and wildlife habitats. Development will damage ecosystems that support wildlife. The land is a 
flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. Land north of the 
J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The new hospital should be built on a brownfield 
site. 
 
Changes: I propose that part of the land in question could be used for some development under 
specific conditions. 1. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Breen Belt to 
protect the separation of the historic Village of Sheering and the delicate natural habit of the 
flood plain and surrounding fields and woodlands. 2. The new Hospital should be built on a Brown 
field site, there is no requirement for it to be surrounded by Green space. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0097   Respondent: Robert Birke             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the Change of Green belt status and use for 
housing of the land show in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area of 
Harlow, Sawbridgeworth and Bishops Stortford means the needs are spread across three local 
authorities. All three of the district councils have seen large areas of housing added in the last 
decade and the local plans for all three show new land allocated for many 1000s more.  In total in 
excess of 25,000 new homes are planned. It is therefore unproven as to the need for yet more 
green belt land to be lost to housing. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to 
the south in the Harlow Local Plan providing all housing that could possibly be needed in this area 
and damaging the historic value of the village of Churchgate Street.  
Development of this land would not only mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as a village 
but it would effectively join it to Sheering. The loss of natural habitat and valuable countryside is 
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also of real importance. Development of the land will damage the delicate ecosystems that 
support the wildlife. New development will exacerbate the flooding risk.  
I propose that part of the land in question could be used for some development under specific 
conditions. 
1. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt to protect the separation of 
the historic Village of Sheering and the delicate natural habit of the flood plain and surrounding 
fields and woodlands. 
2. The land south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new 
Hospital and NOT for any other purpose without consultation and should be given the status as an 
area of special restraint. 
 
Changes: Retain a Green Belt zone so that the sprawl of Harlow is contained and the surrounding 
villages retain their identity. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0098   Respondent: Andrew Dutton             

Organisation: Consilium Land     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Para 47 of NPPF 2021 requires decisions on applications to be made “… as quickly as 
possible”. Para 69 of NPPF identifies the “important contribution” that can be made towards 
meeting the housing requirement of an area from small and medium sized sites”. LA’s are 
required to “promote the development of a good mix of sites” and to ensure that at least 10% of 
their housing requirement could be derived from sites of less than 1 Ha. Furthermore LA’s are 
required to work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where this would 
help speed up the deliver of homes”. The proposed requirement in the Local Plan for all land 
within SP4.3, SP4.2 and SP4.1 to be subject to the masterplan process set out in Figure 2.1 runs 
contrary to these requirements.  
 
Changes: Each of the proposed allocations (SP4.1, SP4.2 and SP4.3) is comprised of a dominant 
landowner/promoter and a very small number of other minor landowner/promoters. MM21 
proposes an amendment to the diagram to bring some of these smaller areas of land within that 
required for masterplanning. This change in itself is not the subject of this objection however I 
suggest that additional wording is introduced to enable the smaller areas of land to be brought 
forward independently from the dominant area if it can be demonstrated that by doing so it will 
not prejudice the dominant area from also being brought forward independently. If wording is not 
introduced to permit this flexibility then the delivery of homes from SP4.1, SP4.2 and SP4.3 will 
inevitably be delayed. The value and importance of accommodating “early wins” in 
masterplanning has long been recognised. In para 3.6 its 2008 publication ‘Devising and delivering 
masterplanning at neighbourhood level - Some lessons from the New Deal for Communities 
Programme” masterplanners are asked to “Consider the value of early wins” to help win 
community support. In doing so it is recognised that there is a need to balance the pressure to 
deliver on visible issues of immediate local concern with the requirements to take a long term 
strategic view. The suggested new or additional policy wording is; 
“Within the Strategic Masterplan Areas either individual applications or individual applications 
accompanied by Concept Frameworks as appropriate will be welcomed where it can be 
demonstrated that such applications will not compromised the production of Strategic 
Masterplans for the balance of the Strategic Masterplan Areas” 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0004   Respondent: Lee Tennant             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: My main concerns are the complete urbanisation from Harlow New Town to Sheering 
Village along the M11 corridor incorporating Juction7A Not only will the Street Scene be lost the 
Impact on biodiversity will be detrimental. Having leased land in Sheering for over 20 years this 
land being released from the Green Belt for proposed development off housing takes the village 
developments right up to the new boundary changes further impacting the conurbation. It’s very 
important we keep a green buffer for so many important reasons especially with the added noise 
and toxic pollutants . 
 
Changes: Having lived at ….Redacted…. and leased the adjoining land for over 20 years there have 
been several Great Crested Newt surveys on the pond and it has a breeding colony well 
documented this new proposal will effect all the habitats for a variety of wildlife and fauna 
therefore we need Green buffers to continue. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0102   Respondent: Amie Goodlad             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0105   Respondent: Vivien Snook             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Protection of green buffers between settlements and protection of green space and wildlife 
habitats. 
 
Changes: Protection of green buffers between settlements and protection of green space and 
wildlife habitats. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0108   Respondent: David Pickett             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: There is no point of having a designated Green Belt 
area if authorities can change the designation every time they want to allow for development. The 
area now called Gilden Park and the associated road for junction 7A have ruined a lovely part of 
Old Harlow and Churchgate Street. EFDC want to allow building all the way along Longland bridge 
and across to the M11. This area should remain farmland to restrict the sprawl of Harlow and to 
stop it joining Sheering and merging into one. Sheering is an old and lovely village it doesn’t need 
to become part of Harlow or any other garden town. The setting and character of our villages 
need to be preserved. This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats with water 
courses from the surrounding higher ground draining into Pincey Brook where the lower lying 
ground is a flood plain. Many wildlife species can regularly be seen here, and development of the 
land will damage the delicate ecosystems that support this wildlife. The land is a flood plain and 
any development will exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. The Buzzards and Red Kites have 
already moved north over sheering where they were not seen before which is highly likely due to 
the loss of their habitat from to the development of the M11 J7a link road. The B183 is busy 
enough as it is, this is only going get worse with the new junction. Heavy lorries, other large 
vehicles, and hundreds of cars speed through the village now, potentially risking children’s lives 
when trying to attend the primary school along the main road. All through the pandemic it has 
been advocated that the countryside has been good for people’s mental health and now all you 
want to build all over it. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0109   Respondent: Kath Brewster             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G       Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
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Changes: I am writing to object strongly to the Change of Green Belt status and use for housing of 
the land shown in the documents SP4.3/SP5.3. The Green Belt was created to protect the erosion 
of our countryside and should be sacrosanct. Instead we see continued forays and incursions and 
loss of land to property developers. This is illegal. Why are our councils not leaping to defence of 
the Green Belt and also protecting local residents? Instead, they are encouraging the destruction. 
We have had to endure years of this. Our countryside is being destroyed. Nasty, cheap housing 
estates are being thrown up all over our local area. We do not want or need these, we have been 
over-developed and more and more is being added. Wildlife and natural habitats are being 
adversely affected. Historic villages and hamlets are being consumed, our heritage is being lost. 
Our local infrastructures cannot cope and not enough is being added to cope with extra numbers 
of people coming into the area. It is time for those representatives who are supposed to be 
supporting us to actually start listening and act positively to stop the continued destruction of our 
local environment and actually try to preserve what we have so that future generations may enjoy 
what is left! 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0110   Respondent: Paul Neville             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED121A-C/EB1420A-C         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: There has to be full consultation with Harlow Council and the residents of Harlow before 
any planning permission is given for the developments that abut that councils borders. To not do 
so is unethical and immoral. 
 
Changes: There has to be full consultation with Harlow Council and the residents of Harlow before 
any planning permission is given for the developments that abut that councils borders. To not do 
so is unethical and immoral. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0116   Respondent: Mike Usher             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
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that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The buzzards and red kites have moved north over Sheering where they weren’t 
seen before which is highly likely due to the loss of their habitat from to the development of the 
M11 J7a link road. 
 
Changes: I propose that part of the land in question could be used for some development under 
specific conditions. 
1. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt to protect the separation 
of the historic Village of Sheering and the delicate natural habit of the flood plain and surrounding 
fields and woodlands. 
2. The land south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new 
Hospital and NOT for any other purpose without consultation and should be given the status as an 
area of special restraint 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Latton Priory: the question of the access road, East to the B1393, Epping Road. The 
Inspector said she would not want to see this. The maps 2.x and 2.2 now show that route as only a 
Sustainable Transport Corridor; but the PJA Latton Priory Access Strategy Assessment Report of 
July 2020 (published with this release) makes an Eastward road their recommended solution. 
Epping Society wants Latton Priory to belong socioculturally to Harlow, and to make the minimum 
impact on Epping Forest traffic & air, parking and on the EFSAC. We would suggest that if a road IS 
built that way, then all properties at Latton Priory should be subject to the Forest surcharge. (A 
view has been expressed that some of this is related to relative house prices in areas perceived as 
Harlow versus Epping Forest; and hence to developers’ margins – but that must not be a policy 
consideration, of course). 
Are the Travellers’ pitches retained in this LP version? 
We call for the metric defining “high quality employment” to be stated in the plan and reported 
annually as above.  The last part of 2.126 should not be seen as a reason to dilute the policy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0124   Respondent: Anne Marshall             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED122A-B   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Release of the Green Belt is not acceptable and stated under document K above. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: The proposals in the Local Plan show the area West of 
the M11, South of Pincey Brook and east of the B183 to be developed. The Main Modifications 
propose that this area is removed from Green Belt protection and becomes part of East of Harlow 
development. The Green Belt Review, Stage One, June 2015, refers to the concerns of the Green 
Belt and the character of the District, with the continued protection of the Green Belt being a 
priority of the residents of the area. It stresses the importance of maintaining green areas 
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between villages and towns and assesses this area in question, emphasising its importance in the 
prevention of urban sprawl from Harlow. Earlier documents showing these proposals maintain the 
Green Belt status of this land but show the area as a leisure opportunity or development for care 
facilities. There is a long-established policy by EFDC to retain Green Belt land as green breaks 
between urban areas and specifically to preserve the definition and character of our historic 
villages. There appears little or no reference to potential Brownfield sites that during the period 
up to 2033 may become available for redevelopment. The road system around and through 
Sheering with its present number of residents is already stretched and struggling to handle the 
volume and speed of traffic imposed on it and the parking facilities at present levels are far from 
adequate. Although the proposed development indicates the inclusion of the provision of infant 
and secondary schools, it is likely that the construction of these facilities will not take precedence 
over the construction of the residential properties. The loss of the Green Belt status of the 
proposed area as outlined in the Main Modifications is not sustainable and should be dismissed at 
consultation stage and not considered any further. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0125   Respondent: Chris Seaber             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED122A-B         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Building on Green Belt is totally unacceptable and stated under document K above. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: The main modification does not take into account 
Green Belt, the importance of villages and the heritage, pollution from increasing traffic along The 
Street Sheering. The road is busy and dangerous enough (non-existent kerbs in places, width of 
road, etc.) without adding more cars plus the cars now using The Street coming off or on the 
motorway. The village cannot sustain that amount of traffic. The village is a close community that 
cares for the environment and its heritage. Tree planting is planned, wildflower areas have now 
been sown along the road to improve the look and help with pollution along The Street. I’ve lived 
in Sheering for over 35 years and love the village and its community. This development would 
destroy the Green Belt that exists between us and Harlow. We are having to live with massive 
deforestation and disturbance of green space with the new motorway link. I would like to point 
out that filling in this objection has been made exceedingly difficult. I’ve had to speak to several 
people to work out exactly what I should be objecting to in drop down menus - nothing has been 
made easy. This inevitably will put a lot of people at a disadvantage in objecting and I must 
wonder if the complexity of the form is deliberate to reduce the number of objections. I take 
exception at that - it is discriminatory against those who may not be so computer literate or be 
able to just work out what boxes to tick. I would be appalled if this development went ahead and 
strongly object. And I know that the majority of residents in Sheering feel exactly the same way, 
even if they are unable to find their way round your objection process. This development cannot 
be allowed to go ahead. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0128   Respondent: Carl Williams             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: N/A 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0002   Respondent: Michael Hayter             

Organisation: Sheering Parish Council     Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G 
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representation concerns the East of Harlow Masterplan 
Area and that proposals in EFDC Local Plan 2016 and the Harlow and Gilston Town Vision show 
the areas west of the M11, south of Pincey Brook and the new M11 spur road and east of B183 to 
be developed. The Main Modification Document proposes that this area is removed from the 
Green Belt. Open spaces would be lost in favour of new homes. The Green Belt Review Stage One 
(2015) outlined continued protection of Green Belt as a priority and importance in prevention of 
urban sprawl but proposed development land does not support this. Earlier documents maintain 
the land’s Green Belt showing as leisure opportunity or development for care facilities. 
Development would mean loss of Churchgate Street as a village and it effectively joining Sheering. 
Green Belt must be retained. Emphasis on the development of Green Belt and little/no reference 
to brownfield sites. Road system locally is stretched and problem will become worse. Sheering 
and Sawbridgeworth already heavy commuter areas with parking facilities far from adequate. 
Although the proposed development includes school provision, development is likely to either 
create additional demand on local Schools which couldn’t be accommodated or lead to the 
closure of Sheering School. Green Belt designation on the boundary of Harlow is critical to protect 
from sprawl. Whilst the M11 may be considered an effective boundary the Parish Council does 
not accept that this is as affected as the current Green Belt status of the proposed development 
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area. The Parish Council considers that the ‘build to line’ must be defined as the new M11 
Junction 7a spur road with no further development to take place to the north of that line. Loss of 
the Green Belt status of the proposed area is not sustainable and should be dismissed.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (As with SP 4, whilst we welcome the inclusion of the new criterion in relation the historic 
environment, the wording proposed by the Council does not take into account that the 
significance of heritage assets can be harmed through development within their settings. We 
strongly advise that these criteria are amended to make it clear that proposals should preserve 
heritage assets from harm - that is harm to their significance, not simply their fabric. As noted in 
our previous comments, ‘conserve’ is the recommended terminology. We suggest the following: 
SP5.1 - Latton Priory. We request that this criterion is amended to read: vi) A sympathetic design 
which preserves conserves and where appropriate enhances responds to the significance of the 
adjacent Ancient Woodland, and the Scheduled Monuments and listed buildings to the south of 
the site, and their settings. SP5.2 - Water Lane Area. We request that this criterion is amended to 
read: A sympathetic design which preserves conserves, and where appropriate enhances, the 
significance of Listed Buildings adjacent and within the site, Scheduled Monuments to the North 
and West and the Nazeing and South Roydon Conservation Area adjacent and within the site, and 
their settings. SP5.3 - East of Harlow. We request that this criterion is amended to read: A 
sympathetic design which preserves conserves, and where appropriate enhances, the significance 
of Listed Buildings adjacent and within the site, Registered Park and Garden to the West and 
nearby Scheduled Monuments, and their settings 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes EFDC’s commitment to provide for and safeguard land for Sustainable 
Transport Corridors. HCC has taken this approach as part of our LTP4. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the additional text clarifying the type of development permitted in FZ2 and 3 
and highlighting the climate change allowances. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0011   Respondent: Michael Hardware             

Organisation: Harlow Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Modifications to make Garden Community housing 
numbers ‘minimum’ is not supported. Support Stepped Trajectory. 
Support MMs which refer to land being safeguarded for Sustainable Transport Corridors STCs, 
opportunity to amend Policy SP4 part (xiii) to deliver STC through contributions and on site 
delivery and for consistency, all EFDC Garden Communities should make contributions towards 
entirety of STCs in Policy SP5, consistent with apportionment approach undertaken for Garden 
Town IDP.  Strongly recommend the indicative STC route included in MM maps or MM21 
amended. 
Latton Priory: Support amended Green Belt boundary for Latton Priory to include Masterplan 
area. Modification to Maps 2.1 and 2.2 to redraw the access road for site is supported as it still 
provides flexibility in relation to the best access solution but references to PJA access study should 
be included within Policy/ supporting text.  Modifications which clarify employment provision at 
land adjoining Dorrington Farm are supported. Include reference to HGGT Employment 
Commission.  Modifications to protect Harlow Woods SSSI are supported.  
Water Lane: Modifications to enable limited residential development to be located elsewhere 
within the site to facilitate a better STC alignment is supported.  
East of Harlow: Positive to see continuing release Masterplan area from Green Belt.  MM21 
includes new section after Part H - mostly supported, (which provides assurance that any surplus 
land will be planned and managed) subject to reservation of adequate land for Princess Alexandra 
Hospital Health Campus, and amendment to define ‘health facilities’. Further detail provided in 
representation. Modifications to Map 2.4 shows amended boundary for site - this is supported. 
Modifications table suggests that revised Map for East of Harlow will include an ‘indicative’ road 
for M11 Junction 7a but not clear whether or not this has been included but should not be 
defined as substantially complete at EFLP adoption. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Housing numbers: Wording ['minimum'] to be removed 
from modifications. Revert back to original wording in respect of housing numbers for Garden 
Communities. Sustainable Transport Corridors: Suggested wording for Policies SP4 (xiii) and SP5 
(xii)(xi)(ix) set out in detail in the representation, to provide consistency between Garden 
Communities. Either indicative STC route should be included on the Policies Map or the 
Modification should be amended. We strongly recommend that the routes, both within Harlow 
and within the Garden Communities themselves, be included as Modification to Maps 2.1 through 
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to 2.4. Latton Priory: PJA Study provides detailed guidance on how traffic movements must be 
managed through design, including focusing traffic eastwards and ensuring Rye Hill road 
connection is a less attractive through route. Proposed Modifications do not go far enough in 
providing additional explanatory text around this access route – this should be included within the 
Plan to accompany the maps. Modifications should make reference to the HGGT Employment 
Commission (2020) which provides detail as to how the one hectare employment provision can be 
translated into floorspace requirements. East of Harlow: Modification should be amended to 
clarify what is meant by health facilities as Harlow Council still supports the relocation of the 
Hospital to the Epping portion of the East of Harlow site and work is progressing at pace on this. 
Modifications table suggests that the revised Map for East of Harlow will include an ‘indicative’ 
road for the M11 Junction 7a but it is not clear whether or not this has been included. This should 
not be defined as indicative on the Map as work is progressing fast on this and by the time the 
EFLP is adopted the road will be substantially, if not fully complete. 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Conservators welcome the wording changes to part  
(iv) for Latton Priory (page 33 of the MMs) and for G (iii) for Water Lane which make explicit the 
need for SANGS. For Water Lane this is an important addition as this provision of a suitable SANGS 
at this allocation is a concern for the Conservators. The Council’s commitment elsewhere in the 
Plan to 8ha per 1000 for the bespoke SANGS sites (G&BIS EB159E) is also a positive policy which 
we support. However, as set out in our comments on SANGS under MM47 (below) and in the 
letter appended to this response, we consider that this metric needs wider application to SANGS 
provision away from the Masterplan sites, in order to avoid increasing recreational pressure on 
Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation (EFSAC). 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome recognition of the need to avoid and mitigate impacts upon Harlow Woods 
Site of Special Scientific Interest (‘SSSI’) in plan policy. That notwithstanding Natural England has 
repeatedly advised throughout the local plan process that the potential impact on Harlow Woods 
SSSI from housing allocations in the local plan should be assessed and that the local authority 
needs to engage with both us and Harlow District Council (the owners and managers of the site) 
to identify solutions. Harlow Woods SSSI is in close proximity to and in between the two strategic 
sites at Latton Priory and Water Lane. In order to demonstrate that the allocations are consistent 
with national policy, deliverable, and compatible with other plan policies (e.g. DM 1) it should be 
shown at the local plan level that an adverse effect on the SSSI can be avoided or that mitigation 
can be delivered at least in principle. Natural England is unaware of any such assessment or any 
discussions with Harlow District Council having taken place. 
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In most other local plans Natural England would have considered this to be a key point of 
soundness. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly only refers 
to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks associated with 
surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
ECC supports inclusion of new map overall  
The following is provided to ensure soundness in relation to this strategic allocation in relation to 
being effective and justified 
The PJA Latton Priory Access Study developed a concept for the site and access arrangements. 
This was the accepted access strategy by all HGGT partners. 
It included: 
• STC access to the north parallel to Fern Hill Road - this is not shown on the EFDC plan and should 
be included in a similar way that Harlow DC included in its sound and adopted (December 2020) 
Local Plan for the new Eastern Stort Crossing pointing to East Herts DC area. The STC connection 
could be made slightly further east in the Harlow Green wedge – the PJA plan is a concept. 
• Vehicle access to the East to London Road (but could be used by STC services to Epping) 
• Vehicle access to the west – Rye Hill Road but with changes to the junction and measures to 
reduce rat running down Rye Hill Road to London Road. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk  
This part of the Plan MMs requires additional information, detail and some revisions accordingly 
by adding the above points: 
The STC route northwards would best be shown indicatively in vicinity of Fern Hill Road (rather 
than specifically following all of Fern Hill Road) 
Also the new Rye Hill Road link should also mention need to contribute to wider transport 
measures in Southern Harlow 
 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Latton Priory: the question of the access road, East to the B1393, Epping Road. The 
Inspector said she would not want to see this. The maps 2.x and 2.2 now show that route as only a 
Sustainable Transport Corridor; but the PJA Latton Priory Access Strategy Assessment Report of 
July 2020 (published with this release) makes an Eastward road their recommended solution. 
Epping Society wants Latton Priory to belong socioculturally to Harlow, and to make the minimum 
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impact on Epping Forest traffic & air, parking and on the EFSAC. We would suggest that if a road IS 
built that way, then all properties at Latton Priory should be subject to the Forest surcharge. (A 
view has been expressed that some of this is related to relative house prices in areas perceived as 
Harlow versus Epping Forest; and hence to developers’ margins – but that must not be a policy 
consideration, of course). 
Are the Travellers’ pitches retained in this LP version? 
We call for the metric defining “high quality employment” to be stated in the plan and reported 
annually as above.  The last part of 2.126 should not be seen as a reason to dilute the policy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0009   Respondent: Will Lusty             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED117         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Our client’s interest comprises Land at Moor Hall Road. We 
are pleased that the Site has been formally proposed for inclusion within the East of Harlow 
Strategic Masterplan Area allocation. Alongside this, our client has progressed engagement with 
Officers and submitted a pre-application request to consider the opportunity for early housing 
delivery as part of the Strategic Masterplan Area whilst continuing to liaise with other site owners 
within the wider Masterplan Area, recognising that the Council is seeking endorsement of a 
Strategic Masterplan prior to the submission of a planning application.  
The amendment to the Site Boundary of SP 4.3 is supported. Whilst these modifications are 
shown on Maps 2.1 and 2.4, they are not correct on “New Map 2.X Sustainable Transport 
Corridors in the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town”.  
Amendment at Part H (i) to state “a minimum” of 750 homes up to 2033 is supported, particularly 
recognising the reduction in capacity and deletion of some site allocations through the Main 
Modifications and therefore the need to optimise development potential of the Strategic 
Masterplan Area to meet identified housing needs. 
It is noted that Part H (i) (ii) is amended to a more specific requirement for “five” traveller pitches 
Clarification is sought as to whether positioning will be determined as part of the Local Plan or the 
masterplanning / application process and whether amendment is required to the legend. 
Removal of reference to “any compensatory BAP habitat to retain existing provision” from Part H 
(i) (iii) and Maps 2.1 and 2.4 is supported but in the interests of soundness this must be reflected 
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan Schedule  
New section after Part H refers to the preparation of a single Strategic Masterplan to cover the 
wider Garden Community that East of Harlow sits within. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd 
representation letter dated 22nd September 2021 for full details. Representation details also 
shown below as follows: Chapter 2 Strategic Context and Policies MM21 Policy SP5 Garden Town 
Communities (Page 42-44) PAH object to the variation of this Map from the HGGT Vision & Design 
Guide Key Diagram. PAH objects to the text of the proposed New Section after Part H. As currently 
worded, it suggests that through the preparation of the Strategic Masterplan it may be concluded 
that the proposed hospital forming part of the community and healthcare facilities could be 
located in the part of East of Harlow Garden Community in Harlow District. However, concerning 
the Hospital, no such Proposal has recently been considered and no agreement is in place with the 
landowners in this respect and this does not reflect the position in Supporting Document K (SoCG 
Addendum East of Harlow September 2020 between EFDC, Harlow DC, Miller Homes, and PAH). 
As explained above, the broad location of the new hospital site, which lies within the Epping 
Forest District part of the strategic site allocation, has been established and reflected in the HGGT 
Key Diagram and agreed in planning terms with the local planning and transport authorities. There 
is no planning or development option to locate the new Hospital within the Harlow District part of 
the East of Harlow strategic site allocation and therefore for the soundness reasons set out, the 
policy criterion should be amended as suggested. PAH does however, acknowledge that a fall back 
policy addition is needed to determine suitable land uses in the event that the Hospital does not 
relocate from its current location in central Harlow. 
 
Changes: Council Officer summarised PAH therefore, requests the New Map is updated to reflect 
the key diagram in the HGGT Vision and Design Guide documents, which indicate the intended 
hospital site at East Harlow as ‘Land only to be developed for potential hospital relocation’. The 
broad location of the Hospital is north of the eastwest M11 Junction 7a link road and south of 
Pincey Brook. This position is further supported by the SoCG 2020 Addendum (Supporting 
Document K (ED122AB)) in which the parties agree the Hospital is likely to be delivered North of 
the M11 Junction 7a East- West link road and the location of the hospital may be determined in 
advance of the Strategic Masterplan Process being completed. The matter has also been 
addressed as part of the related PPA process between PAH and the authorities. PAH therefore 
requests that Policy SP5 new section after Part H is to read as follows: (Summarised by Council 
Officer – Recommended wording from representor to be found in Representation Letter for 
MM21) Proposed amended Map 2.1 Garden Communities around Harlow incorrectly identifies 
the Garden Communities as ‘Residential site allocations’ in the Legend, rather than ‘Strategic site 
allocations’ where a mix of uses is expected. PAH therefore requests the Legend be corrected. 
Proposed amended Map 2.4 East of Harlow Strategic Masterplan Area incorrectly identifies the 
site as ‘Residential site allocation’ in the Legend, rather than ‘Strategic site allocation’ where a 
range of uses is expected. PAH therefore, requests the Legend be corrected. PAH also requests 
the potential hospital relocation site is shown with an indicative ‘H’ to be consistent with the 
Garden Town and Harlow Local Plans. It is considered that the above amendments would address 
the soundness objections. Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation 
letter dated 22nd September 2021 for full details. 
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0030   Respondent: Christopher Roberts             

Organisation: Commercial Estates Group (CEG) and Hallam Land Management (Hallam)     
Supporting document: ED121A         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This representation is submitted on behalf of Commercial 
Estates Group (‘CEG’) and Hallam Land Management (‘Hallam’). These parties are the promoters 
of Land at Latton Priory, which is proposed for allocation at Policies SP4 and SP5 of the Local Plan 
Submission Version (‘LPSV’). 
CEG and Hallam support or otherwise have no comment on proposed modifications included 
within MM21, other than the following; Part of MM21 proposes to amend Map 2.2. The 
amendment to Map 2.2 and corresponding changes to Map 2.1, introduce a new alignment for 
the access road, both within the extent of the allocation boundaries and beyond them.  These 
amendments relate to paragraph 33 and Action 15 in the “Inspector’s Advice After Hearings” 
(ED98). 
The Council responded to paragraph 33 and Action 15 of ED98, by commissioning PJA (with 
Rumney Environmental) to prepare an access study for Latton Priory, which was published in July 
2020. The PJA Report provided analysis to support the conclusion that the preferred option was 
for an access road; with a potential highway access from the west as well as from the east, via a 
connection to the B1393.  
The Council, in seeking these amendments to Maps 2.1 and 2.2, go further than what is required 
in Action 15. This approach is not justified or effective, as it risks undermining the findings of more 
detailed technical assessments that are informing ongoing masterplanning work and which will 
support a future planning application. The particular alignment of the access road that is now 
proposed on Maps 2.1 and 2.2 is not justified. There is no detailed technical work in the PJA 
Report to support the exact alignment nor is it the stated purpose of the report to define a 
detailed access / road alignment through the site.  
 
Changes: Council officer has summarised: CEG and Hallam consider that the alignment of the 
east-west access road through the site, as is depicted in Maps 2.1 and 2.2 (as proposed to be 
modified as part of MM21), , effectively portray a detailed alignment for the access, but do so on 
the basis of insufficient technical information. It is not justified and not effective. It is therefore an 
unsound modification to the Plan that should not be made. 
CEG and Hallam therefore consider that the alteration is unnecessary. There is no need to modify 
Map 2.1 of the LPSV, as there is now sufficient justification for the principle of an eastern access 
road, as already shown indicatively on LPSV Map 2.1. 
However, if it is retained, the alignment should be presented much more conceptually in order to 
confirm its genuinely indicative status. Without prejudice to the representation submitted, if the 
Inspector is minded to favourably consider changes to Maps 2.1 and 2.2, then CEG and Hallam 
would wish to detail a number of major concerns about the road alignment between Rye Hill Road 
and London Road as depicted on these revised maps. These relate to the area within the 
allocation boundary and the area to the east. Further detail is provided on concerns relating to 
points of connection, topography in relation to the access road, aboricultural and biodiversity 
impacts, visual and lighting considerations, SNGS. In addition to concerns regarding the access 
road alignment outside of the allocation, CEG and Hallam are also concerned that Maps 2.1 and 
2.2 show a detailed alignment of the road through the site, which has not been determined 
through Strategic Masterplan and future planning applications.  
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MM: 21  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey     
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes  
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Part G Water Lane (iii): Criterion (iii) refers to SANG 
provision at Water Lane as set out in Mitigation Strategy for the EFSAC. The Green Infrastructure 
Strategy sets out that West Katherines is located outside of the Zone of Influence (ZoI) for the 
EFSAC and does not need to provide for SANG. It refers to a requirement of 13ha of SANG to be 
provided directly in relation to the West Sumners part of the allocation. Page 112 of the GIS 
shows indicative SANG within the West Sumners site and none within West Katherines. We have 
previously highlighted that West Katherines is not within ZoI and SANG not required within site. 
This is supported by adopted GIS and therefore the Policy wording needs to be clearer. Specialist 
ecological advice is appended. It is concluded that position of EFDC HRA and Natural England is 
recreational effects not likely to arise in relation to Lee Valley SPA/Ramsar site or Wormley 
Hoddesdon park Woods SAC as a result of Water Lane. Part of allocation is within the ZoI for 
EFSAC (West Sumners), and accords with adopted strategy that will need to bring forward SANG 
to mitigate likely significant effects. West Katherines will be subject to separate planning 
application, so is separate project under Habitats Regulations. It is wholly outside the ZoI, and not 
required to include SANG within its boundaries. EFDC makes reference to ‘futureproofing’ and 
that ZoI may be extended in future. Case law requires that HRAs are made with best available 
scientific knowledge at time of assessment, not future scenarios. At time of writing this results in 
6.2km ZoI, which does not cover West Katherines. Therefore no requirement for it to provide 
SANG. Changes required: Add specific wording to reflect the GIS: Clarification that SANG to be 
provided within West Sumners only. 
 
Changes: Add specific wording to reflect the GIS: Clarification that SANG to be provided within the 
West Sumners site only 

 

MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: See points made in MM11 etc, ref Office for National Statistics data, Covid & Brexit. It may 
well be that almost NO GB take is needed. 
Land should not be removed from the Green Belt and instead be incorporated into local open 
space or greenspace categories; as these are less strongly protected and could be rescinded in 
future.  Green Belt designation should always be retained where possible.  It is not permitted by 
NPPF to take Green Belt without urgent specific need, creating new “greenspace” is not that. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In its entirety , we still believe that the Main Modifications (MMs) fail to put the Local Plan 
Submission Version (LPSV) into a state of compliance with the general law, and the Holohan 
judgment. We submit that you as Inspector cannot accept the Interim Air Quality Management 
Strategy as anymore than a possible set of actions, for which there is no guaranteed success, 
which may or may not bring about the mitigation of pollution on the Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) beyond any scientific doubt. 
We consider this to be so important that it may vitiate the whole LPSV; therefore ask you to 
reconvene the EiP, in order that the chance of success with the Interim Strategy may be assessed 
in the light of the latest scientific thinking, the progress since 2020 or otherwise of 
decarbonisation, and further threats to tree and vegetation species. 
On particular MMs, we have the following comments and objections: MM22, page 39; after “in 
some locations” add “and following the processes of making this Local Plan,” and after “Chigwell 
Village Green”, insert “Jessel Green Loughton”. This is to give protection following MM114, LOU 
R5, p179 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective 
 
Why: MM22, page 39 
Although Jessel Green (LOU.R5) has been removed from the list of development sites, we do not 
consider that this provides sufficient protection for this important Green Space following MM114, 
LOU R5, p179 
 
Changes: After “in some locations” add “and following the processes of making this Local Plan,”  
and after “Chigwell Village Green”, insert “Jessel Green Loughton”.  
 

 

MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: See points made in MM11 etc, ref Office for National Statistics data, Covid & Brexit. It may 
well be that almost NO GB take is needed. Land should not be removed from the Green Belt and 
instead be incorporated into local open space or greenspace categories; as these are less strongly 
protected and could be rescinded in future.  Green Belt designation should always be retained 
where possible.  It is not permitted by NPPF to take Green Belt without urgent specific need, 
creating new “greenspace” is not that. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0013   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The current allocation restricts the capacity of the site 
which will make 48 homes very difficult to achieve (THOR.R2). Since the site was allocated, new 
design constraints have been introduced including land take for Essex SUDS requirements, car 
parking spaces and sizes and national space standards which will reduce the number of new 
homes within the site. The allocated should be revised to provide a cohesive and comprehensive 
development. Submitted preapplication proposal show additional housing could come forward in 
an acceptable form by revising the boundary shown on the attached proposals map. The site is 
well contained and if amended could provide approx. 70 new homes in accord with policies on 
affordable homes, car parking, open space and SUDS. THOR.R2 is on the outer extremities of 
Thornwood which makes any large open space and play areas less likely to be used by the existing 
community. It would be more appropriate to upgrade existing Thornwood Common and play area 
which would then support a more comprehensive residential scheme at THOR.R2 and boost 
housing on allocated sites. THOR.R2 is very well contained with limited views due to the retained 
boundary planting as part of proposals. There is no impact to the wider purposes or functions of 
the Green Belt by amending the allocation. The boundary currently represents no logical 
development pattern or Green Belt assessment critique. They have been arbitrarily drawn and 
makes little sense by creating a new fenced boundary through an existing field (see Site Specific 
Requirements). The Inspector is advised that the Council are missing the opportunity to create a 
better policy framework for this site, and a more comprehensive, well planned residential 
development at THOR.R2. A Vision Document was submitted as part of this representation. The 
same response applies to a several relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0014   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This representation relates to Beech Farm, High Road, 
Loughton as an opportunity for a new residential site. The Council’s Green Belt assessment (2015) 
assessed the site as park of a very large parcel which was considered to have no contribution in 
two Green Belt purposes. The Stage 2 assessment, confirmed the site did not contribute to the of 
five Green Belt purposes. The applicants have prepared a scheme showing a possible form of 
development in a high quality sensitive approach, subject to release from the Green Belt. The 
scheme makes provision for car parking, amenity space, SUDS and is technically considered 
deliverable. The proposal also shows open space which will be used as community open space. 
Delivering such a large parcel of land provides an excellent opportunity to increase biodiversity 
and recreation for the community. We consider the potential to reduce visits to Epping Forest a 
significant exceptional circumstance to promote high quality residential development. The site 
could accommodate market and affordable homes and be delivered quickly. The proposal can 
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deliver a doctor’s surgery further benefitting the community. We notice numerous sites have 
been deleted or housing numbers reduced. The Inspector’s advice note, August 2019, makes the 
point that additional sites should come forward where there is concern that some sites will need 
to be deleted or capacity reduced. The Council should be allocating more smaller development 
sites such as Beech Farm which are readily deliverable. A Vision Document was submitted as part 
of this representation Please note, the same response applies to a number of relatable MMs 
contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 22  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0018   Respondent: Rory O'Reilly             

Organisation: Paragon (North Weald) Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Unsound as inconsistent with national policy. Cuvette 
represent Paragon (North Weald) Limited, who have an interest in 16 acres of land adjoining to 
north-east of North Weald Airfield. The site is approximately 16 acres. LPSV suggests residual 
requirement for 16-19 ha of employment land for the period 2016 - 2033. To meet this need the 
Council propose to allocate 23 ha of land across five sites, which is a marginal increase above their 
requirements. Council’s 2017 economic evidence is out of date and suggest increased demand 
especially logistics floorspace driven by online retail and an acute supply. North Weald Airfield is 
an allocated site and proposed for removal from the Green Belt for delivery of 10ha of B1/B2/B8 
development. The Paragon site has been actively promoted to the LPSV and proposed for 
inclusion as part of the North Weald Airfield Masterplanning work undertaken in 2014, which 
forms part of LPSV evidence base. The site is identified a less important in GB Assessment.  
Inclusion of Paragon’s land with the Airfield allocation would have created a long-term, 
permanent and defensible boundary to the Green Belt. However, the proposed exclusion of 
Paragon’s land will lead to an illogical and indefensible Green Belt contrary to NPPF Paragraph 
140. Solution to this is set out in paragraph 143(c) of the Framework. In our view, the allocation of 
the Airfield while the Paragon site is excluded and retained as Green Belt land does not satisfy 
paragraph 140, as the Green Belt boundary does not satisfy the permanence test. To ensure 
longevity of the Green Belt boundary we suggest that Paragon’s land is removed from the Green 
Belt alongside the Airfield and safeguarded as a reserve employment site to meet longer term 
development needs. 
 
Changes: To ensure longevity of the Green Belt boundary we suggest that Paragon’s land is 
removed from the Green Belt alongside the Airfield and safeguarded as a reserve employment 
site to meet longer term development needs. 

 

MM: 23  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Good to see clarity on terminology of Local Green Spaces here; but elsewhere we see oddly 
see “local greenspaces”. Can document be checked for consistency on this please? 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 23  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Green spaces - we need greater protection measures for local green spaces if we are to 
prevent the overuse of Epping Forest. How will this be achieved? This is not clear. Improvements 
and provision of green and blue infrastructure assets should include Stonards Hill recreation 
ground, Lower Swaines recreation ground and others. 
More details needed about green and blue infrastructure network. In the post-Covid era, more 
people are expected to work from home. This will bring a need for greater emphasis on local 
green space and amenities. Any plan that projects forward to 2033 must surely address this 
fundamental shift in some way. Green/Wildlife corridor: This is the strip of green space and wood 
stretching from Coopersale, Jack Silley playing fields, across Stonards Hill to the area South East of 
Theydon Grove through to east Epping and should be included. 
The Main Modifications/Local Plan needs to get a really clear position around the issue of green 
infrastructure, local green space and SANGs so that it relieves pressure on Epping Forest (for 
example, the need for ‘off-lead’ dog-walking) and gives protection to open spaces in Epping. 
Protection of green spaces needs to be built into Neighbourhood Plan and policies. 
These should be real protection to support sustainable development and communities. 
Development should not be deemed sustainable (2016-2033) without adequate and protected 
green belt and green space. (p42) Quality greenspace should be required not sought. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 23  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Good to see clarity on terminology of Local Green Spaces here; but elsewhere we see oddly 
see “local greenspaces”. Can document be checked for consistency on this please? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0028   Respondent: Laura Barker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We need more green spaces in and around developments to ease the pressure on the 
forest, the car parks for the forest are consistently full and I am genuinely concerned for the air 
pollution. What are the proposed green spaces? 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0048   Respondent: Emma Flint             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Green spaces must be protected. Epping Forest must be protected from forest degradation. 
 
Changes: Green spaces must be protected. 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0049   Respondent: Sharon Spicer             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: We need more green spaces around new developments to ease pressure on Epping Forrest 
itself 
 
Changes: Parks, green spaces and trees required 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0064   Respondent: Pauline Lazenby             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: There must be green infrastructure provided especially as a lot of our green spaces are 
being eroded by the new buildings. Epping Forest is packed to capacity especially since COVID and 
needs to be protected.  Ref MM24, and MM53. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0065   Respondent: Pam Horgan             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The necessary green infrastructure must be provided especially as a lot of our green spaces 
are being built on. Epping Forest is packed to capacity, and needs to be protected. Ref MM24, 
MM53. 
 
Changes: None 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 101  
 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0071   Respondent: Simon Terrell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Green spaces for families. The recreational ground at Fluxes Lane is a great space for 
families to meet and is regularly used as a training ground for local football clubs - MM24 and 
MM53. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0083   Respondent: Jon Nutton             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The government’s Planning Inspector clearly had concerns 
about the South Epping site. In my view the council’s proposed changes do not respond fully to 
these concerns. 
Reference MM77 - ‘South Epping’ is ear-marked for approximately 450 new homes. 450 new 
‘homes’ means lots of additional residents. An area that is already susceptible to flooding will only 
be made ever worse by this level of development. 
The vehicular bridge has been removed. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and congested and 
cannot cope with the current traffic. South Epping must have the necessary infrastructure to cope 
with additional traffic. The plans are vague as how EFDC plan to negate further problems along 
roads in the vicinity that are inadequate for its current use. The existing GPs cannot cover the 
current population. A GP/health hub is an absolute must at South Epping, particularly given the 
site’s location at the bottom of a steep hill, away from the current healthcare providers. Ivy 
Chimneys is already at capacity. A new, additional school is an absolute must for this site.  The 
necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not only the South Epping 
development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, 
this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, 
dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. Reference MM28 - Housing: must be a 
mixture of tenures, not just flats. Reference MM24/ MM53 - Green Spaces must be protected.  
We need more green spaces in and around developments to ease pressure on the Forest. 
Reference MM55 - Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and 
assessments, not appraised by developers. Much of the revised Plan is vague. There needs to be 
more definite facts made available to residents. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0093   Respondent: Glen Watts             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Our green spaces must be protected. We need more green spaces in and around 
developments to ease pressure on the forest 
 
Changes: I don’t feel that the space should be used for extra housing as we need to protect the 
few areas of green space we have to keep Epping from being over built. We should be protecting 
this space and not building on it. There are a number of car parks in the north part of Epping that 
would be more suitable for a housing development and would not cause as much destruction to 
our green space. 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0095   Respondent: Ian Wilcox             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Traffic. The Main Modifications (MM) remove the most 
important piece of infrastructure required - a vehicular bridge linking the two separate 
developments. This bridge would have removed traffic from the existing congested roads in south 
Epping. 450 homes will lead to additional cars filtering out between Flux's Lane and Ivy Chimneys 
Road. The roads frequently gridlock. There is a dangerous tight bend under the Central Line bridge 
between Brook Road and Bridge Hill. Children will be at risk getting to and from the two Primary 
Schools in the area. Key services will not be able to navigate the area. 
Air Pollution. There will be increased air pollution from vehicular traffic. The development is too 
far from the Epping Central Line Station and shops for people to walk from EPP.R2. Vehicular use 
will inevitably increase. MM77.  
Benefits to the local community. MM78. Doesn’t benefits the existing community. Residents were 
told by EFDC that the community would benefit from new roads, an additional Primary School, a 
new GP Surgery and new Sports Centre. None of this is included in the SEMPA MM. Epping 
already suffers from a chronic lack of GP provision and Primary School places.  
SANG. MM24 and MM53. The delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is 
essential. The SEMPA sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are constrained by the M25 and the Central Line. 
EPP.R2 has pylons running through the sites. There is simply not enough high-quality land 
available to provide SANG.  
EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are illogical sites. An evidence-based approach to site selection was thrown 
out and EFDC simply stated that some sites were "less preferred by the community". The 
approach was unsound.  The development must be removed from the Local Plan entirely. It is 
flawed. SEMPA is not consistent with national policy.  
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0111   Respondent: Martyn Gooding             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. ref MM24 and MM53 
Our Green Spaces must be protected. We need more green spaces in and around developments 
to ease pressure on the Forest. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0114   Respondent: Aikaterini Papadaki             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. ref MM24 and MM53 
Our Green Spaces must be protected. We need more green spaces in and around developments 
to ease pressure on the Forest. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: A definition of “multifunction” please; would avoid uncertainty. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0127   Respondent: Angela Burbidge             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: 1. Green infrastructure to be high priority to reflect the rural green belt surrounding area 
and continue to provide tree framed areas for recreation and spacing and visual acceptability for 
this area. 
2. The current playing field must be retained. Additional green spaces should be on the edge of 
the current arable area to retain trees and hedgerows along the road ( Brook Road) and provide a 
green edging and space to the new properties while maintaining as much as possible the outlook 
for the current houses on Brook Road. It would be awful if the current “ Field view cottage” had to 
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be renamed “ no green view cottage,  just an estate” I hope my comments will be borne in mind. I 
know that we have to find new homes but we should be mindful of the heritage of this green belt 
area and while sharing it with newcomers, not ruin it for the current and future Epping 
homeowners. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Bungalows (single storey) should be protected and provided for those not able to use stairs. 
Bungalows should be classified as single storey dwellings to support this sector of specialist 
accommodation, which is highlighted as a requirement of the Plan. Once a dwelling is two storey, 
is excludes a large proportion of those requiring specialist accommodation. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: More details needed about green and blue infrastructure network. In the post-Covid era, 
more people are expected to work from home. This will bring a need for greater emphasis on local 
green space and amenities. Any plan that projects forward to 2033 must surely address this 
fundamental shift in some way. Green/Wildlife corridor: This is the strip of green space and wood 
stretching from Coopersale, Jack Silley playing fields, across Stonards Hill to the area South East of 
Theydon Grove through to east Epping and should be included. The Main Modifications/Local Plan 
needs to get a really clear position around the issue of green infrastructure, local green space and 
SANGs so that it relieves pressure on Epping Forest (for example, the need for ‘off-lead’ dog-
walking) and gives protection to open spaces in Epping. Protection of green spaces needs to be 
built into Neighbourhood Plan and policies. 
(p29) Welcome addition regarding topography and landform and this should be a material 
consideration in approving development. Welcome addition for health and wellbeing and to 
ensure development is sustainable. Welcome addition to protect heritage assets. (p30) Transport 
connectivity in Epping should be improved to provide sustainable transport options and ease 
pressure on Epping Forest and air quality. The current transport network (buses) are not 
sufficient, so this is a welcome addition. (p42) Will the planning system provide financial 
assistance to support existing green spaces that will be under extra pressure from development? 
Eg Parks and playgrounds. This is not clear. Housing - whilst we welcome the reduction in the 
number of proposed dwellings, we really need greater clarity as to the provision of family homes 
(the Qualis schemes have been rightly criticised for the overprovision of one and two bedroom 
units), accommodation for the elderly and preservation of existing bungalow stocks. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As we comment later for the G&BIS at MM47, the vision, which is encapsulated in the new 
accompanying text in paragraph 2.152 supporting Policy SP7, is laudable. Therefore, The 
Conservators are requesting Policy changes (see MM47 below) to ensure delivery of mitigation in 
a timely way so that new greenspace opportunities are not outstripped by the pace of 
development and remain sustainable during the Plan period and beyond. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 24  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: A definition of “multifunction” please; would avoid uncertainty. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: “Connecting Green spaces” – yet an application by a subsidiary organisation wholly owned 
by EFDC (Qualis) for development of the council offices site fails to ensure connectivity with other 
green spaces for the newt pond.  How can we have any confidence in the Local Plan if EFDC is 
itself failing to provide that, on effectively it’s own backyard? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: More details needed about green and blue infrastructure network. In the post-Covid era, 
more people are expected to work from home. This will bring a need for greater emphasis on local 
green space and amenities. Any plan that projects forward to 2033 must surely address this 
fundamental shift in some way. Green/Wildlife corridor: This is the strip of green space and wood 
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stretching from Coopersale, Jack Silley playing fields, across Stonards Hill to the area South East of 
Theydon Grove through to east Epping and should be included. The Main Modifications/Local Plan 
needs to get a really clear position around the issue of green infrastructure, local green space and 
SANGs so that it relieves pressure on Epping Forest (for example, the need for ‘off-lead’ dog-
walking) and gives protection to open spaces in Epping. 
Protection of green spaces needs to be built into Neighbourhood Plan and policies. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In relation to the wording for Part E of this Policy  
(page 43 of the MMs (ED 130)), we would request that the words “will be sought” in relation to 
the new wording about “financial contributions” should be changed to “will be secured”. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: Where this relates to mitigation the wording needs to be stronger than ‘sought 
“Where on-site provision is not feasible financial contributions will be soughtmust be secured.” 

 

MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: This relates to protecting and improving existing greenspace. However, EB706 OSSR for 
Ongar final audit lists and describes Bowes Field SO2 in woodland and semi-natural open space 
with public access (although incorrectly located in the accompanying map PPG17) and correctly 
described and photographed as ‘an area of grassland which acts as a boundary between the urban 
edge of Ongar and the surrounding rural landscape. The site offers long distance views over the 
local countryside’. The landscape is also classed as high sensitivity to change. This is 1.74ha but 
has not been protected and now forms part of West Ongar Concept Framework Plan for housing! 
The 1.74 ha amount needs also to be corrected in the Infrastructure Delivery Programme and the 
additional deficit of accessible open space corrected in EFDC records (as does map PPG17-EB706 
OSSRA Ongar need correcting). 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 25  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: “Connecting Green spaces” – yet an application by a subsidiary organisation wholly owned 
by EFDC (Qualis) for development of the council offices site fails to ensure connectivity with other 
green spaces for the newt pond.  How can we have any confidence in the Local Plan if EFDC is 
itself failing to provide that, on effectively it’s own backyard? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 26  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0009   Respondent: Steve Craddock             

Organisation: Canal & River Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Trust would welcome further discussions with the Council if it intends to undertake an 
assessment of the needs of people residing in houseboats under the Housing Act 1985 (as 
amended). We note that the change made to para 3.2 is simply a factual statement. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 26  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: While the Society welcomed the amended Vision for the District in MM8 paragraphs (i) – (x) 
and these amendments have our support and we are hopeful that this Vision will be fully 
implemented in policies.  
We did make though make specific comments with regard to Policy H1 – Paragraph 3.5 in regard 
to the Housing Mix where we were concerned that any monitoring at present being used was 
failing to identify specific areas of our District with particular needs in regard population profiles, 
smaller homes and downsizing that paragraph 3.3 does not fully address. Without a robust and 
detailed monitoring procedure we believe that areas in the district such as Theydon Bois, that has 
an age profile higher than the district average and that has already seen a substantial loss of 
Bungalows and Smaller Dwellings due to development, will continue to be disproportionally 
affected by the change in the housing mix. We therefore still suggest an amendment to Paragraph 
3.5 or an additional Paragraph as below. 
 
Changes: The Council will carry out a monitoring procedure with regard to the number of 
Bungalows and Small Houses that have the potential for ease of adaptation such that they can 
provide choice for people with accessibility needs, including the current and future needs of older 
people who wish to ‘down-size’. This is to ensure a suitable mix of housing is on-going. The 
monitoring will be based on individual Town or Parish catchments within the District to ensure 
that any particular neighbourhoods are not disproportionately affected by a change to the 
housing mix. The maximum time between monitoring periods will be 5 years 

 

MM: 26  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0028   Respondent: Andy Butcher             

Organisation: Countryside Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant:  
Soundness test failed: Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Concerning proposed amendments to Policy H1 paragraph 
3.4 (MM26) requiring new homes to be built to Category 2: Building Regulations Requirement 
M4(2) requiring step free access in non-lift serviced multi-storey developments addressing the 
Inspector’s question as to whether this technical housing standard is justified by the evidence as 
required by Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph:007 Reference ID:56-007-20150327). We 
consider that the modifications are not justified or consistent with national policy. The Council’s 
evidence in Hearing Statement to Matter 11, the Strategic Market Housing Assessment 2015, 
showing a projected increase in the population over 65, wheelchair users and those with impaired 
mobility, indicating that “whilst not the primary purpose, a range of residents requiring enhanced 
accessibility would also benefit from the (optional) requirements of M4(2) to widen car parking 
space and provide level access into a dwelling, which are not regulated (parking), or guaranteed 
(level access), under the mandatory requirements of Category 1 of Part M4, concerning 'Visitable 
dwellings' ("M4(1)")”. Having regard to the Inspector’s question, we are not convinced on the 
Council’s justification that all new homes must meet the M4(2) standard. The Council’s evidence 
of increasing aging population is a national trend, therefore M4(1) should suffice to meet lifetime 
requirements. The M4(2) standard will be relevant in housing that may be in excess of 2 storeys, 
potentially resulting in decreased densities, conflicting with Local Plan policies to secure higher 
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densities on allocated sites. We support the Home Builders Federation response on Matter 11 at 
the Examination: “the evidence indicates that some, but not all homes, should be built to Part 
M4(2). This would provide sufficient scope to meet the need for such homes, whilst also ensuring 
development design and mix is not compromised by the demand for all homes to be built to the 
part M4(2)” 
 
Changes: In order to address the issues raised in this representation we would suggest that 
further consideration is given to the setting of a proportion of homes to meet the standard at 
both paragraph 3.4 and Policy H1. This could be a defined as a baseline % requirement as a 
minimum of market and/or affordable housing to meet Building Regulations Requirement M4 (2). 

 

MM: 26  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MM26 proposes a change to supporting text to point to 
statistics available via Nomis as a source of data on housing and population. Whilst such data is 
robust, it represents the present / recent position – it does not project future characteristics in 
the manner that a Strategic Housing Market Assessment would. Also not all of the data available 
via Nomis is up-to-date. Regarding Local Area Reports, for example and which are proposed to be 
cited in the revised text, current data is from the 2011 Census. It is unclear how exactly decision-
makers are intended to respond to this supporting text, or whether proposals will be expected to 
account for housing and population characteristics provided by Nomis’ Local Area Reports – if that 
is the intention, we question the appropriateness due to the above. In addition to it being unclear 
how a decision-maker is expected to react to this suggested additional text, it is also unclear why 
this proposed modification is necessary to ensure soundness. MM26 also propose amending 
supporting text to explain that Building Regulations M4(2) includes a requirement for step-free 
access, and that this has the potential to pose a viability issue in multi-storey developments, 
where provision of a lift may be overly onerous. We welcome the recognition that Part M4(2) can 
be interpreted as requiring provision of a lift in flatted development, and that it is more onerous 
than the previous Lifetime Homes Standards. From our experience, some LPA’s are unaware of 
the nature of the requirements of Part M4(2) and have mistakenly considered it to be appropriate 
to use these as a direct substitute for the Lifetime Homes Standard. We support the caveat 
relating to Part M4(2) proposed to be added to Policy H1 by MM26. It is necessary to ensure the 
policy is sufficiently flexible and effective. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 26  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0044   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Stonebond Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Paragraph 3.3 of the submitted EFLP: 
“The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2015 and updates are the latest published 
housing needs evidence which set out the quantum, type, and size and tenure of new market 
housing homes needed both across the SHMA area and within the District over the Plan period. 
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[…] The Council will seek to make the best use of land, and take account of the existing stock of 
homes within the locality to achieve the objective of mixed and balanced communities.” 
MM26 proposes the following be added: 
[…] Information regarding the profile of housing and population characteristics in a local area can 
be found by using the Local Area Reports facility on the Office of National Statistics ‘nomis official 
labour market statistics’ website, or such other replacement source.” 
The change to supporting text points to statistics available via Nomis as a source of data on 
housing and population. Whilst such data is robust, it represents the  position – it does not project 
future characteristics in the manner that a Strategic Housing Market Assessment would be 
expected to. 
Not all of the data available via Nomis is very up-to-date.  
It is unclear how exactly decision-makers are intended to respond to this supporting text, or 
whether proposals will be expected to account for housing and population characteristics 
provided by Nomis’ Local Area Reports – if that is the intention, we would respectfully ask 
whether this would be appropriate, for the reasons set out above. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 27  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Can we add “protection of bungalows”? EFDC has a policy, while the LP speaks of a 
“mixture” of housing types and downsizing; but monthly there are successful planning 
applications to extend / rebuild bungalows. The Town Council shares our concern in this. Refer to 
MM8 Vision - “a mix of types) 
Similarly, that design style & scale should respect adjacent properties?. There have been examples 
of Councillors failing to give credence to this, despite the urgings of residents and the Town 
Council. 
MMs 8, 14 & 27 are contradicted by the recent Qualis application to built an estate almost 
entirely of 1-bedroom flats in blocks, on the St John’s Road site. Not following their own policy. 
Last part deleted: a shame, but we agree that the LP has to be workable. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 27  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy H1, Part A (iii)) This is not being carried out in practice in Ongar’s first EFDC Local Plan 
allocated site that has been approved in principle by the planning officer and Quality Review 
Panel, whereby less than 50% of homes are 3 bed or more. It is one of Ongar’s largest sites and 
there was no justification for the deviation from EFDC’s housing mix; it is not in line with SHMA 
2015, or Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Submission Version proposed housing mix (this being 
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approximately the same as SHMA 2015 and ONS 2011. There is evidence locally that flats are not 
selling easily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 27  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Can we add “protection of bungalows”? EFDC has a policy, while the LP speaks of a 
“mixture” of housing types and downsizing; but monthly there are successful planning 
applications to extend / rebuild bungalows. The Town Council shares our concern in this. Refer to 
MM8 Vision - “a mix of types) 
Similarly, that design style & scale should respect adjacent properties?. There have been examples 
of Councillors failing to give credence to this, despite the urgings of residents and the Town 
Council. 
MMs 8, 14 & 27 are contradicted by the recent Qualis application to built an estate almost 
entirely of 1-bedroom flats in blocks, on the St John’s Road site. Not following their own policy. 
Last part deleted: a shame, but we agree that the LP has to be workable. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 27  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0028   Respondent: Andy Butcher             

Organisation: Countryside Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Concerning proposed amendments Part A (v) of policy 
(MM27)requiring new homes to be built to Category 2: Building Regulations Requirement M4(2) 
requiring step free access in non-lift serviced multi-storey developments addressing the 
Inspector’s question as to whether this technical housing standard is justified by the evidence as 
required by Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph:007 Reference ID:56-007-20150327). We 
consider that the modifications are not justified or consistent with national policy. The Council’s 
evidence in Hearing Statement to Matter 11, the Strategic Market Housing Assessment 2015, 
showing a projected increase in the population over 65, wheelchair users and those with impaired 
mobility, indicating that “whilst not the primary purpose, a range of residents requiring enhanced 
accessibility would also benefit from the (optional) requirements of M4(2) to widen car parking 
space and provide level access into a dwelling, which are not regulated (parking), or guaranteed 
(level access), under the mandatory requirements of Category 1 of Part M4, concerning 'Visitable 
dwellings' ("M4(1)")”. Having regard to the Inspector’s question, we are not convinced on the 
Council’s justification that all new homes must meet the M4(2) standard. The Council’s evidence 
of increasing aging population is a national trend, therefore M4(1) should suffice to meet lifetime 
requirements. The M4(2) standard will be relevant in housing that may be in excess of 2 storeys, 
potentially resulting in decreased densities, conflicting with Local Plan policies to secure higher 
densities on allocated sites. We support the Home Builders Federation response on Matter 11 at 
the Examination: “the evidence indicates that some, but not all homes, should be built to Part 
M4(2). This would provide sufficient scope to meet the need for such homes, whilst also ensuring 
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development design and mix is not compromised by the demand for all homes to be built to the 
part M4(2)” 
 
Changes: In order to address the issues raised in this representation we would suggest that 
further consideration is given to the setting of a proportion of homes to meet the standard at 
both paragraph 3.4 and Policy H1. This could be a defined as a baseline % requirement as a 
minimum of market and/or affordable housing to meet Building Regulations Requirement M4 (2). 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0048   Respondent: Emma Flint             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The planned housing must be a mixture of types - not just flats. 
 
Changes: The planned housing must be a mixture of types - not just flats. 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0049   Respondent: Sharon Spicer             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Justified 
 
Why: Mixtures of houses and flats should be created to ensure Epping community culture retains 
to be in mixed proportions 
 
Changes: Plans for mistime of accommodation and local shops to support 450 houses 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0060   Respondent: Madeleine Hardy             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Transport links, infrastructure and public services such as GP/school/shops are imperative in 
order for a plan to expand the South Epping community in a functional way. 
 
Changes: Current road structure not suitable for a large increase in population- plans required to 
expand road network prior to housing development. During building works, surrounding current 
roads cannot cope with increased traffic and work access as roads are already congested and very 
narrow. GP access limited and nearest GP already uphill and at least 20-40 minute walk away. 
Closer GP services would be required. Lovely local schools and nurseries however already 
stretched and new childcare and education facilities will be needed to accommodate new housing 
project. The above would need to be planned for as a priority before commencing any housing 
building works. 
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MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0065   Respondent: Pam Horgan             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: New housing must be a mixture of types, Ref MM28. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0069   Respondent: Sara Day             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared 
 
Why: There is no specification regarding the types of housing that is planned for 450 homes for 
EPP.R1 and EPP.R2. This has implications for estimation the size of the increased population 
locally and their requirements re. school and childcare provision  
and community, health, leisure, retail, transport and employment facilities. What proportion will 
be social housing, 'affordable housing' to be purchased by individuals for their personal 
accommodation and buy to let. How many accommodations will there be for families of varying 
sizes, single persons, couples, aged residents and those with disabilities.  
 
Changes: A clear and transparent strategic housing market assessment is required to be 
presented with a plan of provisions for facilities, amenities and social infrastructure reflecting the 
needs of South Epping as a whole and the and the projected EPP. R1 and EPP. R2 communities. 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0073   Respondent: Carole Hardy             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared 
 
Why: Housing needs to be a mixture of types - not just flats 
 
Changes: Make sure the housing is of a mixed type 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0083   Respondent: Jon Nutton             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The government’s Planning Inspector clearly had concerns 
about the South Epping site. In my view the council’s proposed changes do not respond fully to 
these concerns. 
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Reference MM77 - ‘South Epping’ is ear-marked for approximately 450 new homes. 450 new 
‘homes’ means lots of additional residents. An area that is already susceptible to flooding will only 
be made ever worse by this level of development. 
The vehicular bridge has been removed. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and congested and 
cannot cope with the current traffic. South Epping must have the necessary infrastructure to cope 
with additional traffic. The plans are vague as how EFDC plan to negate further problems along 
roads in the vicinity that are inadequate for its current use. The existing GPs cannot cover the 
current population. A GP/health hub is an absolute must at South Epping, particularly given the 
site’s location at the bottom of a steep hill, away from the current healthcare providers. Ivy 
Chimneys is already at capacity. A new, additional school is an absolute must for this site.  The 
necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not only the South Epping 
development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, 
this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, 
dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. 
Reference MM28 - Housing: must be a mixture of tenures, not just flats. Reference MM24/ MM53 
- Green Spaces must be protected.  We need more green spaces in and around developments to 
ease pressure on the Forest.  Reference MM55 - Historical assets must be protected by 
independent professional reports and assessments, not appraised by developers. Much of the 
revised Plan is vague. There needs to be more definite facts made available to residents. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0093   Respondent: Glen Watts             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Housing must be a mixture of types, not just flats. 
 
Changes: As above 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0111   Respondent: Martyn Gooding             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. ref MM28 
Housing: must be a mixture of types, not just flats 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0114   Respondent: Aikaterini Papadaki             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. ref MM28 
Housing: must be a mixture of types, not just flats. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Some repetition (MM28/29) - can they be unified, simplified? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0127   Respondent: Angela Burbidge             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: More houses than flats and any flats should be low level - or bungalows - MM 28 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0135   Respondent: Laura Charlesworth             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Our green spaces must be protected. we are very close to the m25 omitting high carbon. 
green spaces around the m25 is essential for the clean air of epping. adding houses to this green 
space will not help with the carbon impact but make it worse. also, the idea of the m25 was to 
have green spaces around it. not more houses and developments. ref mm24 and mm53 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: There is discussion on page 46 of 'viability reviews' and 'clawback clauses' to guarantee 
enough affordable housing provision. What would this entail? This is not clear. 
It is not clear how planning obligations will work in the future – CIL? S106? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0014   Respondent: Jon Whitehouse             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED126/EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The Epping Forest Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy sets out measures that the Council 
proposes to implement during the lifetime of the Plan. However, there is no evidence the strategy 
can or will be delivered. It is already behind schedule and the measure that forms the major part 
of the strategy (the chargeable “Clean Air Zone”) requires the active support and involvement of 
Essex County Council, London Borough of Waltham Forest and London Borough of Redbridge as 
highways authorities. None of these highways authorities have indicated support for the proposed 
CAZ. Furthermore implementation of the proposed chargeable CAZ would undermine other 
objectives of the plan relating to health and air pollution: most notably the diversion of the most 
polluting traffic from forest roads onto other roads in the district would negatively affect human 
health. 
 
Changes: Redrafting of the Air Pollution Strategy to (a) remove the chargeable Clean Air Zone 
measure and (b) include additional effective measures to improve air quality. If this cannot be 
achieved the level and trajectory of development in Epping Forest will need to be adjusted in 
order to meet the required air quality standard. 

 

MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Some repetition (MM28/29) - can they be unified, simplified? 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 28  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This MM requires developers to contact the Council’s Housing Team for the most up-to-date 
information on affordable housing need. This is not considered to be a reasonable approach to 
supplying information on housing need and demonstrates how out-of-date the Council’s SHMA is. 
If the SHMA provided robust information, then presumably it could be relied upon to provide 
information on affordable housing need and could be updated as required. We consider this 
further emphasises our point that the Local Plan is not based on a robust evidence base and is 
therefore unsound. A new SHMA and related policies are required to make the Plan sound. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 29  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Some repetition (MM28/29) - can they be unified, simplified? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 29  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Some repetition (MM28/29) - can they be unified, simplified? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 30  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Small village schemes providing affordable accommodation. Still ambiguous. ‘Not normally’ 
is so vague. This needs some qualification. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 30  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0012   Respondent: Jane Orsborn             

Organisation: Woodhouse Property Consultants     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: There is an error in the text in the column headed “Reason for the change/source”. MMX 
should be MM30 in respect of proposed modifications to Policy H3. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 32  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This is not supported because 
a) there is no agreed definition of a pitch and if no minimum area is specified there is a risk 
developers will not ensure adequate space is provided to meet the need identified and will argue 
that sub standard, small pitch sizes will suffice.  I estimate that at least 600 sq m  is needed for an 
average family pitch plus additional space for internal access roads/ turning heads,  space for 
shared package treatment plants, shared amenity space, buffer to adjoining land uses and 
landscaping. Policy should retain the site area of 0.5 hectares to ensure adequate space is made 
available by developers to meet this need. 
b) The proposed wording leaves open the option that less than 5 pitches are provided and this is 
more likely if insufficient land is set aside in Masterplans to ensure this need is met. 
c) It is far from clear what special justification would be necessary to justify more pitches and how 
this will be achieved if not specified when the Local Plan is adopted. 
 
Changes: There is a need to retain reference to the need to allocated at least 0.5ha for 5 proper 
sized pitches on allocated sites to ensure sufficient space is retained for this use. 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0100   Respondent: Carina Hill             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED129A-B/EB211A-B         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: At least in WAL.E8 the ecological assessment may need updating. The ecological report 
noted several species of bats and there issue of potential loss of habitat: surveys would need to 
be undertaken to give a full picture of the habitats and roosts present. There are also residents 
reports of badger RTAs on Downing Way consistent with setts on or near the site. 
 
Changes: Further ecological assessment preferably by a neutral entity. Full reporting of. 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 119  
 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0100   Respondent: Carina Hill             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED129A-B/EB211A-B    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The council has not included a site in Theydon Bois as being too close, within 750 m from 
the SAC. Traffic from a development on WAL.E8 would be within that distance. This seems to be in 
contradiction to its previous decision not to build so close to the SAC. 
 
Changes: Remove sites from the LP likely to or may cause damage to the SAC. 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0100   Respondent: Carina Hill             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED128/ EB210         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: No ‘exceptional circumstances’ NPPF para 83 are demonstrated to remove the area from 
Green Belt designation. An authority must demonstrate it has examined all other reasonable 
options. An example of where the examining inspector approved land for release in the case of 
Wyre Council gave reasons including: 
Has a good range of services and facilities and is well served by sustainable travel modes 
including a railway station. This is simply not the case in Waltham Abbey. In IM Properties 
Developments Ltd v Lichfield DC Patterson J states that para 84 is “clear advice to decision makers 
to take into account the consequences for sustainable development of any review of Green Belt 
boundaries. As part of that patterns of development and additional travel are clearly relevant. The 
council have declared a Climate Change Emergency and therefore would need to consider if the 
removal of land from Green Belt is sustainable given the additional traffic pressures development 
would invariably mean including the release of harmful particulates both to human health and the 
the integrity of the SAC. A declaration of a Climate Emergency and removal of land from Green 
Belt would seem counterintuitive. 
 
Changes: Keep the Green Belt land. 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0107   Respondent: Victoria Richards             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The amendment requires WAL.E8 to be removed from 
Green Belt. WAL.E8 will cause a substantial increase in traffic (particularly HGVs) to already 
congested network. Sainsburys HGV depot to be expanded to accommodate a high number of 
additional vehicles and this increase is not adequately included in the Local Plan. The council do 
not monitor air quality at busy traffic areas around Waltham Abbey and the site for HGV use 
would lead to a significant adverse impact on air quality. The application represents over 50% of 
employment land allocation yet delivers only 4% of job growth. Achieving the projected job 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 120  
 

growth on the remaining allocation of employment land in the Local Plan is undeliverable. The site 
is approximately 750m from the SAC. A site in Theydon Bois was not included the Local Plan for 
this reason. The traffic using the site will be routed via junction 26 of the M25 which is 400m from 
the SAC and the eastbound section of the M25 passes through the SAC. Additional traffic from 
HGV depot will have an adverse impact on the SAC. The “exceptional circumstances” for removing 
the site from Green Belt simply do not exist and the Local Plan does not demonstrate any 
justification to develop this site. The council have not considered the off-setting requirements of 
the NPPF or properly examined all reasonable alternatives to developing the site. Since the Local 
Plan was submitted the council have declared a “Climate Emergency”. Despite the declaration the 
council have not modified any policies to seriously address the climate issue. The council wrongly 
claims that it is in Flood Zone 1. However, the planning application for confirms that the site 
includes Dowding Way itself for access purposes and drainage outfall to Black Ditch – both of 
which are Flood Zone 3. 
 
Changes: The proposal to remove the WAL.E8 site from Green Belt designation is unlawful and 
should be removed from the Local Plan. 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0122   Respondent: Liam Lakes             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The amendment requires WAL.E8 to be removed from 
Green Belt. WAL.E8 will cause a substantial increase in traffic (particularly HGVs) to already 
congested network. Sainsburys HGV depot to be expanded to accommodate a high number of 
additional vehicles and this increase is not adequately included in the Local Plan. The council do 
not monitor air quality at busy traffic areas around Waltham Abbey and the site for HGV use 
would lead to a significant adverse impact on air quality. The application represents over 50% of 
employment land allocation yet delivers only 4% of job growth. Achieving the projected job 
growth on the remaining allocation of employment land in the Local Plan is undeliverable. The site 
is approximately 750m from the SAC. A site in Theydon Bois was not included the Local Plan for 
this reason. The traffic using the site will be routed via junction 26 of the M25 which is 400m from 
the SAC and the eastbound section of the M25 passes through the SAC. Additional traffic from 
HGV depot will have an adverse impact on the SAC. The “exceptional circumstances” for removing 
the site from Green Belt simply do not exist and the Local Plan does not demonstrate any 
justification to develop this site. The council have not considered the off-setting requirements of 
the NPPF or properly examined all reasonable alternatives to developing the site. Since the Local 
Plan was submitted the council have declared a “Climate Emergency”. Despite the declaration the 
council have not modified any policies to seriously address the climate issue. The council wrongly 
claims that it is in Flood Zone 1. However, the planning application for confirms that the site 
includes Dowding Way itself for access purposes and drainage outfall to Black Ditch – both of 
which are Flood Zone 3. 
 
Changes: The proposal to remove the WAL.E8 site from Green Belt designation is unlawful and 
should be removed from the Local Plan 
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MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: With regard to the proposed amendment to table 3.1, the Council believes there has been 
an error made when determining the size of the newly drafted employment area NWB.E4a. 
Within MM33, this is stated as being 10 hectares of ‘indicative development area’. However the 
amended map (ED131B) which shows this employment site actually has an area of approximately 
31 hectares. This is further borne out by the newly labelled existing employment site at the 
Airfield (NWB.E4B) being stated in MM86 (para 5.95) as being 9.92ha. When looking at the map, 
you can clearly see the size difference in area. This error should be corrected along with the total 
of the table. 
REASON: To correct an error in sizing. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0012   Respondent: Patricia Moxey             

Organisation: CPRE Essex     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Since the Local Plan was prepared, EFDC has declared a 
“Climate Emergency”. Reducing the number of vehicle movements and long supply chains with a 
more sustainable lifestyle is imperative if mitigation measures are to be effective to reduce rising 
air temperatures. Insufficient and workable polices are missing from the Local Plan to  meet Zero 
Carbon targets by 2030. There are no justifiable exceptional circumstances for removing the 
WAL.E8 site from Green Belt. If it must be developed, EFDC have not indicated any biodiversity 
off-setting requirements. The location of the site does not promote sustainable patterns of 
development due to the nonavailability of public transport links and has failed to examine 
alternative employment sites within the district. The WAL.E8 site is approximately 750m from the 
SAC. Clearly the additional traffic from the HGV depot will have an adverse impact on the SAC 
especially as the prevailing wind is from the west. All vehicles produce PM2.5 from tyres and 
brakes and fossil fuels. Although currently refused by EFDC council the number of jobs to be 
created by Next for the 10ha site is 392 with the WAL.E8 site representing over 50% of the 
employment land allocation yet is planned to deliver only 4% of the job growth, predominantly in 
the low wage bracket so local residents will be at a disadvantage as they are unlikely to be able to 
afford to rent or buy accommodation. The EFDC review of the WAL.E8 site wrongly claims that it is 
in Flood Zone 1. However, the planning application for WAL.E8 confirms that the site includes 
Dowding Way itself for access purposes and drainage outfall to Black Ditch – both of which are 
Flood Zone 3 and recent flooding has been a serious issue on other local roads during periods of 
heavy rainfall. 
 
Changes: The proposal to remove the WAL.E8 site from Green Belt designation is unlawful and 
should be removed from the Local Plan. 
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MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0006   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - RUR.E10 & RUR.E11     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the inclusion of a new paragraph after paragraph 3.44 to clarify that the 
purpose of Policy E1 is to support, not stifle the rural economy. We also welcome the clarification 
via this paragraph and ED92A HW 30 that these designations recognise that many affected sites 
are in mixed agricultural and employment use and the policy seeks only to protect the B Class uses 
and does not propose to impact upon other existing uses on site. We also welcome the associated 
amendments to Policy E1, it has been amended to allow greater flexibility. 
However, there are factual inaccuracies in the supporting documentation underpinning this 
policy, specifically ED92A HW 30 in relation to Quickbury Farm (RUR.E11).  
In paragraph 9 the Council claim that they believe Mr Watt’s representations confirm his 
intentions to redevelop the site for housing and/ or other development and this justifies 
protecting the Class B employment floorspace on the site. This is plainly incorrect.  
Mr Watt’s representations do not indicate any intension to redevelop the site for residential 
purposes. Mr Watt’s concerns are that the designation could, contrary to the NPPF, limit the 
ability to diversify the farm business or redevelop the site for other purposes outside B Class uses. 
Indeed, Mr Watt’s Hearing Statement clearly states that it is not expected that the agricultural 
buildings will be made available for commercial purposes within the plan period, as they are 
currently required for the farming business. 
 
Changes: We do not propose any changes to the Policy or Plan; but would like the error in 
supporting document ED92A HW 30 to be recognised and amended. 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0018   Respondent: Rory O'Reilly             

Organisation: Paragon (North Weald) Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Unsound as inconsistent with national policy. Cuvette 
represent Paragon (North Weald) Limited, who have an interest in 16 acres of land adjoining to 
north-east of North Weald Airfield. The site is approximately 16 acres. LPSV suggests residual 
requirement for 16-19 ha of employment land for the period 2016 - 2033. To meet this need the 
Council propose to allocate 23 ha of land across five sites, which is a marginal increase above their 
requirements. Council’s 2017 economic evidence is out of date and suggest increased demand 
especially logistics floorspace driven by online retail and an acute supply. North Weald Airfield is 
an allocated site and proposed for removal from the Green Belt for delivery of 10ha of B1/B2/B8 
development. The Paragon site has been actively promoted to the LPSV and proposed for 
inclusion as part of the North Weald Airfield Masterplanning work undertaken in 2014, which 
forms part of LPSV evidence base. The site is identified a less important in GB Assessment.  
Inclusion of Paragon’s land with the Airfield allocation would have created a long-term, 
permanent and defensible boundary to the Green Belt. However, the proposed exclusion of 
Paragon’s land will lead to an illogical and indefensible Green Belt contrary to NPPF Paragraph 
140. Solution to this is set out in paragraph 143(c) of the Framework. In our view, the allocation of 
the Airfield while the Paragon site is excluded and retained as Green Belt land does not satisfy 
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paragraph 140, as the Green Belt boundary does not satisfy the permanence test. To ensure 
longevity of the Green Belt boundary we suggest that Paragon’s land is removed from the Green 
Belt alongside the Airfield and safeguarded as a reserve employment site to meet longer term 
development needs. 
 
Changes: To ensure longevity of the Green Belt boundary we suggest that Paragon’s land is 
removed from the Green Belt alongside the Airfield and safeguarded as a reserve employment 
site to meet longer term development needs. 

 

MM: 33  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The policy contains dated references to the B Use Class which no longer exists. As previously 
stated, this is not sound as they do not represent an appropriate or effective strategy. This is 
because the operation of these policies are undermined by the ability to change uses outside of 
the traditional B Use Class without the need for planning permission. The policy needs to be 
amended to take account to the changes to the Use Class Order. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 34  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Protect against loss of ground floor / change of use in town centres (p53) C) This should be 
qualified to exclude residential at ground floor level in primary and secondary retail frontages. 
(p55) This is most welcome. If not enforced it will destroy the vitality of the Town Centres. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 34  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The policy contains dated references to the B Use Class which no longer exists. As previously 
stated, this is not sound as they do not represent an appropriate or effective strategy. This is 
because the operation of these policies are undermined by the ability to change uses outside of 
the traditional B Use Class without the need for planning permission. The policy needs to be 
amended to take account to the changes to the Use Class Order. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 35  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Need for more retail; what is the evidence for this? Judging by the number of empty shops / 
charity shops across the District, and the meteoric rise in online shopping, this needs drastic 
updating. Can we have a statement that this will not result in more “shopping estates” (like the 
Epping Forest Shopping Park in Debden – which has damaged local shops and worsened traffic 
congestion / pollution in the Rectory Lane area)? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 35  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Need for more retail; what is the evidence for this? Judging by the number of empty shops / 
charity shops across the District, and the meteoric rise in online shopping, this needs drastic 
updating. Can we have a statement that this will not result in more “shopping estates” (like the 
Epping Forest Shopping Park in Debden – which has damaged local shops and worsened traffic 
congestion / pollution in the Rectory Lane area)? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 36  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: More use of flats above shops. Supported. Can Council do more than verbally encourage, eg 
use variations in Council Tax? However there needs to be a balance; many recent High Street 
conversions in Epping have now left us short of Office / studio space (which traditionally have 
been above shops). We know of two companies who have left town for that reason – with a loss 
of employment locally. We also have to consider the Conservation of historic High Street 
frontages. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 36  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: More use of flats above shops. Supported. Can Council do more than verbally encourage, eg 
use variations in Council Tax? However there needs to be a balance; many recent High Street 
conversions in Epping have now left us short of Office / studio space (which traditionally have 
been above shops). We know of two companies who have left town for that reason – with a loss 
of employment locally. We also have to consider the Conservation of historic High Street 
frontages. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 37  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Housing for glasshouse workers, fine; but is 3.66 strong enough to stop housing 
development for general use by stealth, i.e. building a loophole here? As fruit / veg production 
becomes more automated, we may need more space for greenhouses, but less for their staff. 
Have there been discussions with the relevant companies? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 37  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Electric charging points in all new developments - (p59) Normally be supported by a Travel 
Plan. Ambiguous. (p60) Parking requirements should continue to be reviewed on a case by case 
basis. Developments are not a one size fits all. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 37  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0005   Respondent: Lee Stiles             

Organisation: Lea Valley Growers Association     Supporting document:  ED98, ED133  
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: MM37 supporting text to policy E3 (page 68), The amended paragraph 3.61 mentions the 
Lea Valley Food Task Force and its recommendations. This text is not effective or justified as the 
Lea Valley Food Task Force has not existed for several years and it is therefore irrelevant to 
include their recommendation as a non-existent entity cannot influence an outcome. 
 
Changes: The complete text referencing the Lea Valley Food Task Force in paragraph 3.61 should 
therefore be removed. 

 

MM: 37  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Housing for glasshouse workers, fine; but is 3.66 strong enough to stop housing 
development for general use by stealth, i.e. building a loophole here? As fruit / veg production 
becomes more automated, we may need more space for greenhouses, but less for their staff. 
Have there been discussions with the relevant companies? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 38  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0005   Respondent: John Fitzmaurice             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: I object to MM38 on the grounds that damage to the SAC will still occur, and that the so-
called Interim Air Quality Mitigation Strategy is woolly, will not prevent further detriment, and it 
does not meet the strict criteria laid down by the Holohan court judgement. 
 
Changes: No damage to SAC, A air quality mitigation strategy is definitive and therefore can be 
commented upon, and meets strict criteria laid down by the Holohan court judgement. 
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MM: 38  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0062   Respondent: Liz Gloyn             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective 
 
Why: Despite the amendments laid out in this MM, damage to the air quality of the SAC will still 
occur; the interim Air Quality Mitigation Strategy is woolly, will not prevent further detriment, and 
it does not meet the strict criteria laid down by the Holohan court judgement. 
 
Changes: Any plan needs to meet the strict criteria laid down by the Holohan court judgement. 

 

MM: 38  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (v) Demolition of such properties if use changes are proposed. We also need to start 
calculating the environmental costs (CO2 in bricks etc) of any demolition. This should be 
incorporated into the LP as a “green” factor. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 38  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0130   Respondent: Faith Dulger             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED126/ EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: -It will not prevent prospective damage to Special Area for Conversation, 
-interim air pollution mitigation strategy is rather vague and not answer to certain aspect of air 
pollution and contradictory, 
- It does not cover points covered by court judgment. 
 
Changes: - the planning has to be consistent, while trying to build more residential site overall 
councilactions contradicting this clean air strategy. On the apps like next door residents are 
unhappy complaining more and more about high rising new flats and more people crammed into 
the town so more traffic more queues at doctors, school etc. how this can be justified with your 
mitigationstrategy ?. why you are inflicting residents to think about moving elsewhere while they 
were enjoying life in the district. 
-Local residents should not be punished. 
- maybe parking cost in the area could be increased so this may deter more cars driving into the 
area. 
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MM: 38  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Conservators fully support the new wording proposed for Policy E3 after Part A (iv). 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 38  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (v) Demolition of such properties if use changes are proposed. We also need to start 
calculating the environmental costs (CO2 in bricks etc) of any demolition. This should be 
incorporated into the LP as a “green” factor. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 39  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Clarification of “better linkages” please 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 39  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Conservators fully support the new wording proposed for Policy E4 Part (vi). 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 129  
 

 

MM: 39  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Clarification of “better linkages” please 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EV charging points says “Council will” – which could refer to an unspecified future intention, 
especially as the previous sentence refers to 2035.  
This is a bland if expensive provision, but lacks clarity – 3.90 - will charging points be shared, what 
speed, how long will each car have access?  
Mention of Bell Common AQMA; but no reference to an Action Plan (still). This junction will carry 
YET more traffic from ANY new builds in the North of the District, and particularly from the 
proposed South Epping. 
The text focusses on CO2 (actually a contributant to plant life, in proportion), but other pollutants 
and particulates are issues at this critical site too. 
X.xx  “400m from a town centre” is too broad a brush. What if your town centre lacks a range of 
shops & services, or has poor transport links? Consider North Weald. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes EFDC’s acknowledgement that road based emissions are significant and need 
addressing as part of new development proposals. We also welcome the addition of requirement 
for Transport Assessments, Transport Statements and Travel Plans as part of planning applications 
– HCC feel this is increasingly necessary to deliver sustainably focussed developments, and to that 
end is reflected in Policy 3 and 5 of LTP4. 
Paragraph 3.90 – HCC welcomes EFDC’s commitment to provide for electric vehicle charging 
points as part of new developments. This aligns with Policy 19 of our LTP4.  
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0012   Respondent: Richard Carr             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the final sentence of the new explanatory text under 3.92 which now states 
that “Where practicable and for sites within 400m of a London Underground Station and/or 
within a Town Centre or comparable sustainable location, the Council will seek reduced car 
parking provision, including car free, development.” This is in line with the Mayor’s support for car 
free development within London. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the proposed modification of paragraph 3.90 to state that ‘All such 
spaces must have direct access to the charging points to be provided. 
REASON: To ensure appropriate electrical charging points are available for all properties. 
 
Changes: This Council would like to propose an amendment to the proposed additional paragraph 
under 3.91 which is set to read ‘These corridors will provide the high quality sustainable 
connectivity between the existing and new communities and key destinations’. This Council feels 
that the words ‘within Harlow’ should be added to the end of this sentence, as there are no 
proposed sustainable transport modes proposed between Latton Priory and Thornwood, Epping 
or North Weald. Thus, the only sustainable connectivity is within Harlow itself. 
REASON: To provide clarity, as the proposed amendment suggests there is sustainable 
connectivity proposed to all neighbouring villages, which there is not. 
With regard to the proposed creation of new and amended paragraph under 3.92, this Council 
feels that the words ‘or comparable sustainable location’ should be removed. To establish if an 
area is a ‘comparable sustainable location’ requires specific measurable elements, and as written 
this would be an entirely subjective assessment. 
REASON: To ensure areas such as North Weald and Thornwood (which have no commuter rail or 
cycling infrastructure and an extremely poor bus service) are not considered a reasonable location 
at which to reduce parking spaces. Without significant investment in sustainable transport modes 
to locations outside of the North Weald Village and Thornwood, residents will continue to rely on 
the private car for travel anywhere outside of their respective areas. 
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MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Although welcoming the text changes to this supporting text relating to EFSAC and the Bell 
Common AQMA, we need to reiterate our objection to the Epping South proposals. Any transport 
assessment recommendations and any realistically achievable modal shift seem unlikely to be of 
the scale required to reduce the adverse impact of this development on both air quality but also 
congestion and queuing. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EV charging points says “Council will” – which could refer to an unspecified future intention, 
especially as the previous sentence refers to 2035.  
This is a bland if expensive provision, but lacks clarity – 3.90 - will charging points be shared, what 
speed, how long will each car have access?  
Mention of Bell Common AQMA; but no reference to an Action Plan (still). This junction will carry 
YET more traffic from ANY new builds in the North of the District, and particularly from the 
proposed South Epping. 
The text focusses on CO2 (actually a contributant to plant life, in proportion), but other pollutants 
and particulates are issues at this critical site too. 
X.xx  “400m from a town centre” is too broad a brush. What if your town centre lacks a range of 
shops & services, or has poor transport links? Consider North Weald. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details.  
Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 3 Housing, Economic and Transport Policies MM40 Supporting text to Policy T1 
Sustainable Transport Choices (Page 72-73) 
PAH considers the amendment to Paragraph 3.90 as proposed to provide clarification and to 
recognise the importance of accommodating and encouraging an uptake in electric vehicles is 
unsound. PAH agrees with the principle, but the proposed amendment does not take account of 
practicalities concerning specific non-residential developments such as an acute hospital with 
large scale parking provision. It would not be practicable or viable to provide all spaces with direct 
access to charging points. 
 
Changes: PAH therefore, requests that the proposed final sentence of paragraph 3.90 be omitted, 
to read as follows: 
‘3.90 […] In order to encourage and facilitate at the earliest possible opportunity the commitment 
by government and car manufacturers to cease sales of petrol, and diesel and hybrid cars by 2035 
to support improvements in carbon emissions and air quality, the Council will require 
development proposals to make provision of electric vehicle charging points. This will apply to all 
new development which includes additional vehicle parking spaces.” This matter was previously 
raised by LPP in a letter dated 10th June 2019 submitted to the EIP Programme Officer (copy 
attached) and the main considerations remain valid. It is considered that this amendment would 
address the soundness objection. 
Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. 
 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey     
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes  
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: New Paragraph following 3.91: MM40 relates to changes to the supporting text to Policy T1 
to better describe the HGGT Sustainable corridors and provides reference to STC Map 2.x (plan 
reference number to be confirmed at a later stage) which safeguards land for the STC and states 
that developments are to be national leaders in sustainable movement. This additional detail of 
the STC is useful, however, additional clarification is needed as to the requirements for this STC 
and an understanding of the complexities of delivering a route which crosses multiple sites and 
land ownership which may impact the delivery of such a concept. 2.13 Changes required: 
clarification is needed as to the requirements for this STC and an understanding of the 
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complexities of delivering a route which crosses multiple sites and land ownership which may 
impact the delivery of such a concept. 
 
Changes: Clarification is needed as to the requirements for this STC and an understanding of the 
complexities of delivering a route which crosses multiple sites and land ownership which may 
impact the delivery of such a concept. 

 

MM: 40  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MM40 entails amendments to paragraph 3.92 of the submitted EFLP. We consider that the 
greater flexibility this proposed main modification will provide will help ensure appropriate car 
parking provision is made having regard to sites’ specific circumstances, and as such is considered 
to be justified and effective. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (iv) The phrase “manage congestion” is defeatist. There are a number of strategies which 
have yet to be attempted. Surely aiming to reduce congestion would be more aspirational?  
“Maintain consistency in journey times”. Data produced for Hearings showed we do not currently 
have this. A drive through Epping can take from 5 – 35 minutes, and the variation is not 
predictable. (Even much longer still if a motorway is blocked, which happens 4 or 5 times a year – 
even without Climate protestors!) 
(vi) “Efficiency of the highway network” – how is this measured? Is there a benchmark? This is a 
critical issue for local residents & those making journeys. People remain “terrified” by the 
prospect of a further increase in congestion. 
F  We would like to see the subjective “where appropriate” changed. Who is to decide? 
The phrase “where appropriate” occurs in several other places too – danger of subjectivity, 
politics, appeals? 
PRoW – good to see specific mention. 
Cycling – the Inspector may remember our cycling speaker”, he points out that there is still no 
bike rack at EFDC Offices. We know Council are encouraging staff to car share (have results been 
released?) but how many regularly use a bike? 
G   Council could set an example by installing charging points at their Offices; and by preventing 
Qualis (wholly-owned subsidiary) from purchasing a new van fleet with diesel power. 
Any movement towards on-street / lamppost charging, as seen in some London Boroughs, 
Brighton, Bristol etc? 
EVs – several references to these, good.  However, the policy should be future-proofed by 
mentioning emerging technologies eg fuel cells, hydrogen power. These may widely available 
within the lifetime of this Plan.  
F – “where appropriate”, needs clarification. An effective LP will be harmed by vagueness 
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G – could we have “every” development? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Green spaces - we need greater protection measures for local green spaces if we are to 
prevent the overuse of Epping Forest. How will this be achieved? This is not clear. Improvements 
and provision of green and blue infrastructure assets should include Stonards Hill recreation 
ground, Lower Swaines recreation ground and others. More details needed about green and blue 
infrastructure network. In the post-Covid era, more people are expected to work from home. This 
will bring a need for greater emphasis on local green space and amenities. Any plan that projects 
forward to 2033 must surely address this fundamental shift in some way. Green/Wildlife corridor: 
This is the strip of green space and wood stretching from Coopersale, Jack Silley playing fields, 
across Stonards Hill to the area South East of Theydon Grove through to east Epping and should 
be included. The Main Modifications/Local Plan needs to get a really clear position around the 
issue of green infrastructure, local green space and SANGs so that it relieves pressure on Epping 
Forest (for example, the need for ‘off-lead’ dog-walking) and gives protection to open spaces in 
Epping. Protection of green spaces needs to be built into Neighbourhood Plan and policies. These 
should be real protection to support sustainable development and communities. Development 
should not be deemed sustainable (2016-2033) without adequate and protected green belt and 
green space. (p42) Quality greenspace should be required not sought. Cycling and walking 
networks and access to town centres and stations & good transport interchanges are all welcome 
additions. Cycling/walking/public transport/interchanges all vital to sustainable development 
including healthy communities. Limit traffic increases through Epping Forest and provide 
alternative spaces to reduce visits to Forest are most welcomed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC supports the ambition of EFDC to deliver developments which are low-car or car-free 
developments. HCC also supports the commitment to delivering electric vehicle charging as part 
of new developments, aligning with Policy 19 of HCC’s LTP4. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 135  
 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the proposed modification of Policy T 1 Sustainable Transport Choices 
(G) which will require that ‘all new parking spaces provided as part of a development must 
provide direct access to electric vehicle charging point’. 
REASON: To ensure the move towards electric vehicles is an attractive and viable option. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy T1, Part F (iv)and (v)) Appropriate parking in accordance with adopted Parking 
Standards (i.e. Essex Minimum Parking Standards 2009) and mitigation of any impact of on-street 
parking provision within the locality is not being carried out. Developers of ONG.R5 are recorded 
as stating that EFDC instructed them to reduce the parking provision to below 2 for homes with 2+ 
bedrooms, with some having no spaces at all. Ongar is not in a sustainable location as recognised 
by ECC. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: The Society made a response under Policy T1 Sustainable Transport Choices, Paragraph 
Sustainable Transport Corridors with regard to ‘Quiet Lanes’ in line with the Department for 
Transport – Traffic Advisory Leaflet 3/04 and The Quiet Lanes and Home Zones Regulations 2006 
(circular 02/2006). We believe that Quiet Lanes and Home Zones are very beneficial in helping to 
maintain the Rural Character of our district and containing rising traffic growth that is widespread 
in our rural areas. We would still wish to see an additional Paragraph under Sustainable Transport 
Corridors that recognises the importance of Quite Lanes as below. 
 
Changes: The Council with the community’s involvement and in partnership with relevant 
stakeholders will seek to promote ‘Quiet Lanes’. The aim of ‘Quiet Lanes’ is to maintain the 
character of minor rural roads by seeking to contain rising traffic growth that is widespread in our 
rural areas. ‘Quiet Lanes’ are a positive way of providing a chance for people to walk, cycle and 
horse ride in a safer environment; widen transport choice; and protect the character and 
tranquillity of country lanes. 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (iv) The phrase “manage congestion” is defeatist. There are a number of strategies which 
have yet to be attempted. Surely aiming to reduce congestion would be more aspirational?  
“Maintain consistency in journey times”. Data produced for Hearings showed we do not currently 
have this. A drive through Epping can take from 5 – 35 minutes, and the variation is not 
predictable. (Even much longer still if a motorway is blocked, which happens 4 or 5 times a year – 
even without Climate protestors!) 
(vi) “Efficiency of the highway network” – how is this measured? Is there a benchmark? This is a 
critical issue for local residents & those making journeys. People remain “terrified” by the 
prospect of a further increase in congestion. 
F  We would like to see the subjective “where appropriate” changed. Who is to decide? 
The phrase “where appropriate” occurs in several other places too – danger of subjectivity, 
politics, appeals? 
PRoW – good to see specific mention. 
Cycling – the Inspector may remember our cycling speaker”, he points out that there is still no 
bike rack at EFDC Offices. We know Council are encouraging staff to car share (have results been 
released?) but how many regularly use a bike? 
G   Council could set an example by installing charging points at their Offices; and by preventing 
Qualis (wholly-owned subsidiary) from purchasing a new van fleet with diesel power. 
Any movement towards on-street / lamppost charging, as seen in some London Boroughs, 
Brighton, Bristol etc? 
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EVs – several references to these, good.  However, the policy should be future-proofed by 
mentioning emerging technologies eg fuel cells, hydrogen power. These may widely available 
within the lifetime of this Plan.  
F – “where appropriate”, needs clarification. An effective LP will be harmed by vagueness 
G – could we have “every” development? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 41  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: Michael Meredith             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: Chapter 3 
Housing, Economic and Transport Policies MM41 Policy T1 Sustainable Transport Choices (Page 
74-75) PAH also considers the amendment to Part G of the Policy as proposed, is too onerous and 
inflexible concerning an acute hospital development in particular. As currently proposed the 
amendment does not take account of practicalities concerning developments such as an acute 
hospital with large scale parking provision. It would not be practicable or viable to provide 100% 
direct access to electric charging points. Furthermore, the new hospital represents a trip 
destination, rather than a trip origin use and it is likely that most electric car owners would charge 
their vehicle at home or via on street charging point parking bays. Requiring direct access to an 
electric vehicle charging point for all car parking spaces within the proposed hospital is not 
necessary or justified, and is contrary to National policy which suggests a proportional approach 
and does not require that every parking space should have access to an electric charging point 
 
Changes:  
PAH therefore requests that Part G of the Policy, be amended to read as follows: 
‘G. In order to support improvements in air quality within the District electric vehicle charging 
points will be required within all new developments which make provision for car parking for 
vehicles.” 
It is considered that this amendment would address the soundness objection. 
Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. 
 

 

MM: 42  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Repetition? 
Second part (3.96) has clumsy wording; simplify / clarify? 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 42  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC supports EFDC’s acknowledgement and commitment to safeguard and provide for 
Sustainable Transport Corridors as part of Harlow Gilston Garden Town. HCC believes these are 
fundamental to enable the sustainable modal share targets to be achieved. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 42  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the proposed addition to the end of paragraph 3.96 which states 
‘Notwithstanding the move towards electric vehicles such sites will continue to be needed 
including, in some cases, to provide electric vehicle charging opportunities.’ 
REASON: To ensure the future availability of fuels for non-electric vehicles in an area where the 
majority of residents still rely on a private motor vehicle as a result of a poor sustainable transport 
offer. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 42  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 42  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Repetition? 
Second part (3.96) has clumsy wording; simplify / clarify? 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 42  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey     Supporting 
document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes  
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: Paragraph 3.95 2.14 This modification allows for the direct reference to land needed for the 
provision of the STC. This is supported as it is fundamental that land is available to ensure the 
comprehensive delivery of the full STC route. As noted in our earlier comments, the STC route 
relies on numerous land owners and developers of the Garden Communities can only bring 
forward the part of the STC within their site. In order for the full STC route to become established 
it is important to ensure that land is made available and can come forward as part of the delivery 
process. It is suggested that reference is included to the LPA using their compulsory purchase 
powers to purchase land as set out in Map 2.xx to ensure the STC can be fully delivered. There is 
an emphasis in other parts of the Plan that the sustainable transport provision is to form part of 
the initial stages of site delivery (MM18 & MM19). Therefore, it is important to ensure that land is 
available and comes forward for the provision of the STC outside of the Garden Communities. 
Changes required: Reference should be included to using relevant Compulsory Purchase Orders to 
ensure land is available to ensure the full extent of the STC can be delivered. 
 
Changes: Reference should be included to using relevant Compulsory Purchase Orders to ensure 
land is available to ensure the full extent of the STC can be delivered. 

 

MM: 43  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Would this have stopped the developing of land adjacent to the Epping-Ongar railway line, 
which has made the re-use of that potentially valuable & sustainable link much more difficult?  In 
order to ensure the seriousness of this policy the public need to know just what it might have 
prevented in the past. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 43  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC supports EFDC’s acknowledgement and commitment to safeguard and provide for 
Sustainable Transport Corridors as part of Harlow Gilston Garden Town. HCC believes these are 
fundamental to enable the sustainable modal share targets to be achieved. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 43  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 43  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Would this have stopped the developing of land adjacent to the Epping-Ongar railway line, 
which has made the re-use of that potentially valuable & sustainable link much more difficult?  In 
order to ensure the seriousness of this policy the public need to know just what it might have 
prevented in the past. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 43  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 3 Housing, Economic and Transport Policies MM43 Policy T2 Safeguarding of Routes and 
Facilities 
PAH supports the new wording before Part A as proposed to make specific reference to the 
requirement to safeguard land to deliver the transport improvements which are of strategic 
importance to the delivery of the Plan. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 44  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised.  First sentence: “last resort” should be changed to refusal. 
If not, either the Council are prepared to soft pedal, or there will be many appeals. Complicated 
by statement in MM45. What commitments will EFDC make to use such compensation and 
mitigation funds to contribute to stated objectives, rather than, being used for its general 
purposes? H - “when determined by Council” – is this then to be a subjective / political decision? 
Does it suggest that the LP proposal is still incomplete; in effect a “blank cheque”? Could we have 
an indicative Biodiversity Impact Calculator threshold as a metric? 4.20, in X.xx – “new 
technologies alone…. will not reduce air pollution”. The Council’s APMS hinges on exactly that 
premise. In January 2021 Cllr Phillips made a public statement, assuring us that the proposed 
(highly controversial) Clean Air Zone is only a back-up, a very last resort. We believe that EFDC are 
either confused, or are giving out contradictory messages, with one hand assuring us that new 
technologies should solve it, with the other saying they know this will not happen. Appreciate 
Footnote 1. has been inserted to create “variation space” (AKA wriggle room). Just how effective 
these new technologies become depends largely on how strongly Council drives these changes, 
also see our notes on MM40/41. Reference should also be made to EFDC’s “Managing the effects 
of air pollution on the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation – July 2020 – “novel measures” 
(5.37) 4.23 – change from “significant” to “any adverse effects” is praiseworthy, and represents a 
major change. Should be emphasised. The recent refusal of the Next application may be the first 
green shoots of this; thanks. Any survey data / consideration of the impact of introduction of car 
parking charges in the Forest? That will have reduced recreational pressure. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 44  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the new positive wording in paragraph 4.15, stating clearly that all sites should 
make a positive contribution to biodiversity, because cumulative contributions are critical across a 
wide area. However, they cannot, of course, replace large-scale connected landscapes such as 
Epping Forest, the protection of which is of paramount importance to the District’s natural 
environment. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 44  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised.  First sentence: “last resort” should be changed to refusal. 
If not, either the Council are prepared to soft pedal, or there will be many appeals. Complicated 
by statement in MM45. What commitments will EFDC make to use such compensation and 
mitigation funds to contribute to stated objectives, rather than, being used for its general 
purposes? H - “when determined by Council” – is this then to be a subjective / political decision? 
Does it suggest that the LP proposal is still incomplete; in effect a “blank cheque”? Could we have 
an indicative Biodiversity Impact Calculator threshold as a metric? 4.20, in X.xx – “new 
technologies alone…. will not reduce air pollution”. The Council’s APMS hinges on exactly that 
premise. In January 2021 Cllr Phillips made a public statement, assuring us that the proposed 
(highly controversial) Clean Air Zone is only a back-up, a very last resort. We believe that EFDC are 
either confused, or are giving out contradictory messages, with one hand assuring us that new 
technologies should solve it, with the other saying they know this will not happen. Appreciate 
Footnote 1. has been inserted to create “variation space” (AKA wriggle room). Just how effective 
these new technologies become depends largely on how strongly Council drives these changes, 
also see our notes on MM40/41. Reference should also be made to EFDC’s “Managing the effects 
of air pollution on the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation – July 2020 – “novel measures” 
(5.37) 4.23 – change from “significant” to “any adverse effects” is praiseworthy, and represents a 
major change. Should be emphasised. The recent refusal of the Next application may be the first 
green shoots of this; thanks. Any survey data / consideration of the impact of introduction of car 
parking charges in the Forest? That will have reduced recreational pressure. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 45  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Again there is aspirational wording – “seek to”; and again, the “last resort” – we consider it 
should say “refusal.” 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 45  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The new wording to include the SSSI and SAC is welcomed as an improvement, with greater 
clarity for developers and links better now to Policy DM2 and the more holistic approach to the 
protection of Epping Forest in Policy DM2A. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 45  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Again there is aspirational wording – “seek to”; and again, the “last resort” – we consider it 
should say “refusal.” 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0003   Respondent: Mark Hickey             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED126/ EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: No certainty that a Clean Air Zone (CAZ) within EFDC will be 
delivered. A CAZ will cause smaller roads around the Forest to become congested, and traffic and 
pollution levels to increase in residential areas. The proposal to increase  Electric Vehicles (EVs) is 
viable for short journeys but not for long ones, or commercial applications. Many homes within 
the District are flats and do not have the facilities to accommodate EVs. There are not enough 
charging points within the District. A CAZ would penalise residents for poor site selection by EFDC. 
 
Changes: The solution would be for EFDC to reduce the housing requirement, as I understand you 
have suggested. As that was declined a simple solution would be to select sites away from the 
Forest and obviate the necessity for a CAZ. A requirement for a healthier environment is in the 
interests of all but a CAZ near the M11 and M25 will make minimal difference. 
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MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0036   Respondent: Willliam Bastow             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED126/ EB212   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: This simply leads inevitably to a Road Charging Clean Air Zone (CAZ) in the Epping Forest 
SAC - which would be an entirely unnecessary measure if the continuous over development via 
planning permission granting residential abodes by EFDC in the surrounding area were less 
invasive and pervasive. A CAZ would be simply unworkable bringing gridlock to the surrounding 
area as residents and commercial vehicles including HGV's detoured into surrounding residential 
streets to avoid the CAZ in particular accessing Woodridden Hill for the M25 and traffic from the 
M25 seeking access to Woodford, Buckhurst Hill , Loughton, Debden, Theydon, Epping and 
Chigwell. There are many people in the area who just cannot afford to replace their vehicles with 
electric or hybrid vehicles to mitigate this CAZ charge cost and it would create additional cost at a 
time of great economic hardship and bring increased stress to commuters by increasing the length 
of commutes at busy times as more people used the same routes to take Detours to avoid the CAZ 
zone. 
 
Changes: Scrap it. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The proposals to introduce CAZ around Epping Forest are unfair and impact those sections 
of society that can least afford to purchase an EV or pay the charge. The CAZ may not even reduce 
traffic though the SAC. The councils own APMS document states that would could be achieved is 
difficult to predict with sufficient certainty. This clearly fails the legal test that the measures must 
be effective beyond scientific doubt. The council should conduct a public consultation - a 
equalities impact assessment. No consultation has been done yet. 
 
Changes: The proposal to include CAZ and road charging within Epping Forest area is unlawful and 
should be removed from the local plan. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0107   Respondent: Victoria Richards             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The proposals to introduce a CAZ around Epping Forest are unfair and impact those sections 
of society that can least afford to purchase an EV or pay the charge. The CAZ may not even reduce 
traffic through the SAC and in fact will allow the council to approve new developments that will 
have a direct impact on the air quality within the SAC. In any case it is public knowledge that the 
government intend to introduce nationwide changes to road tax including road charging to 
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recover tax lost as a result of the increase in EVs on the road – this means a local CAZ is highly 
unlikely to have the long term results currently predicted by the council. The council’s own APMS 
document states that what could be achieved is “difficult to predict with sufficient certainty”. This 
clearly fails the legal test that the measures must be effective “beyond reasonable scientific 
doubt”. Prior to implementing a CAZ the council must conduct a public consultation and equalities 
impact assessment (EIA). The EIA document that supports the APMS says that the consultation 
has already been done via the Local Plan process – no such consultation has ever taken place. 
Should the CAZ be included in the Local Plan then it assumes it will be implemented and 
unlawfully predetermines the public consultation process. The council APMS also includes a 
proposal to ban right turning traffic from Honey Lane to High Beech. This should not be in the 
APMS and has nothing to do with air quality and is in fact a safety requirement requested by 
Highways England in order to reduce the traffic impact from the proposed WAL.E8 site 
development. 
 
Changes: The proposal to include a CAZ and road charging within the Epping Forest area is 
unlawful and should be removed from the Local Plan. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In 4.23, X.XX We believe that this relies on visitor surveys of 2017 - 9; is there nothing 
newer? There is a general impression that Forest recreational use has rocketed in / post-Covid; 
especially given the well-documented dog-explosion. Further, subjective evidence from our 
members who live near Forest entry points suggest there has been no falling off of visitors now 
Covid is reduced. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0122   Respondent: Liam Lakes             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The proposals to introduce a CAZ around Epping Forest are unfair and impact those sections 
of society that can least afford to purchase an EV or pay the charge. The CAZ may not even reduce 
traffic through the SAC and in fact will allow the council to approve new developments that will 
have a direct impact on the air quality within the SAC. The council’s own APMS document states 
that what could be achieved is “difficult to predict with sufficient certainty”. This clearly fails the 
legal test that the measures must be effective “beyond reasonable scientific doubt”. Prior to 
implementing a CAZ the council must conduct a public consultation and equalities impact 
assessment (EIA). The EIA document that supports the APMS says that the consultation has 
already been done via the Local Plan process – no such consultation has ever taken place. Should 
the CAZ be included in the Local Plan then it assumes it will be implemented and unlawfully 
predetermines the public consultation process. The council APMS also includes a proposal to ban 
right turning traffic from Honey Lane to High Beech. This should not be in the APMS and has 
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nothing to do with air quality and is in fact a safety requirement requested by Highways England 
in order to reduce the traffic impact from the proposed WAL.E8 site development. 
 
Changes: The proposal to include a CAZ and road charging within the Epping Forest area is 
unlawful and should be removed from the Local Plan. 
 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0133   Respondent: Elizabeth Burn             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124F/EB159F         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Epping Forest District Council’s ‘Green Infrastructure Strategy’: ED124F/EB159F – Part 4 – 
Re. ‘Theydon Bois Wood’ If a further Hearing Session is scheduled with respect to Policy DM 2, or 
the new ‘Green Infrastructure Strategy’ (and/or Policy SP7), I would be happy to attend and to 
make a representation, as appropriate 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Note reference also to MM24 and MM25. Having 
spoken at the Examination (May 2019) on the new ‘Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy’, I was 
interested to see the ‘Green Infrastructure Strategy’ (GIS) SPD publication in summer 2020. After 
the First Draft, there was no public consultation for the ‘finalised’ version (March 2020). Whilst 
EFDC had no SANG Strategy at the time of the Examination, it is seemingly now integrated into 
the GIS Appendices. ‘Theydon Bois Wood’ would not be appropriate for inclusion under this 
provision; as an isolated site, some distance from the settlement of Theydon Bois, with 
insufficient amenity to divert recreational pressure from existing or new developments, away 
from the EFSAC. The Woodland Trust managed area resembles forestry land, with high density 
tree planting within compounds, inaccessible and unwelcoming, especially for those walking 
alone. The M11 detracts from the open countryside ambience, and flat topography offering few 
distant views, predominantly obscured by the trees! Preferable areas of open Green Belt land 
exist, accessible via public ROWs closer to the village, where the topography provides long-
distance views across several horizons. Passive surveillance from residential dwellings around the 
settlement provides a safer environment for females, who mostly prefer open fields to secluded 
Forest land. The late consideration of a SANG Strategy did not assess the potential of greenspace 
nearer to the settlement, and the ‘4Global Report’ disregarded the amenity value of undesignated 
areas. Residents are unlikely to view the Woodland Trust area as an attractive alternative, a 
thorough appraisal would have identified a better provision, nearer the settlement. The inclusion 
of the Woodland Trust area would not be justified, nor in practice effective, in providing the SANG 
needed; a shortcoming which would undermine the soundness of Policy DM2. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: On page 72 it says that the need for a Clean Air Zone can be reviewed if improvements in air 
quality proceed quickly enough. Can this be amended to remove the need for a Clean Air Zone 
altogether if there are clear improvements in air quality? This is not clear. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: New Paragraphs following Paragraph 4.23 – HCC fully supports EFDC in committing to 
reducing air pollution through the adoption of the Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (APMS). This 
aligns with measures being taken by HCC and the DfT’s latest Transport Decarbonisation Plan. We 
would caution however that under point ‘Footnote 1 to read’ that a proactive approach needs to 
be taken – although we acknowledge electric vehicles will contribute heavily to decarbonisation, a 
reactive approach is unlikely to drive significant change, and measures to create modal shift to 
sustainable transport are likely to have a more significant shorter-term impact. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document: ED124F/EB159F         
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: ‘EFDC Green Infrastructure Strategy’ - ED124F - (EB159F) - Part No.4 - Implementation - 
Enhancement Projects - Specifically: ‘Theydon Bois Wood’ 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to Policy DM 2, or the new ‘Green 
Infrastructure Strategy’ (or Policy SP7) - the Parish Council would be happy to register and to 
make representations, as appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Note cross reference to MM24 and MM25. The Parish 
Council responded to the Green Infrastructure Strategy consultation but raises concerns to some 
elements within the ‘finalised’ version. There was no further public consultation on the ‘finalised’ 
version, and the ‘draft’ had not included the detail added in 2021. Some comments made were 
absent from the Appendix of Responses compiled. We noted the inclusion of ‘Theydon Bois 
Wood’, which was initially listed under ‘Sites for Enhancement’. The GI Strategy alludes to it as a 
potential SANG, with developer contributions required. The GI Strategy is unclear how this area 
would integrate with a specific SANG Strategy. It lies beyond the main urban area, adjacent to the 
M11 and the Cemetery. The Trust’s ‘Management Plan’ indicates keeping access informal and 
low-key. The remoteness of the site makes it vulnerable to fly tipping, and anti-social behaviour. 
There is no intention to provide parking. Access along Abridge Road is restricted and some 
distance from the settlement. Access is limited by dense planting and is not inviting. The Parish 
Council has no intention of implementing parking at the Cemetery. Access through the site is 
intended for maintenance vehicles, and one-directional. Whilst the remoteness of the area may 
be of benefit to the natural biodiversity, this is, to some extent, dependant on the absence of 
visitors! This location is not appropriate to offer a suitable or attractive SANG. The expanse of 
dense, forestry-style, planting deters public engagement, with little resemblance to open 
parkland. Development in Theydon Bois is located to the north, which correlates better with the 
existing, and easily accessible, informal footpaths and public rights of way. Contributions could be 
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better invested in their maintenance. The Woodland Trust site would be neither justified nor 
effective in providing the SANG needed to mitigate against recreational pressure. 
 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Conservators welcome much of the newly added text which sets out much more clearly 
the importance of Epping Forest and the Policy requirements that follow in Policy DM2. In 
particular, we welcome the insertion of the words “and secure any” in the new paragraph that has 
been split from Paragraph 4.16. 
In paragraph 4.17 the inclusion of a statement of the importance of Plan-level measures is a 
significant and welcome addition. 
  
The additional wording at Paragraph 4.18 on air pollution is also a significant improvement to the 
supporting text. The newly split paragraph to follow 4.18 is also welcome in clarifying the issue of 
recreational pressure and to support the Policy that follows. 
In 4.20 the clear reference to the HRA and the Plan-level response is another important addition. 
The new wording at 4.23 and the new following paragraph on the APMS are key additions to the 
text and we recognise these are important for the rationale for Policy DM2 (and DM22). In terms 
of the new Footnote 1 to the new paragraph on the APMS, we express our concern that these 
words indicate that the Council already may not consider that the CAZ is achievable. Given that 
HRA (EB211A) has made it clear this is currently essential to the delivery of substantive mitigation 
under the APMS (see our comments below on MMs75 and 112) we highlight this issue. Although 
we do not object to the wording as proposed, we do press for immediate clarity on the delayed 
APMS Delivery Framework timetable. We also urge the Council to engage Natural England (NE) at 
the earliest opportunity in the overdue APMS working group. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Paragraph 4.17: Natural England welcomes the changes made so that it now reads “This is 
best achieved by measures put in place at the Plan level…” 
However, given the complexities and near impossibility of mitigating air pollution on a case by 
case basis it could be argued that this is still not strong enough. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  ECC supports broad approach to put in place a Local Plan, 
seeking to prevent unacceptable impacts that are harmful to the integrity of Epping Forest SAC.  
However, on the basis of the current understanding, ECC does not support the introduction a CAZ 
by 2025.  ECC makes the following comments: 
Engagement and Consensus needs to be a key feature of joint work going forwards noting ECC 
approval is required to establish a CAZ.  
A deliverable, feasible and costed CAZ that meets all objectives has not been developed and 
shared. 
A CAZ is not achievable by 2025 and requires a timeframe closer to 2030, given the legal and 
regulatory processes.  Further modelling and analysis needed demonstrate a CAZ is essential.  
Costs are very substantial and in-depth consideration is required on the realistic means of funding 
a CAZ. (e.g Bath CAZ £23mn)  
Unintended consequences and potential harmful impacts have not yet been identified. ECC is not 
assured that a CAZ could be achieved without unacceptable impacts on human health through 
traffic diverting to alternative routes.  ECC as PHA, need demonstrated evidence that 
unacceptable impacts on human health would not arise. 
CAZ is likely to impact the less affluent within society disproportionately, meaning that an 
Equalities Impact Assessment is required.   
Overall approach and measures need to be sustainable. This includes the protection of human 
health and to tackle climate change.    
ECC recommends building consensus, collaboration and agreed, shared outcomes including the 
identification of appropriate, feasible and viable alternatives including a district sustainable 
transport and access strategy. 
ECC is confident that viable alternatives to a CAZ are available and that joint work are the key to 
refining the final package of measures that meet all required objectives without reliance on a CAZ. 
 
Changes: See full representation for proposed changes - New Paragraphs following Paragraph 
4.23 to read: 
“x.xx In relation to air pollution the Council has adopted an INTERIM Air Pollution Mitigation 
Strategy (APMS) which sets out the actual measures that the Council will implement during the 
lifetime of the Plan. These measures range from those which will help to limit the increase in the 
level of traffic using roads through the Epping Forest SAC and significantly increase the uptake of 
electric vehicles, through to the implementation of a ‘Clean Air Zone’ should the future 
monitoring demonstrate that it is required and if this proves feasible and acceptable to the 
partner authorities involved (these being EFDC; ECC; Natural England; and the City of London 
Corporation – as the forest conservators). This would also be subject to demonstrating through 
Health Impact Assessment and EQIA that no unacceptable impacts on human health or equalities 
would arise [INSERT FOOTNOTE 1 AS BELOW]. The APMS also includes targets against which 
progress will be assessed together with a Monitoring Framework, which includes for future on-site 
monitoring. This Monitoring Framework is necessary to ensure that progress towards the 
achievement of these targets is assessed and inform any necessary changes that may need to be 
made to the targets and measures and identified in the APMS or the Local Plan in terms of the 
quantum and location of development being proposed. Thus, the APMS itself will be kept under 
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regular review and updated as necessary to reflect the latest position on targets and agreed 
measures” 
In light of ECC’s comments about the proposed introduction date of 2025, ECC recommends and 
requests that all such dates referenced on a CAZ within the MMs are revised to refer to 2030 
instead  
 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In 4.23, X.XX We believe that this relies on visitor surveys of 2017 - 9; is there nothing 
newer? There is a general impression that Forest recreational use has rocketed in / post-Covid; 
especially given the well-documented dog-explosion. Further, subjective evidence from our 
members who live near Forest entry points suggest there has been no falling off of visitors now 
Covid is reduced. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The new paragraph after 4.23 states the Council has 
adopted a GIS which will deliver all the required mitigation. Do not consider that the GIS properly 
addresses or resolves this issue. It is a non-statutory, non-tested strategy which seeks to limit the 
required mitigation to the flawed site allocations. The correct and lawful approach is for the 
proposed allocation sites and these new mitigation measures to be reconsidered and assessed 
against all reasonable alternatives resulting in a different plan foro North Weald Bassett.  
The clear advantages of delivering a SANG on the Ongar Park Estate highlights all of Natural 
England’s “must haves” on land in a single ownership; the most appropriate strategy and 
deliverable. The use of a non-statutory GIS, avoids proper scrutiny of the plan.  It is unsound 
because these are substantive land use policies which affect areas of land that are an integral part 
of addressing the impact of the development plan and should be subject to the same level of 
scrutiny.  Proposals for North Weald Bassett are not suitable nor deliverable. If the GIS cannot be 
delivered in full with policy strength, then neither can the site allocations which rely upon its 
implementation. “The Interim Approach” is a demonstration the issues not resolved with the need 
for continued monitoring and changes to information required and acceptance they are sub-
optimal. The plan should identify sites and mitigation measures that deliver mitigation required. 
Reference is made to changing levels of financial contributions, there is no indication how these 
will be used and/or their effectiveness. The lack of detail and clarity on the levels of contribution 
needed or what they will deliver renders this MM unsound. It also adds further uncertainty to the 
delivery of sites as it is not possible to determine sites’ viability.  
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Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: MM46 para 4.17 This main modification confirms the importance of the plan providing 
clarity on where development can occur, and what measures need to be taken on-site, what off-
site provision is required and the level of contributions for off-site mitigation. The plan provides 
certainty on none of these issues. In the case of North Weald Bassett we have already highlighted 
in Table 1 of this submission the gross inadequacies of the mitigation proposed in the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and that the delivery of an appropriate SANG cannot be achieved in terms 
of its quality and objectives or without further land which is not available to the Council nor the 
promoters of the present allocation. While we do not object to the sentiment of this paragraph 
our objection is that it is inconsistent with the plan because the rest of the plan singularly fails to 
meet the aspiration expressed in this paragraph. 
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref.  
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC    Supporting document:            Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally complaint: No  
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified  
 
Why: MM46 para 4.19 This states that the plan has developed a plan led approach for the 
consideration of these sites. This is factually inaccurate. The Plan simply devolves the 
identification and delivery of the important mitigation measures to a non statutory document. It is 
misleading for the Main Modification to suggest that the Plan has properly considered this issue 
and it most certainly has not resolved this issue. It has very much been an enforced alteration to 
the strategy at the final examination stage and the approach now being proposed is far from a 
plan led approach. It is simply trying to mitigate the impact of development in locations that were 
determined without any consideration of the need for mitigation or any consideration of the 
reasonable alternatives. Certainly the decisions made regarding the location and scale of growth 
in the early part of plan process made no concessions regard the need to provide extensive 
SANGs, as is demonstrated by the inability of the proposal at North Weald Bassett to provide such 
a meaningful provision. The Council’s present strategy is not a plan led approach as none of the 
mitigation measures are actually identified and confirmed in the plan (for example there is no 
indication in the plan as to the location of the SANGs that are required). These main modifications 
should be rejected as they are factually incorrect and misleading. While this leaves the plan as 
being unsound, that is not a change in its status. It merely confirms the scale of the task which 
now faces the Council, which should not be evaded at the examination. 
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Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: MM46 para 4.16 This modification requires an assessment of the impact of the plan’s 
proposals both individually and in combination on the SACs as part of the development 
management process. The correct time to undertake this assessment and consider suitable and 
deliverable sites including the necessary mitigation is via the site selection process and 
importantly though the Sustainability Assessment which requires the comparisons of reasonable 
alternatives. This has not been done and remains a fundamental flaw in the plan making process. 
This lack of a thorough assessment and the fact that the required mitigation is not specified in the 
development plan renders the plan undeliverable. This is particularly the case in North Weald 
Bassett where we have clear indication that to achieve the SANGs experience requires land 
outside of the control of the Council and the landowners who are promoting the allocated sites in 
the plan. 
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Support. It is considered that air quality monitoring and the 
delivery of suitable areas of green infrastructure will enable an effective strategy to be put in 
place for development in and on the edge of Epping in the future.  
Concerned that it has not been proven that suitable areas of SANG will be provided within the 
proposed South Epping strategic masterplan area to meet the requirements of the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. Firstly, the South Epping Masterplan Capacity Analysis does not reflect the 
amendments in terms of the quantum of development and does not identify sufficient land that 
would meet the requirement to deliver at least 10 hectares of SANG, areas of open space and 
buffer areas.  This SANG is particularly important given its close proximity and accessibility to 
Epping Forest SAC and to mitigate the recreational pressure of existing and future residents in 
other parts of the town.   The Epping South Masterplan Capacity Analysis should be updated now 
to reflect the updated policy requirements. Secondly the Green Infrastructure Strategy sets out 
the design requirements for SANG. An area of SANG that is located close to the M25 and the 
electricity pylons across the site would not meet the requirements in terms of attractiveness and 
tranquillity and alternative areas of the South Epping Masterplan need to be identified and 
allocated for SANG. The ability of the Epping South development to accommodate all of the policy 
requirements for the site contained in Policy P1 are important matters.  



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 153  
 

Representations to Main Modification MM16 have requested that the concept framework plan 
for South Epping is submitted and approved prior to the submission of an outline planning 
application and subject to stakeholder and community engagement.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified 
 
Why: This policy contains the strategy for avoiding harm to the Epping Forest SAC and how 
development within the Borough must seek to mitigate its harm to this ecological asset. This 
centres around the implementation of Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (APMS) and provisions to 
encourage residents toNuse other areas for the purpose of recreation, other than the Epping 
Forest SAC. The mitigations involve a number of different measures, mostly focussed on financial 
contributions from each new home built, but in the case of air quality include some highly 
controversial proposals, including a ‘Clean Air Zone’ (CAZ) which would mean motorists are 
charged for driving within a certain proximity of the Forest. We understand that this proposal is 
highly unpopular with members and there is no certainty that it could obtain the necessary 
political support to implement it. The CAZ is a necessary fallback position if other methods of 
reducing air pollution are not successful and certainty over its delivery is required. Given the 
concerns over the deliverability regarding this ultimate fall back position, we consider that there 
should also be provision for alternative forms of development within the District. For example, the 
Council should re-consider the provision of the Epping by-pass and related development at 
Copped Hall as a way to deliver development within the District which can also provide sufficient 
homes while also improving the air pollution situation for the SAC. This would require changes to 
the spatial strategy and a number of allocations, but would offer more certainty over achieving 
the stated objectives of the Plan in relation not protecting the Epping Forest SAC. Without this 
provision, we consider that the current Local Plan is unsound on the basis that it is not based on 
an effective and justified strategy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0028   Respondent: Andy Butcher             

Organisation: Countryside Properties     Supporting document: ED124A-G/EB159A-G         
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant:  
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Footnote 1 states that additional residential development 
within Zones of Influence is likely to increase visitor pressure on the Forest and that the current 
ZoI established using 2017 and 2019 visitor surveys is 6.2km, but may change over the period of 
the Plan through the Monitoring Framework’s scheduled surveys. ZoI changes may occur via a 
non-formal planning policy framework document. A Framework which can enable ad-hoc 
adjustments to the ZoI without independent scrutiny and prior notice would mean that 
landowners, developers and applicants can have no expectation of standards to achieve. Changes 
to the ZoI can render parts of the Local Plan allocations undeliverable or subject to change. This 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 154  
 

MM has not considered the Local Plan review process at MM112 (MM to Policy DM8). In our 
representations on MM87’s supporting appendices, we demonstrate that 20ha area quantum of 
SANG and location in the GIS for the NWB SMP is not justified by the evidence; it should be 2.816 
ha and that 4.81 ha can be accommodated within the SMP area. In ED124E/EB159E page 107 GIS 
is intended as guidance and in ED124A/EB159A as a material consideration. MM47 pages 75-76 
B3 requires that EFSAC mitigation should comply with site-specific policies within the Local Plan 
and GIS. ED124E/EB 159E states that “land to be used as SANG will need to be available from first 
occupation of the first phase of the residential development proposed”. This blanket approach to 
support Policy DM2 is not reasonable or justified. There is little/no impact with little/no 
occupations. SANG provision should form part of a phasing scheme to be submitted to and 
approved by the Council processed through a delivery framework as part of an SMP consistent 
with the Natural England Standing Advice of August 2021 that developments be dealt with on a 
case by case basis. 
 
Changes: 1) Scope for Changes to the ZoI: The following additional wording be inserted to 
Footnote 1 MM 46; DM2 as follows:  
• At line 6 after “Forest”: Any intended changes to the Zone of Influence as a result of future 
visitor surveys will be considered as part of a future Local Plan review or any earlier review as set 
out in the circumstances set out at Policy D8 and criterion C (MM112).  
2) Delivery of SANGs  
• At line14 after “species” with specific new text underlined: In order to achieve this objective the 
Council has adopted a Green Infrastructure Strategy which provides the District wide framework 
for providing new areas of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to provide an 
alternative recreational offer to the Forest, including through enhancements to existing open 
spaces. These measures will be implemented by developers of relevant sites on a case by case 
basis with a delivery framework and/or phasing plan to be agreed with the Council and Natural 
England or through securing financial contributions for the implementation of measures by the 
Council and its partners. The Strategy is intended for guidance to be used a material planning 
consideration in the preparation of Strategic Masterplans, Concept Frameworks, pre-application 
advice, assessing planning applications and any other development management and 
implementation related purposes within the District.  
• At MM47 DM2 B3: Insert the following words after the “Plan and…” (Line 7) and have regard to 
the most up to date adopted Green Infrastructure Strategy on a case by basis Insert after (iv): In 
accordance with a delivery/phasing framework to be agreed with the Council and Natural 
England. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document: EB126/213         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Justified 
 
Why: The supporting text to policy DM2 refers to the Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (APMS). 
The current published APMS is labelled ‘Interim’ and was produced to help clear a backlog of 
planning applications. There is no date for the final strategy and the IAPMS does not appear to 
have been formally consulted on as part of the EIP process. It is noted here that the Monitoring 
Framework in the IAPMS could impact on the quantum and location of development proposed. 
There is no clarity on when the next APMS will be published. Plans should only contain policies 
that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react, the proposed wording is 
imprecise. The proposed wording is not positively prepared and is therefore not sound. Please 
also see attached cover letter and report. 
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Changes: The wording of the text should therefore be amended as follows (new paragraphs 
following paragraphs 4.23 x.xx): 
“This Monitoring Framework is necessary to ensure that progress towards the achievement of 
these targets is assessed and inform any necessary changes that may need to be made to the 
targets and measures and identified in the APMS or the Local Plan in terms of the quantum and 
location of development being proposed.” 
Representative proposes a large number of text changes to text supporting DM2, paragraph 4.20, 
4.23, new paragraphs following paragraph 4.23. These can be found in representation letter. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: MM46 relates to detailed changes to DM2 to deal with the Air Quality and impact on the 
Special Protection Area (SPA) site. There is reference made to the Zone of Influence as set out in 
the HRA and how this may change as recreational pressure from development increases during 
the plan period. The evidence for the HRA relating to visitor pressure of the Epping Forest SAC, 
states that the visitor surveys recorded none from Harlow. While it is reasonable to consider 
futureproofing of development, this must be on the basis of justifiable evidence and what is likely 
to occur, not on mere possibilities. As set out in the detailed ecology note in Appendix 1, the 
justification for the 6.2km ZoI is largely on the basis of visitors from the south of the SAC, and 
evidence shows negligible interest from Harlow. This must be taken into consideration as part of 
the assessment of likely significant effects arising from the West Katherines scheme. Case law 
requires that Habitats Regulations Assessments are made in light of the best available scientific 
knowledge in the field at the time of the assessment, not unspecified future scenarios. The best 
available knowledge available at the time of writing has resulted in the 6.2km ZoI, which does not 
cover the West Katherines site. Hence, there is no requirement for it to provide SANG. The 
adopted GIS shows West Katherines located outside of the ZoI and states that the 13ha of SANG 
to be provided relates to the development provision of West Sumners only. It is important to 
ensure that the wording of this footnote does not allow for onerous changes over the plan period 
which may revise the ZoI without proper consultation with all parties. Changes required: remove 
reference to changing the ZoI during the plan period. 
 
Changes: Remove reference to changing the ZoI during the plan period. 

 

MM: 46  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0129   Respondent: Tricia Moxey             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Concerns about lack of attention to range of fungi within 
Epping Forest as they provide essential support to the vegetation, especially the ancient pollards 
which are a unique feature and the main reason for the Forest’s designation as a Special Area of 
Conservation. 1,600 fungi species are on the UK Red Data only found feeding on the decaying 
woods within its ancient trees. Vital fungi are under threat from increased visitor pressure as 
more trampling compacts the soil, damaging and fragmenting the wood wide web. Concerns that 
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there is no local monitoring by EFDC of PM2.5. The impact of pollutants on Epping Forest SAC 
since the 1940s, from nitrogenous fertilisers on agricultural land, fungicides and the combustion 
of fossil fuels adding chemicals to the air, to land surfaces and to water courses. 90% of SACs 
including the Epping Forest SAC received excessive levels of nitrogen. The fungal composition of 
woodlands which receive excessive input of nitrogen is altered with beneficial species being 
outcompeted by those which are more tolerant of pollution. Poor tree heath due to pollutants 
makes trees vulnerable to insects, the Forest’s ancient Beech trees have lost at least a third of 
their total area to damage by the hungry weevils and larvae. Toxic heavy metals from vehicles are 
washed into the surrounding soils, accumulating in species of fungi so any creature eating these 
will ingest them. More research on the impact of these toxic chemicals is required to ensure that 
the soil biome flourishes. The role of fungi in supporting the health of the trees and other 
vegetation in the Forest and it is unlikely that any mitigation measures proposed will be successful 
in reducing irreversible damage to the life forms which are found within the SAC of Epping Forest. 
 
Changes: It is difficult to ignore the role of fungi in supporting the health of the trees and other 
vegetation in the Forest measures proposed will be successful in reducing irreversible damage to 
the life forms which are found. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: B – “will not be permitted”; ought to be echoed by toughening up M44. 
To monitor / survey particularly the origin of visitors – the equipment being used to levy car par 
charges might be utilised as CCTV / ANPR data-gatherers. 
Fly-tipping – odd to see this bracketed with recreational uses. Almost weekly local papers report 
on increase of gross examples of fly-tipping; EFDC (with Forest Conservators & Essex CC) need 
increased focus here. Consider providing more Civic Amenity points, the friction of distance must 
be a factor, presently our nearest is the far side of Harlow – hardly sustainable. Or greater 
enforcement. Set a deadline for clear-up after reporting? 
Footnote 2 – if the Forest is recognised as so special, why not indeed have a no-build buffer? Or at 
least add “which must demonstrate exceptional circumstances”? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0133   Respondent: Elizabeth Burn             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124F/EB159F         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Epping Forest District Council’s ‘Green Infrastructure Strategy’: ED124F/EB159F – Part 4 – 
Re. ‘Theydon Bois Wood’ If a further Hearing Session is scheduled with respect to Policy DM 2, or 
the new ‘Green Infrastructure Strategy’ (and/or Policy SP7), I would be happy to attend and to 
make a representation, as appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Note reference also to MM24 and MM25. Having 
spoken at the Examination (May 2019) on the new ‘Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy’, I was 
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interested to see the ‘Green Infrastructure Strategy’ (GIS) SPD publication in summer 2020. After 
the First Draft, there was no public consultation for the ‘finalised’ version (March 2020). Whilst 
EFDC had no SANG Strategy at the time of the Examination, it is seemingly now integrated into 
the GIS Appendices. ‘Theydon Bois Wood’ would not be appropriate for inclusion under this 
provision; as an isolated site, some distance from the settlement of Theydon Bois, with 
insufficient amenity to divert recreational pressure from existing or new developments, away 
from the EFSAC. The Woodland Trust managed area resembles forestry land, with high density 
tree planting within compounds, inaccessible and unwelcoming, especially for those walking 
alone. The M11 detracts from the open countryside ambience, and flat topography offering few 
distant views, predominantly obscured by the trees! Preferable areas of open Green Belt land 
exist, accessible via public ROWs closer to the village, where the topography provides long-
distance views across several horizons. Passive surveillance from residential dwellings around the 
settlement provides a safer environment for females, who mostly prefer open fields to secluded 
Forest land. The late consideration of a SANG Strategy did not assess the potential of greenspace 
nearer to the settlement, and the ‘4Global Report’ disregarded the amenity value of undesignated 
areas. Residents are unlikely to view the Woodland Trust area as an attractive alternative, a 
thorough appraisal would have identified a better provision, nearer the settlement. The inclusion 
of the Woodland Trust area would not be justified, nor in practice effective, in providing the SANG 
needed; a shortcoming which would undermine the soundness of Policy DM2. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Developments to have no impact on Forest – this is most welcomed. 
MM47 includes ‘Relevant development proposals will be required to make a financial contribution 
towards the delivery of off-site projects in accordance with the adopted Green Infrastructure 
Strategy’. However, the Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy Part 4 (EB159F) has no provision 
for access to alternative natural space for new development within Epping Town that is not within 
the South Epping masterplan area. Given many of these new dwellings will be flats without private 
gardens, it is reasonable to expect these new residents to seek green space beyond Epping town 
for leisure activities such as walking and dog walking. Part 0 of the Green infrastructure Strategy 
shows that Epping town is within the 6.2km Zone of Influence, which accounts for 75% of all visits 
– in fact, the whole of Epping town is within the inner 3.1km Zone of Influence. Unless an off-site 
SANG accessible from these town centre sites is provided, the new residents will access Epping 
Forest SAC. 
Currently, only two off-site SANGs are offered within the Green Infrastructure Strategy Part 4 (i.e. 
not withing masterplan site boundaries), one in Roding Valley and another in Theydon Bois – 
neither of these are suitable off-site SANGs for the proposed town centre developments in 
Epping, which amount to around 250 new dwellings, all of which will be within the 3.1km inner 
Zone of Influence 
 
Changes: Epping Forest Local Plan MM47, Policy DM 2, Part B3 needs to include specific reference 
to a large, high quality developer-funded, off-site SANG within easy reach of Epping town (ideally 
within 2-3km of the town, similar to the distance to Epping Forest SAC), to divert new residents 
away from Epping Forest SAC. Without provision of such an off-site SANG, EFDC cannot state that 
the proposed town centre developments in Epping town will not have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of Epping Forest SAC. 
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The Green Infrastructure Strategy (Part 4) needs to be amended to provide details of a suitable 
off-site SANG to mitigate the impact on Epping Forest SAC of the new residential developments 
within Epping town that are not within the South Epping masterplan area. 
Epping Forest Local Plan MM47, Policy DM2, Part B3, page 75 needs to be amended to make clear 
what the criteria are for ‘relevant development’ with respect to the provision of an off-site SANG, 
to include all developments within the Zone of Influence, not just those immediately adjacent to 
Epping Forest SAC. 
 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes EFDC’s proactive approach to air quality impacts resulting from new 
development. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document: ED124F/EB159F         
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: ‘EFDC Green Infrastructure Strategy’ - ED124F - (EB159F) - Part No.4 - Implementation - 
Enhancement Projects - Specifically: ‘Theydon Bois Wood’ 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to Policy DM 2, or the new ‘Green 
Infrastructure Strategy’ (or Policy SP7) - the Parish Council would be happy to register and to 
make representations, as appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Note cross reference to MM24 and MM25. The Parish 
Council responded to the Green Infrastructure Strategy consultation but raises concerns to some 
elements within the ‘finalised’ version. There was no further public consultation on the ‘finalised’ 
version, and the ‘draft’ had not included the detail added in 2021. Some comments made were 
absent from the Appendix of Responses compiled. We noted the inclusion of ‘Theydon Bois 
Wood’, which was initially listed under ‘Sites for Enhancement’. The GI Strategy alludes to it as a 
potential SANG, with developer contributions required. The GI Strategy is unclear how this area 
would integrate with a specific SANG Strategy. It lies beyond the main urban area, adjacent to the 
M11 and the Cemetery. The Trust’s ‘Management Plan’ indicates keeping access informal and 
low-key. The remoteness of the site makes it vulnerable to fly tipping, and anti-social behaviour. 
There is no intention to provide parking. Access along Abridge Road is restricted and some 
distance from the settlement. Access is limited by dense planting and is not inviting. The Parish 
Council has no intention of implementing parking at the Cemetery. Access through the site is 
intended for maintenance vehicles, and one-directional. Whilst the remoteness of the area may 
be of benefit to the natural biodiversity, this is, to some extent, dependant on the absence of 
visitors! This location is not appropriate to offer a suitable or attractive SANG. The expanse of 
dense, forestry-style, planting deters public engagement, with little resemblance to open 
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parkland. Development in Theydon Bois is located to the north, which correlates better with the 
existing, and easily accessible, informal footpaths and public rights of way. Contributions could be 
better invested in their maintenance. The Woodland Trust site would be neither justified nor 
effective in providing the SANG needed to mitigate against recreational pressure. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: It is impossible to describe a place as “perpendicular” to a boundary which is, by its very 
nature, highly indented and irregular in shape. Since the City of London are the conservators of 
the whole SAC, we believe their views will be paramount in any such assessment. 400 metres is a 
strange distance, unsupported by scientific investigation. It was argued, and not questioned, at 
the EiP and elsewhere, that this was taken from the roaming distance for domestic cats, at 
another SAC, where the point at issue was predation of ground-nesting birds. It is therefore 
irrelevant and unhelpful in relation to the EFSAC. Detriments, particularly re damage caused by 
multiple domestic hazards, such as barbecues, bonfires, dog-walking, Chinese sky lanterns, smoky 
chimneys, drug taking and paraphernalia, litter, car boot fly tipping, etc occur in relation to the 
Epping Forest SAC from development in the vicinity, but further away than 400m. Although we 
would prefer a greater distance, a figure of 1km is more realistic than that suggested and would 
prevent significantly more harms to the SAC 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Amend (A) Pages 74-75 & (B) 76-77 (& DM 2 Pages 82-
83) to read: (A): Development that would be likely to have an adverse effect on the integrity of 
the SAC, either alone or in combination with other development, plans or projects, will not be 
consented unless it can be clearly demonstrated beyond all reasonable scientific doubt that 
adequate measures are secured and delivered to ensure there will be no harm to the integrity of 
the protected sites, as is commensurate with the ECJ judgement in Holohan. For the EFSAC, the 
need for a strategic approach has been identified and such measures will therefore be expected 
to include those identified in the Mitigation Strategies adopted by the Council relating to air 
pollution and recreational pressure, which will be reviewed and updated in October of each year 
in the Plan period. There may need to be additional requirements depending on the location of 
each application site in relation to the SAC and routes through it, and the intended site use. For 
the avoidance of doubt, the relevant strategies for the EFSAC, which have been adopted by the 
Council as a material consideration in the determination of planning and other relevant 
development related applications, are as follows: (B): In recognition of the risks posed to the 
EFSAC from urbanisation effects over and above that resulting from normal recreational pressures 
(including but not limited to effects from fly-tipping, the introduction of non-native plant species, 
erosion of the forest edge, and incidental fires) planning applications for development will not be 
consented within 1km of the boundary of the EFSAC, unless it can be demonstrated through the 
assessment of individual planning applications that no harm (including through increased 
vehicular traffic) will result to the SAC. Amendment to footnote 2 
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MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Revised DM2B fails the test of soundness and DM2B1 may 
not be legally compliant with Habitat Regulations. 
DM2A: Welcome broadened scope to provide protection to the whole Forest, not just the SAC, 
and stating the specific protection under the Habitats Regulations for the SAC. 
DM2B: Additional wording important, including splitting to reference the different Strategies. First 
sentence of Policy to be re-considered to remove ambiguity – see representation. 
DM2B1: Wording different to that used in DM2B- likely to cause uncertainty in interpretation. It 
does not tie the Policy into the delivery of the measures in the APMS. Suggest revision to state 
unequivocally that development would not be consented if the delivery of mitigation, as 
timetabled in the APMS, has not been completed or unless a future HRA review determines that 
those measures should be modified. 
DM2B2: Welcome clarification of commitment to SAMMS contributions and acknowledge the 
considerable progress made during 2021. However, the Strategy remains to be agreed. Requiring 
a financial contribution does not yet link to meaningful delivery of mitigation. See full rep for 
suggested wording improvement to DM2B2. 
DM2B3: Welcome additional wording and the scope of the Green Infrastructure Strategy 
however, the mechanism by which the infrastructure project list would be kept “live” is not clearly 
set out. Strategy does not acknowledge the potential of some of the Forest Buffer Lands. 
Conservators keen to work with Council. The quantum of SANGS required needs to be outlined 
with certainty by the Policy and the uplift potential on existing greenspace has not been 
ascertained. Concerns of our 12th March letter (appended) have not been substantially 
addressed.  
DM2C: Welcome changes, however, the lack of a “buffer zone” (footnote 2) is not ideal nor 
standard. The Conservators are most concerned about the limits of what the proposed project-
level HRA approach can achieve 
 
Changes: Council officer has summarised - See representation for proposed changes 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, National Policy 
 
Why: DM2 A: “…development that will have an adverse effect on integrity…” This skews the 
integrity test of the Habitats Regulations. 
 
Changes: Wording should reflect the need for development to show that it will not have an 
adverse effect rather than only capturing those where it is shown that it will. 
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MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, National Policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: In respect of air quality and recreational pressure, Natural 
England (NE) retains significant concerns with regards to the certainty of delivery of mitigation 
required to ensure no adverse effects on the integrity of Epping Forest SAC. We therefore 
consider that issues of soundness and legal compliance remain. NE is committed to continue 
working with EFDC to address these issues.  
NE welcomes amendments made such that delivery of development is dependent upon measures, 
and any necessary financial contributions, being secured. However, the nature of the measures 
relied upon to avoid adverse effects, and the inherent uncertainty associated with their delivery 
against the timescales identified within the HRA, are such that the use of case specific policy 
caveats or restrictions will be a fundamental requirement to allowing the Plan to be adopted. 
(refer to Annex 1 of representation for more detail). NE considers that Policies DM2 and DM22 do 
not serve as case specific caveats or restrictions but the relevant wording could be incorporated 
into a different policy. NE notes that the Council is of the view that policy D8 is sufficient in this 
regard. Refer also to representation on policy D8 (MM112).  
It is the established position of the UK Courts that case-specific policy restrictions and caveats are 
an acceptable approach to allow plans to be adopted where there is uncertainty concerning the 
avoidance of adverse effects to site integrity. If the plan is not specific, we are concerned that a 
failure to deliver mitigation measures during the Plan period will result in delays in delivery of 
development following adoption.  
If the Council does not believe that mitigation identified in the HRA is deliverable, Natural England 
would be prepared to work with the Council to explore the use of the derogation provisions. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  ECC supports broad approach to put in place a Local Plan, 
seeking to prevent unacceptable impacts that are harmful to the integrity of Epping Forest SAC.  
However, on the basis of the current understanding, ECC does not support the introduction a CAZ 
by 2025.  ECC makes the following comments: 
Engagement and Consensus needs to be a key feature of joint work going forwards noting ECC 
approval is required to establish a CAZ. A deliverable, feasible and costed CAZ that meets all 
objectives has not been developed and shared. 
A CAZ is not achievable by 2025 and requires a timeframe closer to 2030, given the legal and 
regulatory processes.  Further modelling and analysis needed demonstrate a CAZ is essential.  
Costs are very substantial and in-depth consideration is required on the realistic means of funding 
a CAZ. (e.g Bath CAZ £23mn)  Unintended consequences and potential harmful impacts have not 
yet been identified. ECC is not assured that a CAZ could be achieved without unacceptable 
impacts on human health through traffic diverting to alternative routes.  ECC as PHA, need 
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demonstrated evidence that unacceptable impacts on human health would not arise. CAZ is likely 
to impact the less affluent within society disproportionately, meaning that an Equalities Impact 
Assessment is required.  Overall approach and measures need to be sustainable. This includes the 
protection of human health and to tackle climate change. ECC recommends building consensus, 
collaboration and agreed, shared outcomes including the identification of appropriate, feasible 
and viable alternatives including a district sustainable transport and access strategy. ECC is 
confident that viable alternatives to a CAZ are available and that joint work are the key to refining 
the final package of measures that meet all required objectives without reliance on a CAZ.  Note 
to keep APMS under regular review and updated. 
 
Changes: See representations for full changes - New Paragraphs following Paragraph 4.23 to read: 
“x.xx In relation to air pollution the Council has adopted an INTERIM Air Pollution Mitigation 
Strategy (APMS) which sets out the actual measures that the Council will implement during the 
lifetime of the Plan. These measures range from those which will help to limit the increase in the 
level of traffic using roads through the Epping Forest SAC and significantly increase the uptake of 
electric vehicles, through to the implementation of a ‘Clean Air Zone’ should the future 
monitoring demonstrate that it is required and if this proves feasible and acceptable to the 
partner authorities involved (these being EFDC; ECC; Natural England; and the City of London 
Corporation – as the forest conservators). This would also be subject to demonstrating through 
Health Impact Assessment and EQIA that no unacceptable impacts on human health or equalities 
would arise [INSERT FOOTNOTE 1 AS BELOW]. The APMS also includes targets against which 
progress will be assessed together with a Monitoring Framework, which includes for future on-site 
monitoring. This Monitoring Framework is necessary to ensure that progress towards the 
achievement of these targets is assessed and inform any necessary changes that may need to be 
made to the targets and measures and identified in the APMS or the Local Plan in terms of the 
quantum and location of development being proposed. Thus, the APMS itself will be kept under 
regular review and updated as necessary to reflect the latest position on targets and agreed 
measures” 
In light of ECC’s comments about the proposed introduction date of 2025, ECC recommends and 
requests that all such dates referenced on a CAZ within the MMs are revised to refer to 2030 
instead  
 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Taken as a whole, we still consider the MMs fail to put the Local Plan into a state of 
compliance with the general law, and the Holohan judgment (Case C-461/17 Holohan and others v  
An Bord Pleanála).  
We submit that you, as Inspector, cannot accept the Interim Air Quality Management Strategy 
because there is no evidence the listed set of actions within the strategy will bring about the 
mitigation of pollution on the Special Area of Conservation beyond any scientific doubt, nor is 
there any certainty the mitigation measures can be carried out. In any event the measures should 
be implemented before any further development takes place that results in additional air 
pollution and damage to the forest. 
We consider this to be so important that it may vitiate the whole Local Plan; therefore we ask you 
to reconvene the EiP, in order that the chance of success with the Interim Strategy may be 
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assessed in the light of the latest scientific thinking, the progress since 2020 or otherwise of 
decarbonisation, and further threats to tree and vegetation species. 
 
Changes: The wording is insufficient; suggest instead: 
“Development that would be likely to have an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC, either 
alone or in combination with other development, plans or projects, will not be consented unless it 
can be clearly demonstrated beyond all reasonable scientific doubt that adequate measures are 
secured and delivered prior to their occupation, to ensure there will be no harm to the integrity of 
the protected sites.  
For the Epping Forest SAC, the need for a strategic approach has been identified and such 
measures will therefore be expected to include those identified in the Mitigation Strategies 
adopted by the Council relating to air pollution and recreational pressure, which will be reviewed 
and updated in October of each year in the Plan period. There may need to be additional 
requirements depending on the location of each application site in relation to the SAC and routes 
through it, and the intended site use. 
 For the avoidance of doubt, the relevant strategies for the Epping Forest SAC, which have been 
adopted by the Council as a material consideration in the determination of planning and other 
relevant development related applications, are as follows:………[and continue as now] 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM47 Page 76-77 DM 2 Page 82-83 
We are pleased that the Council, in their drafting of this MM, have implicitly acknowledged that 
every development proposal must be so examined; recognising, for instance that a proposal 
(other than a de minimis application) to increase the size of an existing dwelling may have a 
deleterious effect on the SAC, by the accommodation of extra people, their animals and vehicles, 
and vehicles, as well as one for an extra dwelling. However, the current wording fails to clearly 
and specifically express the position, and needs amendments to the main text and to Footnote 2. 
 
Changes: Main text to read 
In recognition of the risks posed to the Epping Forest SAC from urbanisation effects over and 
above that resulting from normal recreational pressures (including but not limited to effects from 
fly-tipping, the introduction of non-native plant species, erosion of the forest edge, and incidental 
fires) planning applications for development will not be consented within 1km  of the boundary of 
the Epping Forest SAC, unless it can be demonstrated through the assessment of individual 
planning applications that no harm (including through increased vehicular traffic) will result to the 
SAC. 
Footnote 2, to read 
It can be noted that this is not a “no development” buffer as such, but it introduces a duty on any 
potential developer to prove beyond all reasonable scientific doubt that detriment to the SAC 
would not occur. 
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MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM47 Page 76-77 DM 2 Page 82-83 
The MM currently specifies that planning applications for development will not be consented 
within 400m of the boundary of the Epping Forest SAC, unless it can be demonstrated through the 
assessment of individual planning applications that no harm (including through increased 
vehicular traffic) will result to the SAC. 
400 metres is a unsubstantiated and arbitrary distance, unsupported by scientific investigation. It 
was argued, and not questioned, at the EiP and elsewhere, that this was taken from the roaming 
distance for domestic cats, at another SAC, where the point at issue was predation of ground-
nesting birds. It is therefore irrelevant and unhelpful in relation to the EFSAC. 
Detriments, particularly re damage caused by multiple domestic hazards, such as barbecues, 
bonfires, dog-walking, Chinese sky lanterns, smoky chimneys, drug taking and paraphernalia, 
litter, car boot fly tipping, etc occur in relation to the Epping Forest SAC from development in the 
vicinity, but significantly further away than 400m.  
 
Changes: Although we would prefer a greater distance, we strongly suggest a figure of 1km as far 
more realistic than that suggested, and which would significantly reduce the levels of  harm 
caused to the SAC by individuals and by vehicles. As an alternative, the prescribed area should be 
based on professional surveys of residents about their frequency of visit/drives through the SAC – 
we strongly believe that this would result in a figure greater than 1km. 
 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0011   Respondent: John Warren             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Action Group     Supporting document: ED98         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy is Interim and  not 
legally compliant as it does not prove ‘Beyond all reasonable scientific doubt’ that the quantum of 
proposed development will not detrimentally impact the SAC due to increases in atmospheric 
pollution. The proposed Strategy is unsound, ineffective and cannot be justified in terms of 
evidence or factual information. It lacks specificity, is largely aspirational and vague and has no 
measurable targets to reduce traffic or improve air quality, which is already in some serious state 
of decline. An extract from the survey report by IDOM Merebrook (September 2020), stated that 
“Recent surveys revealed that 60% of the Forest is in unfavourable condition and is at uniquely 
high risk of adverse environmental impacts, with extremely high background air pollutant levels 
when compared to other protected sites in Southeast England”. It also revealed that “The 
continuing high levels of air pollution mean that the forest is highly vulnerable to additional 
threats such as the increase in traffic emissions associated with future development plans……”.  
SAMM- Monitoring of recreational pressure on Epping Forest SAC:- Whilst the monitoring of 
visitor numbers and activities is a useful benchmark, it will not in itself do anything to challenge or 
reduce the harmful impact caused to the SAC as a result of the large quantum of development 
proposed in the SVLP.. If the LP is found to be sound, with an excessive quantum of development, 
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it will then be far too late if monitoring records damaging levels of recreational pressure is caused 
to the SAC. On the other hand, developers will be only too happy to pay a financial contribution to 
‘Monitoring’ so long as they can build the houses they want and generate profits, albeit to the 
detriment of the SAC. 
 
Changes: The Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy, although approved by Council, needs to be 
reconsidered as, in its present form, it is ‘not fit for purpose’ and does not comply with the legal 
case law of ‘Beyond all reasonable scientific doubt’. The SVLP does not give due accord to the 
severe constraints within Epping Forest District, which is 92% Green Belt and contains the 
nationally and internationally recognised Epping Forest SAC and SSI. The quantum of proposed 
development needs to be severely reduced to take account of the above constraints to 
development. The latest Government (ONS 2018) data for household projections in Epping Forest 
District show a reduction by more than one half in the proposed housing numbers, which were 
based on the, now out of date, ONS 2014 data. Brexit and Covid have played a part in this. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: B – “will not be permitted”; ought to be echoed by toughening up M44. 
To monitor / survey particularly the origin of visitors – the equipment being used to levy car par 
charges might be utilised as CCTV / ANPR data-gatherers. 
Fly-tipping – odd to see this bracketed with recreational uses. Almost weekly local papers report 
on increase of gross examples of fly-tipping; EFDC (with Forest Conservators & Essex CC) need 
increased focus here. Consider providing more Civic Amenity points, the friction of distance must 
be a factor, presently our nearest is the far side of Harlow – hardly sustainable. Or greater 
enforcement. Set a deadline for clear-up after reporting? 
Footnote 2 – if the Forest is recognised as so special, why not indeed have a no-build buffer? Or at 
least add “which must demonstrate exceptional circumstances”? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Further to my letter of 29/8/2021 I wish to also point out that MM 114 also includes the 
deletion of  RUR. T2 Ashview Hamlet Hill claiming this site has been delivered, which it has not. I 
hope that I have now identified all references to the proposed removal of this allocation. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Council is unable to demonstrate that draft allocations 
will not have an impact or that the impact can be mitigated.  The plan is unsound as it is not a 
suitable strategy and not deliverable. The GIS is only “material considerations”, a direct 
consequence of the approach to “bolt on” this strategy in recognition that the plan was unsound 
in its approach to SAC.  There is greater uncertainty to the delivery of the mitigation within the GIS 
in terms of the weight to be attributed to its requirements;  the delivery of the plan’s policies will 
take precedence. The policy seeks to devolve all decisions regarding mitigation of the impact on 
the SAC to a non-statutory document not subject to scrutiny and appropriateness of its proposals, 
its deliverability or its financial implications / viability of the draft allocations. As the draft 
allocations are dependent upon the GIS delivering mitigation then the plan as proposed cannot be 
regarded as sound unless the GIS is tested for soundness. It would be unsound for such an 
important element of the plan to remain unexamined. The submitted plan is therefore unsound. 
While the policy has attempted to avoid the charge that it is seeking to incorporate non statutory 
documents into the development plan, that is exactly what the plan is seeking to achieve. Either 
the wording of the policy allows allocations to come forward without fully complying with the GIS, 
in which case the plan is unsound, or the plan prevents a site from coming forward if it is not in 
compliance with the GIS, in which case it has promoted the GIS to development plan status and 
the plan policy is therefore unsound.  It is unlawful and is an attempt to prevent proper scrutiny of 
the plan as a whole.  
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref.  
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Support. It is considered that air quality monitoring and the 
delivery of suitable areas of green infrastructure will enable an effective strategy to be put in 
place for development in and on the edge of Epping in the future.  
Concerned that it has not been proven that suitable areas of SANG will be provided within the 
proposed South Epping strategic masterplan area to meet the requirements of the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. Firstly, the South Epping Masterplan Capacity Analysis does not reflect the 
amendments in terms of the quantum of development and does not identify sufficient land that 
would meet the requirement to deliver at least 10 hectares of SANG, areas of open space and 
buffer areas.  This SANG is particularly important given its close proximity and accessibility to 
Epping Forest SAC and to mitigate the recreational pressure of existing and future residents in 
other parts of the town.   The Epping South Masterplan Capacity Analysis should be updated now 
to reflect the updated policy requirements. Secondly the Green Infrastructure Strategy sets out 
the design requirements for SANG. An area of SANG that is located close to the M25 and the 
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electricity pylons across the site would not meet the requirements in terms of attractiveness and 
tranquillity and alternative areas of the South Epping Masterplan need to be identified and 
allocated for SANG. The ability of the Epping South development to accommodate all of the policy 
requirements for the site contained in Policy P1 are important matters.  
Representations to Main Modification MM16 have requested that the concept framework plan 
for South Epping is submitted and approved prior to the submission of an outline planning 
application and subject to stakeholder and community engagement.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0028   Respondent: Andy Butcher             

Organisation: Countryside Properties     Supporting document: ED124A-G/EB159A-G         
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Footnote 1 states that additional residential development 
within Zones of Influence is likely to increase visitor pressure on the Forest and that the current 
ZoI established using 2017 and 2019 visitor surveys is 6.2km, but may change over the period of 
the Plan through the Monitoring Framework’s scheduled surveys. ZoI changes may occur via a 
non-formal planning policy framework document. A Framework which can enable ad-hoc 
adjustments to the ZoI without independent scrutiny and prior notice would mean that 
landowners, developers and applicants can have no expectation of standards to achieve. Changes 
to the ZoI can render parts of the Local Plan allocations undeliverable or subject to change. This 
MM has not considered the Local Plan review process at MM112 (MM to Policy DM8). In our 
representations on MM87’s supporting appendices, we demonstrate that 20ha area quantum of 
SANG and location in the GIS for the NWB SMP is not justified by the evidence; it should be 2.816 
ha and that 4.81 ha can be accommodated within the SMP area. In ED124E/EB159E page 107 GIS 
is intended as guidance and in ED124A/EB159A as a material consideration. MM47 pages 75-76 
B3 requires that EFSAC mitigation should comply with site-specific policies within the Local Plan 
and GIS. ED124E/EB 159E states that “land to be used as SANG will need to be available from first 
occupation of the first phase of the residential development proposed”. This blanket approach to 
support Policy DM2 is not reasonable or justified. There is little/no impact with little/no 
occupations. SANG provision should form part of a phasing scheme to be submitted to and 
approved by the Council processed through a delivery framework as part of an SMP consistent 
with the Natural England Standing Advice of August 2021 that developments be dealt with on a 
case by case basis. 
 
Changes: 1) Scope for Changes to the ZoI: The following additional wording be inserted to 
Footnote 1 MM 46; DM2 as follows:  
• At line 6 after “Forest”: Any intended changes to the Zone of Influence as a result of future 
visitor surveys will be considered as part of a future Local Plan review or any earlier review as set 
out in the circumstances set out at Policy D8 and criterion C (MM112). 
 2) Delivery of SANGs 
 • At line14 after “species” with specific new text underlined: In order to achieve this objective the 
Council has adopted a Green Infrastructure Strategy which provides the District wide framework 
for providing new areas of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to provide an 
alternative recreational offer to the Forest, including through enhancements to existing open 
spaces. These measures will be implemented by developers of relevant sites on a case by case 
basis with a delivery framework and/or phasing plan to be agreed with the Council and Natural 
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England or through securing financial contributions for the implementation of measures by the 
Council and its partners. The Strategy is intended for guidance to be used a material planning 
consideration in the preparation of Strategic Masterplans, Concept Frameworks, pre-application 
advice, assessing planning applications and any other development management and 
implementation related purposes within the District.  
• At MM47 DM2 B3: Insert the following words after the “Plan and…” (Line 7) and have regard to 
the most up to date adopted Green Infrastructure Strategy on a case by basis Insert after (iv): In 
accordance with a delivery/phasing framework to be agreed with the Council and Natural 
England. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document: EB126/213         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Comment on Paragraph B1  The proposed text here allows mitigation in accordance with 
the APMS as is states “To mitigate for potential or identified adverse effects on air quality arising 
from additional development in the District, all development giving rise to a net increase in 
average annual daily traffic, will be required to be mitigated in accordance with appropriate 
measures including those identified in the most up to date Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy”, 
therefore there is no need for a delay in delivery on development on allocated sites of EPP. R1 and 
EPP.R2 the SEMPA sites. 
 
Changes: Representative proposes a large number of amendments to DM2 parts A, B and C and to 
remove parts D and E. These can be found in representation letter. 

 

MM: 47  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes  
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: Part B: MM47 proposes additional changes to Policy DM2 to reflect the proposed Air 
Pollution Mitigation Strategy and the Green Infrastructure Strategy. Part B has been specially 
amended to reference the Green Infrastructure Strategy. This is welcomed as the GIS sets out 
clear indications for the development of the Garden Communities and the provision of SANG. It is 
considered that the conclusions of the GIS and the requirements for SANG in the West Summers 
part of the Water Lane allocation should be clearly set out in the wording of Policy SP5 as set out 
in our comments in relation to MM21. Changes required: the conclusions of the GIS and the 
requirements for SANG in the West Summers part of the Water Lane allocation should be clearly 
set out in the wording of Policy SP5 as set out in our comments in relation to MM21. 
 
Changes: The conclusions of the GIS and the requirements for SANG in the West Summers part of 
the Water Lane allocation should be clearly set out in the wording of Policy SP5 as set out in our 
comments in relation to MM21. 
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MM: 48  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Where the edge of the development is within 1km of the Epping Forest SAC, special and 
particular attention will be necessary to ensure beyond all reasonable scientific doubt there would 
be no detriment to the SAC, as assessed by the Conservators. 
 
Changes: MM48 P77 Policy DM 3 Page 84 
To read: 
Amend Part A (i) and the addition of new Part as follows: “(i) be sensitive to their setting in the 
landscape, in particular in settlement edge locations, and to its local distinctiveness and 
characteristics.” “. The impact of proposed development and its design will be assessed with 
reference to the landscape sensitivity studies and the Historic Environment Characterisation 
Study or subsequent studies.”                         
 

 

MM: 48  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: There is a need to protect the landscape around the  
Epping Forest boundaries, much of it still containing ancient countryside features. We request 
that this Policy DM3, and its new wording on landscape sensitivity studies is linked to Policy DM2C 
(see comments under MM47 above) and the issue of the 400m zone around the Forest. Any 
developments within the400m zone around the Forest, as well as carrying out Project-level HRAs, 
should also be required to undertake landscape sensitivity studies to ensure the Forest’s wider 
landscape and environs are protected. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 48  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM48 P77 Policy DM 3 Page 84 
We are pleased that the Council have implicitly acknowledged that every development proposal 
must be examined in relation to its potential detrimental effect on the Epping Forest SAC; 
recognising, for instance that a proposal (other than a de minimis application) to increase the size 
of an existing dwelling may have a deleterious effect on the SAC, by the accommodation of extra 
people, their animals and vehicles, and vehicles, as well as one for an extra dwelling. 
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Changes: 1. Amend Part A (i) and the addition of new Part as follows: 
 “(i) be sensitive to their setting in the landscape, in particular in settlement edge locations, and to 
its local distinctiveness and characteristics.” “. The impact of proposed development and its 
design will be assessed with reference to the landscape sensitivity studies and the Historic 
Environment Characterisation Study or subsequent studies.” 
2. New part 
“Where the edge of the development is within 1km (or the agreed protection zone) of the Epping 
Forest SAC, special and particular attention will be necessary to ensure beyond all reasonable 
scientific doubt there would be no detriment to the SAC. 
 

 

MM: 48  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy DM3, Part A (i)) This is welcomed relating to local distinctiveness and characteristics 
and the impact with reference to landscape sensitivity. All Ongar sites are edge of settlement and 
sensitive to change as per EFDC’s Blandford studies, but this has not been accounted for in Policy 
P4 and housing numbers are unchanged. The majority of sites are considerably higher than the 
prevailing density, which will adversely impact on the character. Our stance is supported in NPPF 
2021, and housing numbers need to be amended down in P4. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 49  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0012   Respondent: Jane Orsborn             

Organisation: Woodhouse Property Consultants     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Objection to Part C (v) of DM4 when read with the 
definition of ‘Rural Communities’ as proposed in the Glossary (MM113).  It is not clear why 
‘smaller settlements’ in the criterion (v) has been replaced with ‘rural communities’.  MM113 
identifies ‘rural communities’ as “the existing localities in the District that are not defined as 
'Settlements' in Table 5”.  
NPPF supports “limited infilling in villages” and “limited infilling in rural communities” is not 
compliant with and more restrictive to the approach in NPPF if the size of the rural community is 
not sufficient to warrant classification as a ‘village’.  It lacks precision, and NPPF is supportive of 
“limited infilling in villages” that lie within/are washed over by the Green Belt.  
There is no valid justification for excluding sites proximate to, but outwith the defined boundaries 
of, the District’s large and small villages as defined in Table 5.1 from ‘limited infilling’.   Abridge, 
Nazeing and Roydon would not be regarded as ‘rural communities’ and would be excluded from 
infilling outside of tightly defined village envelopes.  
Exclusion of ‘smaller settlements from infilling’ defined in Table 5.1 Settlements may have 
negative impact on the supply of windfalls (280 over the plan period).  
The reason for the change (to be consistent with H3) is not valid as limited affordable housing for 
local community needs may be acceptable in locations where open market housing might not be 
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appropriate. NPPF 2018 subdivided limited infilling in villages and limited affordable housing for 
local community needs into two separate categories.  
There is an inconsistency between the supporting text and the MM.  The text does not convey 
‘limited infilling’ will not be considered acceptable within the District’s Green Belt villages yet this 
is the inference of MM49 
 
Changes: Either re-instate smaller settlements’ into clause (v); or (preferably) reiterate the 
wording of the NPPF in Policy DM4 so that Part C (v) reads “limited infilling in villages and limited 
affordable homes in locations that are in accordance with Policy H3”. 

 

MM: 51  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the wording change. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 51  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 52  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Last part – access to PRoWs is statutory; EFDC must ensure access to these, even if sadly it 
leads to increased pressure on EFSAC. We are concerned that there is a hint here that Council may 
be giving itself authority to meddle with public footpaths etc. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 52  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Local Green Spaces in Neighbourhood Plans and Criteria. Welcome addition to protect the 
vital green spaces we already have to support sustainable development in terms of air 
quality/forest, habitats, etc. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 52  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: MM52 Page 79 Supporting text to Policy DM 6 p88 
A process for designating Local Green Spaces must be set out in the policy, e.g. Local Green 
Spaces will be designated within 2 years of the date of adoption as part of this Local Plan. Parish 
Councils and local organisations will be invited to submit suggestions within a year of adoption of 
this Plan. Natural England will be consulted on such suggestions, where appropriate, and the LPA 
will make the designation. 
Replace the words “not extensive in size”, which are taken from the NPPF, but which are 
impossibly ambiguous, insofar as this Plan is concerned, with “under ten hectares in size”. A tract 
of land such as Jessel Green, (4ha) removed by the inspector, might otherwise not qualify. It is 
appreciated that a huge tract of open country, more suited to an AONB, would 
not qualify; we suggest 10 hectares (as this is equivalent to 25 acres) as one that would be 
relevant in most urban locations; 25 acres was so delineated in the 1998 Local Plan as “Urban 
Open Land”. 
Add “Any Local Green Space” must be readily accessible to the public. 

 

MM: 52  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council does not support the proposed modification to paragraph 4.52 as it completely 
undermines the powers afforded to local communities to designate Local Green Spaces by way of 
Neighbourhood Plans. This proposed modification implies that it is the District Councils decision as 
to what spaces Neighbourhood Plans can designate. A Parish or Town Council or Neighbourhood 
Forum is a qualifying body in its own right, and as such is able to designate Local Green Space 
through the Neighbourhood Plan process. This decision is judged by way of a referendum of the 
community and via inspection by an examiner. 
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REASON: This proposed modification undermines the legislation afforded to qualifying bodies 
producing a Neighbourhood Plan to designate Local Green Spaces. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 52  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective 
 
Why: MM52 Page 79 Supporting text to Policy DM 6 p88 
1. A process and timescale for designating Local Green Spaces must be set out in the policy in 
order to ensure that this policy is implemented in an effective and timely manner. 
2. The words “not extensive in size”, which are taken from the NPPF, are impossibly ambiguous, 
insofar as this Plan is concerned.  
We strongly suggest “under ten hectares in size”. A tract of land such as Jessel Green, (4ha) 
removed by the inspector, might otherwise not qualify. It is appreciated that a huge tract of open 
country, more suited to an AONB, would not qualify; we suggest 10 hectares (as this is equivalent 
to 25 acres) as one that would be relevant in most urban locations; 25 acres was so delineated in 
the 1998 Local Plan as “Urban Open Land”. 
3. We have already seen a suggestion by the Council that an area cut off from most residents by a 
motorway should be designated as a SANG. It is therefore essential that the Plan provides that 
any space to be designated as a “Local Green Space is readily accessible to the public.”  
 
Changes: In 4.52 or elsewhere as appropriate 
1. Add “Local Green Spaces will be designated within 2 years of the date of adoption as part of 
this Local Plan. Parish Councils and local organisations will be invited to submit suggestions within 
a year of adoption of this Plan. Natural England will be consulted on such suggestions, where 
appropriate, and the LPA will make the designation.” 
2. Replace “and not extensive in size” with “and is under 10 hectares in area” 
3. Add “Any Local Green Space must be readily accessible to the public.” 
 

 

MM: 52  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Last part – access to PRoWs is statutory; EFDC must ensure access to these, even if sadly it 
leads to increased pressure on EFSAC. We are concerned that there is a hint here that Council may 
be giving itself authority to meddle with public footpaths etc. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0028   Respondent: Laura Barker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We need more green spaces in and around developments to ease the pressure on the 
forest, the car parks for the forest are consistently full and I am genuinely concerned for the air 
pollution. What are the proposed green spaces? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0048   Respondent: Emma Flint             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Green spaces must be protected. Epping Forest must be protected from forest degradation. 
 
Changes: Green spaces must be protected. 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0064   Respondent: Pauline Lazenby             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: There must be green infrastructure provided especially as a lot of our green spaces are 
being eroded by the new buildings. Epping Forest is packed to capacity especially since COVID and 
needs to be protected.  Ref MM24, and MM53. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0065   Respondent: Pam Horgan             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The necessary green infrastructure must be provided especially as a lot of our green spaces 
are being built on. Epping Forest is packed to capacity, and needs to be protected. Ref MM24, 
MM53. 
 
Changes: None 
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MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0071   Respondent: Simon Terrell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Green spaces for families. The recreational ground at Fluxes Lane is a great space for 
families to meet and is regularly used as a training ground for local football clubs - MM24 and 
MM53. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0083   Respondent: Jon Nutton             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Our Green Spaces must be protected.  We need more green spaces in and around 
developments to ease pressure on the Forest. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0095   Respondent: Ian Wilcox             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Traffic. The Main Modifications (MM) remove the most 
important piece of infrastructure required - a vehicular bridge linking the two separate 
developments. This bridge would have removed traffic from the existing congested roads in south 
Epping. 450 homes will lead to additional cars filtering out between Flux's Lane and Ivy Chimneys 
Road. The roads frequently gridlock. There is a dangerous tight bend under the Central Line bridge 
between Brook Road and Bridge Hill. Children will be at risk getting to and from the two Primary 
Schools in the area. Key services will not be able to navigate the area. 
Air Pollution. There will be increased air pollution from vehicular traffic. The development is too 
far from the Epping Central Line Station and shops for people to walk from EPP.R2. Vehicular use 
will inevitably increase. MM77.  
Benefits to the local community. MM78. Doesn’t benefits the existing community. Residents were 
told by EFDC that the community would benefit from new roads, an additional Primary School, a 
new GP Surgery and new Sports Centre. None of this is included in the SEMPA MM. Epping 
already suffers from a chronic lack of GP provision and Primary School places.  
SANG. MM24 and MM53. The delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is 
essential. The SEMPA sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are constrained by the M25 and the Central Line. 
EPP.R2 has pylons running through the sites. There is simply not enough high-quality land 
available to provide SANG.  
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EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are illogical sites. An evidence-based approach to site selection was thrown 
out and EFDC simply stated that some sites were "less preferred by the community". The 
approach was unsound.  The development must be removed from the Local Plan entirely. It is 
flawed. SEMPA is not consistent with national policy.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0111   Respondent: Martyn Gooding             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. ref MM24 and MM53 
Our Green Spaces must be protected. We need more green spaces in and around developments 
to ease pressure on the Forest. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0114   Respondent: Aikaterini Papadaki             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. ref MM24 and MM53 
Our Green Spaces must be protected. We need more green spaces in and around developments 
to ease pressure on the Forest. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0127   Respondent: Angela Burbidge             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: 1. Green infrastructure to be high priority to reflect the rural green belt surrounding area 
and continue to provide tree framed areas for recreation and spacing and visual acceptability for 
this area. 
2. The current playing field must be retained. Additional green spaces should be on the edge of 
the current arable area to retain trees and hedgerows along the road ( Brook Road) and provide a 
green edging and space to the new properties while maintaining as much as possible the outlook 
for the current houses on Brook Road. It would be awful if the current “ Field view cottage” had to 
be renamed “ no green view cottage,  just an estate” I hope my comments will be borne in mind. I 
know that we have to find new homes but we should be mindful of the heritage of this green belt 
area and while sharing it with newcomers, not ruin it for the current and future Epping 
homeowners. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 53  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Green spaces - we need greater protection measures for local green spaces if we are to 
prevent the overuse of Epping Forest. How will this be achieved? This is not clear. Improvements 
and provision of green and blue infrastructure assets should include Stonards Hill recreation 
ground, Lower Swaines recreation ground and others.Provision of open space – welcome. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 54  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 54  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MM54 - Modifications Paragraph 4.59, under DM7, to include ‘Protected Lanes’: 
At the time of the Regulation 19 Consultation, the Parish Council requested that reference be 
made, within the text of Policy DM 7, to ‘Protected Lanes’, and, at the time of the Examination in 
Public we supported this ‘modification’, as we do now. There are no less than nine references in 
the Evidence Base document ‘Epping Forest District Historic Characterisation Study (Essex County 
Council, 2015)’. These Protected Lanes are primarily heritage assets of the natural environment, 
and we believe this conservation designation has been in place in Essex since the 1970s. 
The ‘Current Local Plan (of 1998, with alterations of 2006)’ specifically includes reference under 
Policy HC4 (Heritage Conservation), where Epping Forest District Council (‘EFDC’) has previously 
sought to discourage development which could be detrimental to the historic or landscape 
character of these Protected Lanes. 
Thank you for making this Modification, which has the support of our Parish Council. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 178  
 

 

MM: 54  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Society made a response to Paragraph 4.59, Heritage Assets under DM7 with regard to 
‘Protected Lanes’ and welcome and support the amendment made to this Paragraph. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0048   Respondent: Emma Flint             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments, 
not appraised by developers. 
 
Changes: Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and 
assessments, not 
appraised by developers. 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0064   Respondent: Pauline Lazenby             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments 
Ref MM55. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0082   Respondent: Tim Cox             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Firstly as to why the originally proposed Vehicular Bridge is no longer included in the 
modifications, 450 new homes will have a significant impact on an already heavily congested area 
namely Brook Road/ Bridge Hill/ Ivy Chimneys Road and will lead to other roads in the South of 
Epping becoming  swamped with extra traffic, already as an example the situation during waste 
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collection times, and school dropping off and collecting times is serious, even more so are access 
for Emergency vehicles ( Reference MM78) 
The lack of extra infrastructure which I understand there will be nothing additional under the 
modification plan is simply not acceptable, our Medical Centre is already overburdened, even at 
present with-out an additional 450 extra homes being created it is under a great deal of pressure 
to provide its services.  
Under the Modified plant the local Ivy Chimneys Primary School is to stay in its present location 
which has become over the years a dangerous position adjacent to an ever increasing busy main 
road, the original decision to relocate the school was correct and a display of common sense, why 
has this been changed?  
As a local and lifelong resident of Epping I feel the quality of life in our local area is gradually being 
eroded, why can the burden of Housing development not be shared on a  fair basis  by other areas 
(Reference MM 55)  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0083   Respondent: Jon Nutton             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments, 
not appraised by developers 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0093   Respondent: Glen Watts             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments, 
not appraised by developers. Much of the content is vague. There needs to be more definite facts 
included. 
 
Changes: As above 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0111   Respondent: Martyn Gooding             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. reference MM55 
Historical assets: must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments, not 
appraised by developers. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0114   Respondent: Aikaterini Papadaki             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Re. reference MM55 
Historical assets: must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments, not 
appraised by developers. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The impact of any application on a historic asset and the justification and mitigation of any 
harm to non-designated historical assets is carried out by an independent professional and any 
heritage asset should not be permitted to deteriorate into further damage (P81). 
What constitutes the ‘substantial public benefits’ which can be weighed against the substantial 
harm or loss of significance of a historical asset (p81)? This would also apply in terms of the public 
benefits under the 'Enabling Development' on page 82 and 176 that would enable the long-term 
conservation of a heritage asset. Historical assets should be protected. 
Protect heritage assets - (p80) This is welcome. Important to include both designated and non 
designated heritage assets. (p81) C) This should be an independent assessment by a heritage 
professional with the professional qualifications NOT a Council or developer appraisal. (p81) D) 
Needs clarification. This must be written to be clear that neglecting a heritage asset is not 
acceptable to gain development approval. (P82) G) Not strong enough support for heritage assets. 
Who will make the balanced judgement? Only a heritage professional should be able to do this. 
(P82) H) This could lead to damage to heritage assets. Compulsory purchase or similar should be 
built in to protect heritage assets, both designated and non-designated. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: MM55 p81-82 Policy DM 7 Page 90 
C to be reworded. Add: 
The views of local historical and amenity societies will always be sought in relation to the local 
importance of any heritage asset. In G add after “assets’ conservation”: 
The Council will make arrangements for updating its Local List within 1 year of the adoption of this 
Plan. 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports all the proposed modifications, with the exception of H. Enabling 
Development, which sets out that ‘Proposals for Enabling Development that would secure the 
long-term future conservation of a heritage asset will not be supported unless the significant 
public benefits secured clearly outweigh the disbenefits of granting permission for the 
development.’ Whilst the council would support the conservation and long term future of 
heritage assets, there is concern as to the test for public benefits. A developer may suggest that 
building 50 new homes is needed to secure a heritage asset and that those 50 homes are a benefit 
to the country / district, however a more locally focussed approach should be taken as these 50 
homes could be detrimental to the amenity of this Parish and our residents. 
REASON: In the interests of preserving the historic character of the Parish, and to protect against 
unsuitable development. 
 
Changes: Suggest that the proposed modification could be amended to add the word ‘local’ 
before ‘public benefits’. 

 

MM: 55  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective 
 
Why: 1. To ensure its effectiveness, it is very important that the Plan sets down requirements in 
relation to the seeking of views from local historical and amenity societies in relation to the local 
importance of any heritage asset. 
2. To date the Council has been persistently remiss in updating the Local List, as required under 
the existing Local Plan, despite our repeated requests to do so. We therefore consider it essential 
that the Plan requires this to be done in a timely manner. 
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Changes: 1. Add to C:  
The views of local historical and amenity societies will always be sought in relation to the local 
importance of any heritage asset. 
2. In G add after “assets’ conservation”: 
The Council will make arrangements for updating its Local List within 1 year of the adoption of this 
Plan. 
 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised.  Epping Society concerned that policy is neither sufficiently 
clear to Planning Committee East or else there is too much subjective judgement allowed. A 
recent planning application was approved for a three storey Victorian style, double fronted house 
with two full height bays, yellow bricks and slate roof. This is to replace one of a row of fifteen 
neo-Georgian two storey houses with pantile roofs. The planning officer and committee 
considered the replacement house to be similar to what it would replace, which we find it 
impossible to reconcile with the stated intention to have design in keeping with the place. 
Similarly, Qualis, a wholly owned subsidiary of EFDC, has made a series of planning applications 
which include architectural design wholly out with the designs found in Epping. To the extent that 
paragraph H(i) is reflected in existing policies or to be taken into account as emerging policy, we 
call for greater clarity as the planning case referred to above did not appear to meet the “sunlight, 
daylight and open aspects” mentioned in the policy, yet the case was approved. The Quality 
Review Panel conducts its affairs in secret and no local resident is part of panel, restricted to over 
50 homes which means important sites of one or a few houses has no design review.  We call for 
the QRP to be open, public and transparent in its handling of business and for significant sites of a 
single building to be self-referred. Call on QRP to give opinions on controversial planning cases 
where design at issue so planning officers can be better informed what acceptable local design is. 
Call for greater respect to views of Statutory Consultees, local amenity societies and members of 
the public when they conflict with the views of planning officers or Councillors. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0001   Respondent: Roy Warren             

Organisation: Sport England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed modification to add a new criterion 
(vi) to section A of policy DM 9 which requires all development proposals to enable/encourage 
healthy and active lifestyles is welcomed. This modification directly responds to representations 
made by Sport England on the submission version of the plan and the modification was 
subsequently agreed as part of the completed Statement of Common Ground with the Council. 
The modification would accord with Government policy in paragraphs 91 and 92 of the NPPF and 
Sport England’s ‘Uniting the Movement’ Strategy. 
 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 183  
 

Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Green spaces - we need greater protection measures for local green spaces if we are to 
prevent the overuse of Epping Forest. How will this be achieved? This is not clear. Improvements 
and provision of green and blue infrastructure assets should include Stonards Hill recreation 
ground, Lower Swaines recreation ground and others. 
Part C – Quality \review Panel for 50+ homes is positive. 
Part D – residential extensions and alterations to respect original building. (p83) This is positive. 
This should be extended to protect ‘bungalow’ areas and any similar areas of specialist 
accommodation. 
Part G - connectivity, cycling and walking - (p83) Why must replaced with are expected to? They 
should. 
Housing - whilst we welcome the reduction in the number of proposed dwellings, we really need 
greater clarity as to the provision of family homes (the Qualis schemes have been rightly criticised 
for the overprovision of one and two bedroom units), accommodation for the elderly and 
preservation of existing bungalow stocks. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Proposed Modification: Policy DM 9 - New Part ‘D’: 
At the time of the Regulation 19 Consultation, the Parish Council suggested that the new Policy 
DM 10E would be better incorporated into Policy DM 9, since we had noted that Planning Officers, 
already alluding to the ‘Epping Forest District New Local Plan (Submission Version, 2017)’ in their 
decisions, had, on occasions, omitted specific reference to Policy 
DM 10E, preferring to rely on the text of DM 9. Historically, in the ‘Current Local Plan (1998) with 
alterations of 2006’, there was a separate design policy for extensions, but this does not seem 
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entirely necessary in the new drafting. Thank you for making this Modification, which has the 
support of our Parish Council. 
Proposed Modification to amend the text of Policy DM 9, Part H 9 (i): 
At the time of the Regulation 19 Consultation, the Parish Council requested that references to the 
provision of sunlight, daylight and open aspects to all parts of a development be amended to 
make provision for a higher standard than implied by ‘adequate’. There is a significant amount of 
new development allocated within the District, together with the ongoing re-development of 
existing brown field sites, and the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) sets a more 
positive aspiration for “the achievement of high quality design” (originally referenced as 
Paragraph 57: NPPF, 2012). 
It would seem reasonable to require ‘good’ levels of amenity to be secured in all new 
developments as part of the assessment criteria and we supported this proposed ‘modification’ at 
the time of the Examination in Public, as we do now. 
Thank you for making this Modification, which has the support of our Parish Council. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: ECC supports these text additions  
However, as with deletion of the qualifying words ‘Where appropriate’ considered unnecessary 
for criterion (iv) (in context of climate change) it is considered that the same should apply for the 
new text addition at new Part I. This is because incorporating health & wellbeing principles will 
generally be a relevant and necessary consideration within design and this text addition already 
states that only ‘relevant’ parts of Health & Wellbeing Strategies need be applied in that context  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Changes are welcomed but are not being implemented. ONG.R5 EPF/2627/20 does not 
respect the local vernacular, instead proposing steep roofs with rooms in the loft and three storey 
blocks of flats quite unlike the surroundings or examples in Ongar Design Guide5 Recent roof 
conversion on a new estate in Shelley, Ongar, was passed despite objections that the materials 
were out of character with the host building and not even complementary. Reference should be 
made to Neighbourhood Plans, local Design Guides such as those for Ongar, and National Design 
Guide, National Model Design Code and Essex Design Guide. 
In addition Part C refers to using a Quality Review Panel (QRP) for some of the applications and 
developments. However, ONG.R5 (EPF/2627/20) was approved by the Quality Review Panel and 
yet does not comply with many of the policies in the Local Plan, NPPF 2021 or relate to local 
character and Ongar Design Guide 2019. Requests for the Panel’s reports have not been met. 
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More indication should be made on how this body is selected and monitored for its effectiveness 
and reliability, as well as openness to scrutiny. Perhaps this could be a new part to policy D7? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised.  Epping Society concerned that policy is neither sufficiently 
clear to Planning Committee East or else there is too much subjective judgement allowed. A 
recent planning application was approved for a three storey Victorian style, double fronted house 
with two full height bays, yellow bricks and slate roof. This is to replace one of a row of fifteen 
neo-Georgian two storey houses with pantile roofs. The planning officer and committee 
considered the replacement house to be similar to what it would replace, which we find it 
impossible to reconcile with the stated intention to have design in keeping with the place. 
Similarly, Qualis, a wholly owned subsidiary of EFDC, has made a series of planning applications 
which include architectural design wholly out with the designs found in Epping. To the extent that 
paragraph H(i) is reflected in existing policies or to be taken into account as emerging policy, we 
call for greater clarity as the planning case referred to above did not appear to meet the “sunlight, 
daylight and open aspects” mentioned in the policy, yet the case was approved. The Quality 
Review Panel conducts its affairs in secret and no local resident is part of panel, restricted to over 
50 homes which means important sites of one or a few houses has no design review.  We call for 
the QRP to be open, public and transparent in its handling of business and for significant sites of a 
single building to be self-referred. Call on QRP to give opinions on controversial planning cases 
where design at issue so planning officers can be better informed what acceptable local design is. 
Call for greater respect to views of Statutory Consultees, local amenity societies and members of 
the public when they conflict with the views of planning officers or Councillors. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: As previously stated, we support the inclusion of policies which encourage healthier 
communities, however we consider that this policy will not deliver on the Local Plan objectives. 
Merely including a clause within a design policy to ‘enable/encourage healthy and active lifestyles’ 
in isolation will have very limited impact. The Council needs to review its sporting infrastructure 
and ensure that it is appropriate for current and future residents. As set out by our previous 
representations (Appendix A2) we have demonstrated that the Council have overlooked 
opportunities to meet a clear and identified need for improved sporting facilities through the 
relocation and improvement of Epping Sports Club. The absence of any policy provision beyond 
broad platitudes in policy makes the Plan unsound on the basis that it does not represent an 
effective and appropriate strategy. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 56  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM56 Policy DM9 High Quality Design. 
PAH supports the insertion of a new part after Part I as proposed, to recognise health and 
Wellbeing principles in place shaping. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 57  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The word “should” ought to be made more certain as otherwise we envisage planning 
officers and committee will use the implied discretion to routinely grant permission for 
applications that fail to provide amenity space. 
The sentences which have been deleted from Part E and moved to DM9 should be reviewed also 
in respect of new buildings among existing development so as to avoid inappropriate design and 
materials. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 57  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Council does not support the proposed modification to D, as omitting ‘must be’ in 
favour of ‘will generally be expected to be’ suggests that there may be occasions when mixed 
tenure residential development should not be tenure blind. This Council cannot envisage any 
situation where this would, or should be, acceptable. 
REASON: To ensure good quality, well designed, safe spaces. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 57  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy DM10 Part B) The inclusion of ‘of a usable size’ relating to outside space is 
meaningless. Essex Design Guide could be referred to which gives guidance on outside amenity 
spaces, as well as the National Design Guide and Code 2021. Again ONG.R5 was put forward, as 
approved by the QPR, in EPF/2627/20 with flats without acceptable private or shared outside 
amenity space. 
In addition reference should be made to meet the Design Policies of Neighbourhood Plans and 
local Design Guides or Codes such as Ongar’s where there is more guidance as to the local 
character. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 57  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The word “should” ought to be made more certain as otherwise we envisage planning 
officers and committee will use the implied discretion to routinely grant permission for 
applications that fail to provide amenity space. 
The sentences which have been deleted from Part E and moved to DM9 should be reviewed also 
in respect of new buildings among existing development so as to avoid inappropriate design and 
materials. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 59  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The impact of any application on a historic asset and the justification and mitigation of any 
harm to non-designated historical assets is carried out by an independent professional and any 
heritage asset should not be permitted to deteriorate into further damage (P81). 
What constitutes the ‘substantial public benefits’ which can be weighed against the substantial 
harm or loss of significance of a historical asset (p81)? This would also apply in terms of the public 
benefits under the 'Enabling Development' on page 82 and 176 that would enable the long-term 
conservation of a heritage asset. Historical assets should be protected. 
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Enhancing historic environment. (p85) Positive. (p86) B) Not normally. Ambiguous. Why change 
from will not? (p86) Not normally exceed the footprint of the original host building. Ambiguous. 
Large. Used to be 50%. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 59  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MM59 - Proposed Modification to Policy DM 12 - Basements - Comment: 
The Parish Council raised significant concerns with respect to the wording of this new policy in 
their response to the Regulation 19 Consultation, and we note the newly proposed ‘modifications’ 
to Part B (ii) and Part G. 
The proposed wording of Part B (ii) now provides for some flexibility, according to the merits of 
the application, but primarily requires assessment of the proposal in relation to the original host 
building, rather than in relation to the ‘garden area’, which was felt to be, potentially, too 
expansive, and a little vague. 
The proposed amendment to the wording of Part G reflects the concerns expressed by a number 
of parties, including residents’ associations, and our Parish Council, with respect to the potential 
adverse impact on developments within the Green Belt, where additional assessment criteria are 
usually applied with respect to the scale of new development and whether it would have an 
adverse impact on the concept of ‘openness’ (which has both a spatial and a visual aspect). 
At the time of the Examination in Public, the Parish Council spoke on this aspect, and the Planning 
Inspector requested that EFDC give further consideration to the amendment of this policy. Having 
viewed the revised wording, we are happy to support these proposed Modifications. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 59  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Society made general responses to Green Belt and Development paragraph 4.34 and 
Policy DM4 Green Belt and welcome and support the amendments made in MM59, Policy DM12 
with regard to Basements. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 61  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the addition to Part A (ii) which we argued for at the Hearings.  However, we 
seek stronger language - short of imposing an obligation to alter existing shop fronts.  We again 
call for a design guide similar in character to those published by other local authorities such as 
Shop Front Design Supplementary Planning Document adopted March 2016 in the London 
Borough of Waltham Forest 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 61  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 61  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Replacement shopfronts. (p86) Positive Conserve historic materials. Shopfronts should 
protect historic assets. What about internally illuminated signage? Should not be allowed in a 
conservation area. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 61  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the addition to Part A (ii) which we argued for at the Hearings.  However, we 
seek stronger language - short of imposing an obligation to alter existing shop fronts.  We again 
call for a design guide similar in character to those published by other local authorities such as 
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Shop Front Design Supplementary Planning Document adopted March 2016 in the London 
Borough of Waltham Forest. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 62  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: ECC supports these changes (para.s 4.103 & 4.106) 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 62  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (para 4.106) This is welcomed because many parts of Ongar lie on badly drained land with 
severe surface water flooding issues. Again ONG. R5 is not taking account of the constraints 
caused by surface water flooding issues (and crumbling land drains-which were previously 
constantly renewed when the land was farmed) This MM needs to be stronger worded, with 
effective mitigation and/or reducing the development net area of the site accordingly to protect 
existing nearby homes from further flooding as well as new residents who will move onto the new 
estate. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 63  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Would this be a place to insert / reinforce Council policy & their Building Regulations to 
make the use of permeable ground surfaces mandatory? We think of many recent developments 
permitted that have avoided that expectation, e.g. front driveways and a block of flats. This 
problem has increased as Council imposes Controlled Parking Zones across the District. Many 
other Districts we have visited would appear to have made this permeability requirement 
compulsory. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 63  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendments to policy DM15 including clarifications surrounding the 
sequential test and climate change allowances. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 63  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: ECC supports these changes overall 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 63  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (DM15) Welcomed but stronger wording. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 63  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Would this be a place to insert / reinforce Council policy & their Building Regulations to 
make the use of permeable ground surfaces mandatory? We think of many recent developments 
permitted that have avoided that expectation, e.g. front driveways and a block of flats. This 
problem has increased as Council imposes Controlled Parking Zones across the District. Many 
other Districts we have visited would appear to have made this permeability requirement 
compulsory. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 64  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 65  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: It is not clear from the documentation what the proposed discharge Hierarchy is.  ECC 
updated our requirements in 2020 to push rainwater reuse to the top of priority list. See: ECC 
advice: The Sustainable Drainage Systems Design Guide – Discharge Locations 
Where possible this should be reflected in local plans across the county. 
 
Changes: Identify clear Discharge Hierarchy as recommended above 

 

MM: 65  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (DM16) Welcomed but needs to be very robust to prevent developers’ reports making the 
policy ineffective 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 66  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the clarification of the byelaw distance and the requirement for justification 
should this distance be shortened. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 66  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0009   Respondent: Steve Craddock             

Organisation: Canal & River Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The Trust welcomes the change proposed to policy DM17 in MM66. This reflects the 
agreement reached between the Council, the EA and the Trust through the examination. We 
suggest that this change will help to ensure that the physical relationship between new 
development and blue infrastructure owned and managed by the Trust appropriately takes 
account of its multifunctional nature and ability to support health and wellbeing. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 67  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Why not take the aspiration step of requiring Grey-water systems for all new 
developments? It is not expensive to install in new homes; and should pay back owners in water 
bills quickly. It is not so with retro-fit. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 67  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Why not take the aspiration step of requiring Grey-water systems for all new 
developments? It is not expensive to install in new homes; and should pay back owners in water 
bills quickly. It is not so with retro-fit. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 68  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the wording change highlighting the need for discussions with sewage 
infrastructure providers ahead of submission of planning documents. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 68  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (DM18) Ongar has a history of issues from inadequate main sewer, with recent new housing 
seemingly not contributing to upgrades. ONG.R5 application report for EPF/2627/20 did not 
require this, in contradiction to local residents’ experiences of local sewerage systems being 
inadequate and having huge potential future issues. What is in place to decide whether upgrades 
are necessary? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 69  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Why not simply impose Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessments 
Method on all new builds through Building Control? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 69  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support  
Paragraph 4.139 states that The Council expects all new non-residential development to secure a 
reduction in water usage. This is positive but it should also add that all residential developments 
should consider water re-use and as a minimum should include a requirement for water butts 
with new properties. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 69  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Why not simply impose Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessments 
Method on all new builds through Building Control? 
 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 195  
 

Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 71  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: District heating schemes should be at least considered for all new developments of above a 
certain number, especially where blocks of flats are proposed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 71  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 71  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: District heating schemes should be at least considered for all new developments of above a 
certain number, especially where blocks of flats are proposed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 72  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: District heating schemes should be at least considered for all new developments of above a 
certain number, especially where blocks of flats are proposed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 72  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: District heating schemes should be at least considered for all new developments of above a 
certain number, especially where blocks of flats are proposed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 73  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The impact of any application on a historic asset and the justification and mitigation of any 
harm to non-designated historical assets is carried out by an independent professional and any 
heritage asset should not be permitted to deteriorate into further damage (P81). 
What constitutes the ‘substantial public benefits’ which can be weighed against the substantial 
harm or loss of significance of a historical asset (p81)? This would also apply in terms of the public 
benefits under the 'Enabling Development' on page 82 and 176 that would enable the long-term 
conservation of a heritage asset. Historical assets should be protected. 
Pre 1919 historic buildings. (p93) Very positive. Trying to use incompatible modern building 
materials can cause damage to historic buildings. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: See AQMA points made in MM40. 
We are not satisfied that “taken into account” is a sufficiently strong policy wording and appears 
to leave open the possibility of approval for damaging development proposals. 
Can 4.158 be amended to state how often the “regularly” will apply and how promptly the results 
will be published.  A five-year survey published a decade later would satisfy the policy as written.  
Similarly, we regard the policy as too flexible in that the timing of action under an AQAP is not 
stated; in the case of Bell Common this has been a problem for more than a decade and action 
has been minimal. 
New paragraphs following 4.163 (APMS) does not make clear what is the base date for computing 
any net increase in traffic, which we believe should be rectified. 
According to our search of the EFDC documents available on its web site (on Monday 20 
September 2021) it appears the Council’s Local List of Validation Requirements” was not 
complete.  It would be inappropriate to confirm the Local Plan before this document is available in 
a complete form. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document: ED126/EB212         
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM74 and MM75 - Amendments to Policy DM 22 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to the Modifications proposed to 
MM74 or MM75 (Policy DM 22), or in relation to the ‘Epping Forest Interim Air Pollution 
Mitigation Strategy, December 2020’ (ED126/EB212), the Parish Council would like to be 
offered the opportunity to register to attend, and to make representation, as appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Note cross reference to MM46 and MM47. Whilst the 
Parish Council is supportive of protecting and preserving the biodiversity and integrity of the SAC 
(‘EFSAC’), we are concerned the Interim Air Pollution Strategy (APMS), was not subject to public 
consultation before adoption. There was disquiet that the decision to adopt the Strategy was 
implemented by the Planning Portfolio Holder. The formation of a ‘Portfolio Holder’s Advisory 
Group’, did not address the issues around whether the APMS would be effective without a ‘Clean 
Air Zone’ (CAZ). It is unclear whether a ‘Final’ Version of this document will be consulted on, 
therefore, we comment as follows: The Strategy appears to rely on the introduction of a CAZ, 
primarily around the Wake Arms Roundabout, which is the main interchange of the network 
serving, and linking, Epping, Theydon Bois, Debden, Loughton, Chingford, Woodford and Waltham 
Abbey and is a key junction to access the M25. Traffic diverting away from the CAZ, from Epping 
to Loughton, would be re-channelled through Bell Common (an Air Quality Management Area), 
along Theydon Road and Piercing Hill, to the B172 and Coppice Row junction, past the Village 
Green, along Loughton Lane. Areas of the SAC, and the Deer Sanctuary lie adjacent to these roads, 
where increased pollution levels could be experienced. This raises concern, that the CAZ may 
simply divert air pollution to roads adjacent to other areas of Epping Forest, and through more 
densely populated areas. If a CAZ is not implemented in 2025, and a modal shift to electric 
vehicles is delayed outside the control of EFDC, the additional measures set out in the APMS 
would not seem sufficient, to adequately address the main objectives of Policy DM22. If this does 
not prove effective, a key element of the Plan may not be compliant with the HRA. 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: MM74, p 98 Supporting text to Policy DM 22 Page 110-111 
After “Lead to changes (including any potential increases or reductions) in vehicle-related 
emissions in the vicinity of the proposed development.” 
add additional para 
• Give rise to potentially unacceptable impacts (such as dust or non-road vehicle air pollution) 
during construction for nearby sensitive locations, including the SAC. 
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MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We fully support the greater clarity and significantly expanded scope of the new wording 
and new paragraphs added to the supporting text for Policy DM22. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified 
 
Why: MM74, p 98 Supporting text to Policy DM 22 Page 110-111 
The present wording is insufficiently precise in terms of the aspects which must be considered in 
the vicinity of the proposed development in relation to any demolition and/or construction work. 
 
Changes: After “Lead to changes (including any potential increases or reductions) in vehicle-
related emissions in the vicinity of the proposed development.” 
add an additional paraph 
• Give rise to potentially unacceptable impacts (such as dust or non-road vehicle air pollution) 
during demolition or construction for nearby sensitive locations, including the SAC. 
 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The concerns raised in relation to Paragraph 4.163 and 
following: Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (APMS) and the concerns raised in relation to a 
potential ‘Clean Air Zone’ - Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (With reference to MM90) 
MM90 points now include a provision for financial contributions for the purposes of implementing 
air pollution mitigation initiatives and undertaking air quality monitoring and any necessary future 
air quality assessments. The Society believes this undermines the new local plan by effectively 
saying any negatives of proposed developments can be eliminated by making a financial payment.  
Our Society fully supports the need to prolong the longevity of the Epping Forest SAC. This historic 
natural environment provides our district with recreational and beautiful asset that also 
contributes to the reduction of Air Pollution throughout the whole District. 
MM74 and MM75 concern the APMS and the proposed CAZ. The society is concerned that some 
of the financial payments made will be spent on implementation of the CAZ, rather than 
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alternative strategies to protect the EFSAC. The APMS has not been subject to consultation by 
residents.  
Being a rural area any CAZ is not going to stop people using cars. Rather it will just penalise 
residents. Traffic is likely to avoid the CAZ and divert via Bell Common, down Piercing Hill and then 
along Loughton Lane. The forest and deer sanctuary are along this route and as a result part of the 
forest and The population of Theydon Bois and Loughton would also suffer from added pollution 
through these measures. 
In the interests of protecting the Epping Forest SAC and the amenities that it provides the Society 
wonders if consideration could be given to a full public consultation on the APMS, such that 
residents can discuss and contribute to the best way forward. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0009   Respondent: Paul Morris             

Organisation: Epping Forest Forum     Supporting document: ED126         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: The Interim Air Pollution mitigation strategy is not sound because it fails to address key 
points of its purpose. There is very little to no hard scientific evidence it would work and would 
facilitate / enable by design damage to a protected site of special scientific interest that is also 
protected by parliamentary acts. 
There are no provisions within the Epping Forest act and subsequent amendments to enter into 
deals or negotiations that enable permissive damage to the Epping Forest SAC. The act by design 
was created to ensure protection for the forest, its flora and fauna for all time. No local authority 
has the ability to assess, create and adopt schemes that allow for damage, however limited to 
occur. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: The IAPMS relies on reducing damage, not preventing 
it. Much of the data to design the scheme is based on a very localised area. The modelling doesn’t 
prevent diverting traffic to other roads that would ultimately drive traffic back into the SAC. Other 
neighbouring authorities are at different stages in local plan-making and therefore a 
comprehensive assessment of these mitigation policies cannot be achieved at this stage.  
The whole of the Forest is afforded protection under the Epping Forest Act. There is a 
misunderstanding that the SAC covers only the immediate vicinity of the Wakes Arms roundabout. 
Wakes Arms is already suffering from air pollution. 
Pollution from surface water run-off entering the forest from the road network has not been 
considered properly and any increase in traffic will compound the problem. The only way to 
mitigate is to install new drainage networks throughout the SAC road networks.  
The CAZ was apparently agreed with Natural England and EFDC as a suitable mitigation strategy. 
However, many key councillors stated during the subsequent election period that it is not definite. 
The scientific data and analysis leading up to the APM policies have been limited to a small area 
and have not been reassessed following the COVID pandemic. 
The proposal fails to consider damage to Scheduled Ancient Monuments. 
The proposed CAZ seems to be a quick fix alternative to proper mitigation. The real alternative is 
to significantly reduce traffic through the forest but given the forest boundaries and its reaches 
into each local town it is impossible to achieve. Alternatives have not been considered such as 
opening up the limited M11 junction.  
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I find no credible data that proves charging schemes to retrospectively mitigate air pollution to 
ancient trees has any scientific foundation. Some sites are already being built out with no viable 
mitigation.  
 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0010   Respondent: Judith Adams             

Organisation: Epping Forest Heritage Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MMs 74 and 75 and Policy DM22 on air quality and mitigation of air pollution still leaves 
concerns about the certainty of delivery and of securing financial contributions for the air 
pollution mitigation strategy. 
The key issue remains as to the certainty of the key components of the Air Pollution Management 
Strategy. The CAZ is currently being downplayed with both EFDC Officers and Members suggesting 
that it may not be required as other options may come into being before 2025. However, no 
deliverable options have yet been proposed by EFDC or Essex County Highways and the APMS 
Stakeholder proposed for 2021 has not yet been inaugurated.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0011   Respondent: John Warren             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Action Group     Supporting document: ED98         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effecive,Justified 
 
Why: Regarding Policy DM22, Air Quality:-  
Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy:- This is in fact an Interim Strategy and is not legally compliant as 
the Strategy does not prove ‘Beyond all reasonable scientific doubt’- as Case Law dictates- that 
the quantum of proposed development will not impact detrimentally on the SAC due to increases 
in atmospheric pollution so caused. The proposed Strategy is unsound and ineffective and cannot 
be justified in terms of evidence or factual information, little of which is presented in the HRA or 
Interim Strategy. Instead, the Interim Strategy, lacks specificity, is largely aspirational and vague in 
its nature and has no measurable targets to reduce traffic or improve air quality around Epping 
Forest SAC, which is already in some  serious state of decline. An extract from the survey report by 
IDOM Merebrook for the City of London, published in September 2020 (Katherine Johnson – 
Environmental Engineer), stated that “Recent surveys revealed that 60% of the Forest is in 
unfavourable condition and is at uniquely high risk of adverse environmental impacts, with 
extremely high background air pollutant levels when compared to other protected sites in 
Southeast England”. The survey also revealed that “The continuing high levels of air pollution 
mean that the forest is highly vulnerable to additional threats such as the increase in traffic 
emissions associated with future development plans……”. 
 
Changes: The Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy, although approved by Council, needs to be 
reconsidered as, in its present form, it is ‘not fit for purpose’ and does not comply with the legal 
case law of ‘Beyond all reasonable scientific doubt’. The SVLP does not give due accord to the 
severe constraints within Epping Forest District, which is 92% Green Belt and contains the 
nationally and internationally recognised Epping Forest SAC and SSI. The quantum of proposed 
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development needs to be severely reduced to take account of the above constraints to 
development. The latest Government (ONS 2018) data for household projections in Epping Forest 
District show a reduction by more than one half in the proposed housing numbers, which were 
based on the, now out of date, ONS 2014 data. Brexit and Covid have played a part in this. 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0012   Respondent: Patricia Moxey             

Organisation: CPRE Essex     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Not all sources of pollutants have been factored into the 
modelling - the SAC of Epping Forest lies upwind of large areas of pollution from Greater London, 
industry, roads, and buildings and this pollution will impact on the SAC of Epping Forest. Most 
existing homes within the district use gas fired boilers as a means of heating which produce CO2. 
EFDC should have polices to reduce this to help meet the required mitigation measures re climate 
change - all new homes must also comply with measures to reduce emissions. EFDC's APMS states 
that what could be achieved is “difficult to predict with sufficient certainty”. This clearly fails the 
legal test that the measures must be effective “beyond reasonable scientific doubt”. The 2020 Air 
Quality Annual Status Report lists very few sites where monitoring is in place, much more detailed 
analysis would provide confidence that something was being done to identify hot spots. No 
monitoring of OPM2.5 particles being undertaken (see WHO 2021 report for impact of these on 
human health). The pollutants also impact on the wellbeing of the trees and their supporting fungi 
in the SAC of Epping Forest. The proposals to introduce a CAZ around Epping Forest are likely to 
impact those sections of society that can least afford to purchase an EV or pay any additional 
charge. With limited choice of routes within the district it’s unlikely that a CAZ could reduce traffic 
through the SAC. Some residents may choose to drive round the Forest. Public consultation prior 
to implementing a CAZ must be carried out by EFDC. Tackling the problem of air pollution requires 
cross border implementation and this is still in its infancy and requires urgent action as it will take 
time to develop achievable polices and agreed time frame for implementation. 
 
Changes: It will be extremely difficult to remove any reasonable scientific doubt about the 
effectiveness of any mitigation measures to prevent ongoing harm to the SAC of Epping Forest 
from atmospheric pollutants. There must be cross border discussions as a matter of urgency and 
some positive outcomes about how to tackle this issue with an agreed time frame. The wider 
implications of the proposal to include a CAZ and road charging within the Epping Forest area 
have not been adequately considered and should be removed from the Local Plan. 
 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: See AQMA points made in MM40. 
We are not satisfied that “taken into account” is a sufficiently strong policy wording and appears 
to leave open the possibility of approval for damaging development proposals. 
Can 4.158 be amended to state how often the “regularly” will apply and how promptly the results 
will be published.  A five-year survey published a decade later would satisfy the policy as written.  



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 202  
 

Similarly, we regard the policy as too flexible in that the timing of action under an AQAP is not 
stated; in the case of Bell Common this has been a problem for more than a decade and action 
has been minimal. 
New paragraphs following 4.163 (APMS) does not make clear what is the base date for computing 
any net increase in traffic, which we believe should be rectified. 
According to our search of the EFDC documents available on its web site (on Monday 20 
September 2021) it appears the Council’s Local List of Validation Requirements” was not 
complete. It would be inappropriate to confirm the Local Plan before this document is available in 
a complete form. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 74  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Comment on new paragraph following 4.163 : This wording appears to allow developments 
that come before the allocated sites of EPP. R1 and EPP.R2 (SEMPA sites not to be restricted on 
their delivery as they do not need to wait for the proposed 2024/25 monitoring, such sites just 
have to adopt or make financial contributions to the relevant measures as set out in the adopted 
AMPS. 
 
Changes: Representative proposes a large number of amendments to DM2 pages 95-98, 
paragraphs 4.158, 4.159, 4.161, 4.162, 4.163, new paragraph following para. 4.163, These can be 
found in representation letter. 

 

MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0133   Respondent: Elizabeth Burn             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED126/EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I would also like to add my observations on the ‘Epping 
Forest Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy’ (under Policy DM 22), since this document was 
adopted without formal public consultation, and includes the provision of a potential Clean Air 
Zone (‘CAZ’), which may have an unintentional, and possibly undesirable, impact on the amount, 
and type, of polluting traffic which could be diverted through areas of Epping Forest not directly 
adjacent to the Wake Arms Roundabout, including those situated close to the main access roads 
leading to, and through, Theydon Bois village. Even with the ‘Interim Strategy’ in place, little is 
known as to whether the adjacent Local Authorities will comply, or will be able to comply, with 
the provision of a CAZ. Since the anticipated modal shift to electric vehicles is unlikely to occur in 
the foreseeable future, road users may be faced with little choice but to pay any charges incurred, 
but may not be persuaded, or be able, to actually ‘avoid’ using the most environmentally-sensitive 
routes through the Forest. With the allocation of significant numbers of new dwellings proposed 
within the south of Epping Forest District, more consideration still needs to be given to the impact 
that this strategic focus is likely to have on the Forest, both with respect to levels of pollution and 
to recreational pressure from existing, and new, residential development. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document: ED126/EB212         
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM74 and MM75 - Amendments to Policy DM 22 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to the Modifications proposed to 
MM74 or MM75 (Policy DM 22), or in relation to the ‘Epping Forest Interim Air Pollution 
Mitigation Strategy, December 2020’ (ED126/EB212), the Parish Council would like to be 
offered the opportunity to register to attend, and to make representation, as appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Note cross reference to MM46 and MM47. Whilst the 
Parish Council is supportive of protecting and preserving the biodiversity and integrity of the SAC 
(‘EFSAC’), we are concerned the Interim Air Pollution Strategy (APMS), was not subject to public 
consultation before adoption. There was disquiet that the decision to adopt the Strategy was 
implemented by the Planning Portfolio Holder. The formation of a ‘Portfolio Holder’s Advisory 
Group’, did not address the issues around whether the APMS would be effective without a ‘Clean 
Air Zone’ (CAZ). It is unclear whether a ‘Final’ Version of this document will be consulted on, 
therefore, we comment as follows: The Strategy appears to rely on the introduction of a CAZ, 
primarily around the Wake Arms Roundabout, which is the main interchange of the network 
serving, and linking, Epping, Theydon Bois, Debden, Loughton, Chingford, Woodford and Waltham 
Abbey and is a key junction to access the M25. Traffic diverting away from the CAZ, from Epping 
to Loughton, would be re-channelled through Bell Common (an Air Quality Management Area), 
along Theydon Road and Piercing Hill, to the B172 and Coppice Row junction, past the Village 
Green, along Loughton Lane. Areas of the SAC, and the Deer Sanctuary lie adjacent to these roads, 
where increased pollution levels could be experienced. This raises concern, that the CAZ may 
simply divert air pollution to roads adjacent to other areas of Epping Forest, and through more 
densely populated areas. If a CAZ is not implemented in 2025, and a modal shift to electric 
vehicles is delayed outside the control of EFDC, the additional measures set out in the APMS 
would not seem sufficient, to adequately address the main objectives of Policy DM22. If this does 
not prove effective, a key element of the Plan may not be compliant with the HRA. 

 

MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Revised DM22 still fails soundness test. 
Welcome new wording of DM22 parts B and C but concerned that the delivery of mitigation is not 
covered, so request wording is tightened. 
We accept the two measures in APMS which currently meet requirements of avoiding adverse 
impacts on integrity, as per the HRA and it is for Council to be satisfied that CAZ and other 
elements of APMS are achievable. The timetable for CAZ in the APMS remains ‘indicative’. Some 
Council representatives have made it clear, that the aim is to try to avoid the introduction of the 
CAZ and to rely on alternative forms of mitigation suggesting uncertainty around deliverability. 
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APMS does not make it clear how slippage will be addressed and is not explicit on the quanta in 
the same way as the HRA and so is not clear how DM22 could be relied upon to ensure delivery of 
the required mitigation. 
A ‘brake’ on development is not tackled in the Policy wording. ED127 suggests that the Council is 
aware that mitigation measures in the APMS may start to lag. On page 6, the comment in relation 
to phased development suggests the Council’s view is that mitigation only needs to be fully in 
place by 2033. If this were to be the case, it would bring into question legal compliance, 
effectiveness, and thereby soundness, of Local Plan Policy. The Plan’s HRA seems to concur with 
this, contradicting ED127. 
The Conservators request that DM22 is strengthened and the APMS Appendix 3 tightened by 
more precise wording and clearer links to the HRA. 
There is doubt about the effectiveness of monitoring providing for a ‘trigger’ (see MM112). The 
HRA suggests that such a ‘trigger’ is in place, however, the wording of D8, DM2 or DM22 does not 
justify this conclusion. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, National Policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: In respect of air quality and recreational pressure, Natural 
England (NE) retains significant concerns with regards to the certainty of delivery of mitigation 
required to ensure no adverse effects on the integrity of Epping Forest SAC. We therefore 
consider that issues of soundness and legal compliance remain. NE is committed to continue 
working with EFDC to address these issues.  
NE welcomes amendments made such that delivery of development is dependent upon measures, 
and any necessary financial contributions, being secured. However, the nature of the measures 
relied upon to avoid adverse effects, and the inherent uncertainty associated with their delivery 
against the timescales identified within the HRA, are such that the use of case specific policy 
caveats or restrictions will be a fundamental requirement to allowing the Plan to be adopted. 
(refer to Annex 1 of representation for more detail). NE considers that Policies DM2 and DM22 do 
not serve as case specific caveats or restrictions but the relevant wording could be incorporated 
into a different policy. NE notes that the Council is of the view that policy D8 is sufficient in this 
regard. Refer also to representation on policy D8 (MM112).  
It is the established position of the UK Courts that case-specific policy restrictions and caveats are 
an acceptable approach to allow plans to be adopted where there is uncertainty concerning the 
avoidance of adverse effects to site integrity. If the plan is not specific, we are concerned that a 
failure to deliver mitigation measures during the Plan period will result in delays in delivery of 
development following adoption.  
If the Council does not believe that mitigation identified in the HRA is deliverable, Natural England 
would be prepared to work with the Council to explore the use of the derogation provisions. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The concerns raised in relation to Paragraph 4.163 and 
following: Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (APMS) and the concerns raised in relation to a 
potential ‘Clean Air Zone’ - Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy (With reference to MM90) 
MM90 points now include a provision for financial contributions for the purposes of implementing 
air pollution mitigation initiatives and undertaking air quality monitoring and any necessary future 
air quality assessments. The Society believes this undermines the new local plan by effectively 
saying any negatives of proposed developments can be eliminated by making a financial payment.  
Our Society fully supports the need to prolong the longevity of the Epping Forest SAC. This historic 
natural environment provides our district with recreational and beautiful asset that also 
contributes to the reduction of Air Pollution throughout the whole District. 
MM74 and MM75 concern the APMS and the proposed CAZ. The society is concerned that some 
of the financial payments made will be spent on implementation of the CAZ, rather than 
alternative strategies to protect the EFSAC. The APMS has not been subject to consultation by 
residents. Being a rural area any CAZ is not going to stop people using cars. Rather it will just 
penalise residents. Traffic is likely to avoid the CAZ and divert via Bell Common, down Piercing Hill 
and then along Loughton Lane. The forest and deer sanctuary are along this route and as a result 
part of the forest and The population of Theydon Bois and Loughton would also suffer from added 
pollution through these measures. 
In the interests of protecting the Epping Forest SAC and the amenities that it provides the Society 
wonders if consideration could be given to a full public consultation on the APMS, such that 
residents can discuss and contribute to the best way forward. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0010   Respondent: Judith Adams             

Organisation: Epping Forest Heritage Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MMs 74 and 75 and Policy DM22 on air quality and mitigation of air pollution still leaves 
concerns about the certainty of delivery and of securing financial contributions for the air 
pollution mitigation strategy. 
The key issue remains as to the certainty of the key components of the Air Pollution Management 
Strategy. The CAZ is currently being downplayed with both EFDC Officers and Members suggesting 
that it may not be required as other options may come into being before 2025. However, no 
deliverable options have yet been proposed by EFDC or Essex County Highways and the APMS 
Stakeholder proposed for 2021 has not yet been inaugurated.  
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0011   Respondent: John Warren             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Action Group     Supporting document: ED98         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effecive,Justified 
 
Why: Regarding Policy DM22, Air Quality:-  
Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy:- This is in fact an Interim Strategy and is not legally compliant as 
the Strategy does not prove ‘Beyond all reasonable scientific doubt’- as Case Law dictates- that 
the quantum of proposed development will not impact detrimentally on the SAC due to increases 
in atmospheric pollution so caused. The proposed Strategy is unsound and ineffective and cannot 
be justified in terms of evidence or factual information, little of which is presented in the HRA or 
Interim Strategy. Instead, the Interim Strategy, lacks specificity, is largely aspirational and vague in 
its nature and has no measurable targets to reduce traffic or improve air quality around Epping 
Forest SAC, which is already in some serious state of decline. An extract from the survey report by 
IDOM Merebrook for the City of London, published in September 2020 (Katherine Johnson – 
Environmental Engineer), stated that “Recent surveys revealed that 60% of the Forest is in 
unfavourable condition and is at uniquely high risk of adverse environmental impacts, with 
extremely high background air pollutant levels when compared to other protected sites in 
Southeast England”. The survey also revealed that “The continuing high levels of air pollution 
mean that the forest is highly vulnerable to additional threats such as the increase in traffic 
emissions associated with future development plans……”. 
 
Changes: The Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy, although approved by Council, needs to be 
reconsidered as, in its present form, it is ‘not fit for purpose’ and does not comply with the legal 
case law of ‘Beyond all reasonable scientific doubt’. The SVLP does not give due accord to the 
severe constraints within Epping Forest District, which is 92% Green Belt and contains the 
nationally and internationally recognised Epping Forest SAC and SSI. The quantum of proposed 
development needs to be severely reduced to take account of the above constraints to 
development. The latest Government (ONS 2018) data for household projections in Epping Forest 
District show a reduction by more than one half in the proposed housing numbers, which were 
based on the, now out of date, ONS 2014 data. Brexit and Covid have played a part in this. 

 

MM: 75  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Comment to proposed amendments to part C: This wording appears to allow developments 
that come before the allocated sites of EPP. R1 and EPP.R2 (SEMPA) not to be restricted on their 
delivery as they do not need to wait for the proposed 2024/25 monitoring, they just have to 
undertakes an assessment, mitigate and make financial contributions. There is no reason for the 
SEMPA site to be treated differently, there is no need for a delay in delivery on development on 
allocated sites of EPP. R1 and EPP.R2 the SEMPA sites. 
 
Changes: Representative proposes a large number of amendments to DM2 pages 98-98, Part b 
and C These can be found in representation letter. 
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MM: 76  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Is the proposal to “support …. Neighbourhood Plans” a repetition of the existing obligation 
or does it imply a level of involvement by EFDC which might be seen to detract from the 
community basis which NPs are intended to have? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 76  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Is the proposal to “support …. Neighbourhood Plans” a repetition of the existing obligation 
or does it imply a level of involvement by EFDC which might be seen to detract from the 
community basis which NPs are intended to have? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0077   Respondent: Laura Early             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Approximately 450 means lots of additional residents ref MM77. Originally a vehicular 
bridge was included in the original plans to ease congestion. This has now been removed. Brook 
Road already has car traffic problems and not able to deal with more traffic. This will increase the 
volume of traffic travelling under the Brook Road/Bridge Hill railway bridge. The road leading up 
to Ivy Chimneys School already causes congestion especially the school run. The layout of the new 
parking within this road I feel is considered dangerous. Brook road is a single lane and bendy often 
cars are parked in the lay-bys this already causes congestion and road rage. South of Epping must 
have the necessary infrastructure to cope with additional traffic especially to deal with 
emergencies, delivery waste and disposal. The existing proposals said health care hub is required. 
The current GPs cannot cover the current population. A new school is required given the sites 
location is at the bottom of a steep hill and a very narrow road under the railway bridge which is 
dangerous. Ivy Chimneys School is already at capacity. If South of Epping does not get the 
necessary infrastructure, this will put additional pressure on oversubscribed doctors, dentists, 
school places, road congestion and air pollution. 
 
Changes: I do not feel that this site for 450 houses has the relevant infrastructure to 
accommodate residents. 
Air pollution being an issue and over populated in a small area. I feel this site should be removed 
from the plan. I do not feel the site is legally justified. We need more green spaces MM24. 
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MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0083   Respondent: Jon Nutton             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The government’s Planning Inspector clearly had concerns 
about the South Epping site. In my view the council’s proposed changes do not respond fully to 
these concerns. 
Reference MM77 - ‘South Epping’ is ear-marked for approximately 450 new homes. 450 new 
‘homes’ means lots of additional residents. An area that is already susceptible to flooding will only 
be made ever worse by this level of development. 
The vehicular bridge has been removed. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and congested and 
cannot cope with the current traffic. South Epping must have the necessary infrastructure to cope 
with additional traffic. The plans are vague as how EFDC plan to negate further problems along 
roads in the vicinity that are inadequate for its current use. The existing GPs cannot cover the 
current population. A GP/health hub is an absolute must at South Epping, particularly given the 
site’s location at the bottom of a steep hill, away from the current healthcare providers. Ivy 
Chimneys is already at capacity. A new, additional school is an absolute must for this site.  The 
necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not only the South Epping 
development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, 
this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, 
dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. Reference MM28 - Housing: must be a 
mixture of tenures, not just flats. Reference MM24/ MM53 - Green Spaces must be protected.  
We need more green spaces in and around developments to ease pressure on the Forest. 
Reference MM55 - Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and 
assessments, not appraised by developers. Much of the revised Plan is vague. There needs to be 
more definite facts made available to residents. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0094   Respondent: Rameen Naylor-Ghobadian             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The proposal for 450 houses does not include adequate infrastructure - the absence of the 
vehicular bridge over the central line and proximity to Ivy Chimneys (a narrow and bendy road 
near to a school) means road safety will be compromised. The distance from the high street and 
underground means residents will drive to those sites, causing further congestion and pollution. 
The proximity to the M25 will also mean residents are exposed to high levels of pollution. 
 
Changes: An alternative site needs to be identified. Alternatively, there needs to be a reduction in 
dwellings and adequate green spaces - particularly around boundaries to the site to screen the 
development (on a hill) and to avoid the site merging with the M25 and Theydon Bois. In addition, 
there needs to be a vehicular bridge and adequate infrastructure, including a frequent bus service 
to the high street and underground plus cycle lanes. 
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MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0095   Respondent: Ian Wilcox             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Traffic. The Main Modifications (MM) remove the most 
important piece of infrastructure required - a vehicular bridge linking the two separate 
developments. This bridge would have removed traffic from the existing congested roads in south 
Epping. 450 homes will lead to additional cars filtering out between Flux's Lane and Ivy Chimneys 
Road. The roads frequently gridlock. There is a dangerous tight bend under the Central Line bridge 
between Brook Road and Bridge Hill. Children will be at risk getting to and from the two Primary 
Schools in the area. Key services will not be able to navigate the area. 
Air Pollution. There will be increased air pollution from vehicular traffic. The development is too 
far from the Epping Central Line Station and shops for people to walk from EPP.R2. Vehicular use 
will inevitably increase. MM77.  
Benefits to the local community. MM78. Doesn’t benefits the existing community. Residents were 
told by EFDC that the community would benefit from new roads, an additional Primary School, a 
new GP Surgery and new Sports Centre. None of this is included in the SEMPA MM. Epping 
already suffers from a chronic lack of GP provision and Primary School places.  
SANG. MM24 and MM53. The delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is 
essential. The SEMPA sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are constrained by the M25 and the Central Line. 
EPP.R2 has pylons running through the sites. There is simply not enough high-quality land 
available to provide SANG.  
EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are illogical sites. An evidence-based approach to site selection was thrown 
out and EFDC simply stated that some sites were "less preferred by the community". The 
approach was unsound.  The development must be removed from the Local Plan entirely. It is 
flawed. SEMPA is not consistent with national policy.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0099   Respondent: Roger Rose             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Matter 15 Hearing Statement 
A key consideration for development proposals in Epping, is to ensure that new development 
provides opportunities to access jobs, services, education and leisure opportunities through 
walking, cycling and public transport. This will include the provision of safe and convenient routes 
to key destinations, including to Epping London Underground Station. Measures should provide 
viable alternatives to private car use, and prevent the establishment of unsustainable travel 
behaviour.” 
 
Changes: Walking and cycling to the main facilities in Epping (shops, station, library etc.) is not 
easy, whichever route is taken there is a steep gradient to overcome. I can't envisage many 
people cycling to the shops and walking is equally difficult for anyone but the healthiest of us 
especially carrying shopping. I think people will choose to drive as the site has not been chosen 
with greener alternatives in mind. A frequent shuttle bus would add to both congestion and 
pollution therefore the development would not be effective and as such unjustified. 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 210  
 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: B. There is no clarity on the delivery of mitigation funded through contributions before the 
respective development is occupied and this should be resolved.   
C. Protection of the EFSAC and other AQMA issues should be resolved using measured data not 
“models”. 
EFDC should publish and maintain up to date online a sufficiently large scale map or plan to show 
areas in which these policies apply to development.  This would avoid needless expense by 
potential developers. 
We expressed the view at the hearings, which we repeat, that very small developments would be 
unable to fund or resource the reports called for so a minimum size should be specified for 
exclusion from the policy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0135   Respondent: Laura Charlesworth             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: South Epping’ will have approximately 450 new homes. 450 new ‘homes’ means lots of 
additional residents. Originally, a vehicular bridge was included in the plans, which would ease 
congestion. In the current Main Modifications consultation, this has been removed. This is an 
absolute requirement. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and congested and cannot cope with 
the current traffic. South Epping must have the necessary infrastructure to cope with additional 
traffic. This is particularly so for emergency, delivery/waste disposal/operational vehicles. The 
current proposals say that ‘appropriate’ community and healthcare facilities must be provided. 
The existing GPs cannot cover the current population. A GP/health hub is an absolute must at 
South Epping, particularly given the site’s location at the bottom of a steep hill, away from the 
current healthcare providers. The current proposals say that a new school must be provided. Ivy 
Chimneys is already at capacity. A new, additional school is an absolute must for this site. The 
necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not only the South Epping 
development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, 
this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, 
dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. Have your say. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0140   Respondent: Ben Charlesworth             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised: 450 new ‘homes’ means lots of additional residents. 
Creating extra traffic, congestion and people to Road, local facilities etc, that are already over 
stretched. Originally, a vehicular bridge was included in the plans, which would ease congestion. 
In the current Main Modifications consultation, this has been removed. The existing roads are 
narrow, bendy and congested and cannot cope with the current traffic. South Epping must have 
the necessary infrastructure to cope with additional traffic. This is particularly so for emergency, 
delivery/waste disposal/operational vehicles. 
The existing GPs cannot cover the current population. A GP/health hub is an absolute must at 
South Epping, particularly given the site’s location at the bottom of a steep hill, away from the 
current healthcare providers. 
A new, additional school is an absolute must for this site. 
The necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not only the South Epping 
development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, 
this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, 
dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. 
Housing: must be a mixture of tenures, not just flats (MM28) 
Our Green Spaces must be protected (MM24 and MM53). We need more green spaces in and 
around developments to ease pressure on the Forest. 
Historical assets must be protected by independent professional reports and assessments, not 
appraised by developers (MM55)  
Much of the content is vague. There needs to be more definite facts included.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of the additional paragraph after 5.23. HCC believes such 
consideration is fundamental to ensuring developments are sustainable. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: NB – this is not a comment indicating the MM is unsound 
ECC supports this reduction in scale of homes growth for Epping in principle, in the interests of 
protecting the integrity of EF SAC 
However, addressing road traffic congestion in areas nearby (such as Ivy Chimneys junction) 
remains a requirement for this proposed growth, measures for which it needs to be able to 
enable. These considerations mean that achieving high levels of sustainable travel for the S Epping 
masterplan growth remains essential 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: B. There is no clarity on the delivery of mitigation funded through contributions before the 
respective development is occupied and this should be resolved.   
C. Protection of the EFSAC and other AQMA issues should be resolved using measured data not 
“models” . 
EFDC should publish and maintain up to date online a sufficiently large scale map or plan to show 
areas in which these policies apply to development.  This would avoid needless expense by 
potential developers. 
We expressed the view at the hearings, which we repeat, that very small developments would be 
unable to fund or resource the reports called for so a minimum size should be specified for 
exclusion from the policy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0010   Respondent: Martin Friend             

Organisation: Wates House     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The detail around the changes to the allocations in Epping are provided in MM77. Proposed 
additional wording is introduced on “Sustainable Transport Choices’ as follows :- “A key 
consideration for development proposals in Epping, is to ensure that new development provides 
opportunities to access jobs, services, education and leisure opportunities through walking, 
cycling and public transport. This will include the provision of safe and convenient routes to key 
destinations, including to Epping London Underground Station. Measures should provide viable 
alternatives to private car use, and prevent the establishment of unsustainable travel behaviour.” 
We fully support this aspiration but it is absolutely not reflected in the sites that are now retained 
in the DLP following the modifications. The main sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are the least sustainable 
sites and much greater distance from the station and the town centre than others that could and 
should have been allocated. Despite other modifications which seek to enhance the sustainable 
development credentials of these allocations, they area, and always have been, sites that fail any 
reasonable assessment of locational sustainability. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised:  The amount of housing directed to Epping should not be 
reduced because it is the most sustainable and accessible settlement in the District and 
development in this location would minimise the need to travel and encourage the use of 
sustainable modes of transport. The other change to the supporting text to Policy P1 relates to 
sustainable transport. The references to access by walking, cycling and public transport are 
consistent with 2012 NPPF that encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport, and support 
this change. However, Pigeon has consistently raised concerns about the lack of reference to 
sustainable transport in the overall development strategy and in decisions about site allocations 
at Epping including in its hearing statements. In summary, the allocation at South Epping will not 
meet transport related sustainability objectives and will be heavily car reliant because of the 
distance from the Town Centre and Epping Station as well as the topography which requires a 
more challenging uphill walk into Epping. In comparison, the site promoted by Pigeon at land East 
of Epping is less than 5 minutes’ walk to Epping Station and the promoted development would 
deliver a footpath link and would be accessible to the facilities within Epping Town Centre by 
walking and cycling and represents a genuine opportunity to achieve a modal shift to sustainable 
transport choices and would be consistent with the sustainable transport related changes 
included within Main Modification MM77. 
 
Changes: It is requested that the decision to delete the requirement for a vehicle bridge 
connection between the two parts of South Epping are explained and justified. The vehicle bridge 
connection would have supported an internal bus link through the masterplan area, which would 
be consistent with the sustainable transport related modifications in Main Modification MM77. 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The policy seeks to reduce the number of homes delivered 
in Epping. While we support the deletion of inappropriate sites, we do not support reduced 
provision of housing. Epping is a main town in the  settlement hierarchy. Given its connectivity to 
public transport and strategic highway infrastructure, the town's potential to sustainably 
accommodate growth has been underplayed. Levels of growth identified for Epping is insufficient 
and the Council's strategy has skewed growth away from one of the most sustainable locations. 
The identified growth around Harlow are presented as a linked Garden Town, however, the 
extensions have a weak spatial relationship and fail to deliver the sustainability benefits that a 
community of circa 4,000 homes could deliver if in one location. The locations are remote from 
the town centre, and rail network and will lead to greater car usage. The vision for the District 
requires homes to be delivered in the most sustainable locations. The Plan is unsound on the 
grounds of being not positively prepared, effective or justified because the level of growth in one 
of the most sustainable settlements is not sufficient. Figure 1.1 denotes transport infrastructure 
and key settlements in the District, which provides a good starting point for locating growth. Map 
2.5 of the Plan shows areas that have been proposed for Green Belt release to accommodate 
significant development. These diagrams demonstrate that there is an extremely weak level of 
synergy and spatial alignment between the key infrastructure/settlements and land being 
removed from the Green Belt. Sustainability and sound plan making was absent in key decision 
taking and spatial choices of the spatial strategy. Alternative allocations, such as Copped Hall 
should be included. This allocation could help to address other deficiencies in the Local Plan 
including the absence of sufficient sporting infrastructure and air pollution mitigation. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 77  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0039   Respondent: Michael Calder             

Organisation: Phase 2 Planning     Supporting document: EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: GREL supports the modification set out in MM77 to require due consideration of 
‘Sustainable Transport Choices’ within the policy. There are significant opportunities to optimise 
sustainable transport choice within sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 due to their location close to the 
Epping town centre, London underground station and bus services. Our comments expressed in 
relation to MM78 highlights that the access proposals depicted within the Council’s evidence base 
(Document EB1421) are not in their optimum form and by consequence conflict with the 
aspiration of optimising bus travel for the development and walking/cycling. This is addressed 
later within this submission. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0006   Respondent: David Rogers             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Within the document EB1421, which was prepared in response the initial comments from 
the inspectorate and with particular reference to site EPP.R1, the single point of access to the 
proposed site layout appears to have not been included in the original call for sites and would be 
wholly dependent upon one or more properties in Bridge Road/Ivy Chimney's Road being bought 
or CP'd. We do not believe that this location falls within the original remit of the call for sites 
strategy. 
 
Changes: With the removal of the bridge over the railway and the proposed single access, we do 
not believe that the use of EPP.R1 is viable at all. A single point entry, would be difficult to justify, 
we note the EPP.R2 has two points of entry. The identified 'Emergency Access' is frustrated by a 
ransom strip. The impact on the traffic in Ivy Chimneys Road/Bridge Road and Centre Drive will be 
a nightmare, in particular in front of the school during peak times. It is bad enough already. The 
removal of the bridge is clear evidence that the development of both sites in the SEMP is not 
financially viable. The various constraints of access, infrastructure, noise, air quality, HV pylons 
and utility exclusions zones and a requirement for a high proportion of the properties to be 
affordable, make the delivery of homes in the whole of the proposed SEMP very challenging. The 
purpose of the local plan is to be able to deliver much needed housing, pursuing the SEMP does 
not do this. I would very much welcome an opportunity to discuss this further. 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0016   Respondent: Matthew Lyons             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The roads in South Epping are already insufficient, there is already extreme congestion at 
certain times of the day and when there are issues with the M25, the doctors and schools are 
already fully subscribed, how can additional homes be justified without adequate investment in 
infrastructure? 
 
Changes: Additional access roads, to take the pressure of Ivy Chimneys and Brook Road, an 
additional School and doctors surgery are all required as a minimum. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0020   Respondent: Rachel Brunger             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective 
 
Why: The lack of infrastructure to support the additional population. The local school and GPs are 
struggling. The lack of additional vehicular access will put pressure on the nearby roads which are 
already too small to cope with the current traffic. This will make the children's walk to the local 
school quite unsafe. 
 
Changes: A new school 
A health Hub/GP 
New vehicular access 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0025   Respondent: Mary Tsindides             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Infrastructure not adequate 
 
Changes: Schools: 2 primary schools oversubscribed & only one secondary in Epping - absolute 
necessity at least a new primary school. Highways: Station road Bower hill/ Stewards green & 
Brook rd railway bridge - totally inadequate for increased traffic - Noise and pollution already a 
problem - alternative route should be found to access site - railway bridge is a particular pinch 
point with vehicles unable to see oncoming traffic. Traffic needs to be diverted from these roads 
not increased. People need to access the station and need to use their cars as this is a semi-rural 
area - alternative routes are absolute necessity. Vehicular and pedestrian bridge is no longer 
proposed. If south Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure the whole town will be 
pressurised - in addition the proposals for Road charging on forest roads will inevitably lead to 
additional traffic on side roads such as Bower hill/Stewards green road - we will see permanent 
traffic jams on our streets and town. 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0026   Respondent: Hannah Yeomans             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I am writing as a long-standing resident of ….Redacted…. in Epping to raise my objections to 
the proposed plan to build circa 450 dwellings directly opposite Brook Road on the fields adjacent 
to the M25 and opposite ….Redacted…. 
Main Points: 
• The area is already heavily congested and existing roads are narrow and unable to cope with 
current traffic let alone additional traffic from all these proposed new dwellings 
• Brook Road is treated as a rat run and cars speed down this road and under the railway bridge 
making it dangerous – additional cars will add to this 
• Brook Road is often prone to flooding and is dug up multiple times a year by the electricity and 
water boards whenever there are issues causing traffic chaos – traffic should be directed away 
from here not to and traffic calming measures are desperately needed. 
• Dwellings directly next to the M25 seems irresponsible due to air pollution and traffic noise! ?? 
• Emergency, delivery, waste disposal and operational vehicles struggle to get down Ivy 
Chimneys/Brook Road due to excessive traffic 
• There are not enough appropriate community and healthcare facilities as well as schools for the 
current community without adding additional houses with zero infrastructure to back it up 
• If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure this will put additional pressure on the 
whole town in terms of parking, oversubscribed doctors, dentists, and schools 
• Green Belt in Epping should be protected and any that is taken away must be provided 
elsewhere to support the forest and South Epping 
Please can you ensure my concerns are sent to the correct contact. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0027   Respondent: Lee Barker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The placing of a junction by the underpass of the central line tube on Brook Road is 
absolutely ridiculous. This section of road is dangerous and narrow in current traffic conditions. 
Whoever has drawn up these plans clearly hasn’t driven the route regularly. The area is a fatal 
accident waiting to happen in its current form never mind additional blind junction from Ivy 
Chimneys with increased traffic. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0028   Respondent: Laura Barker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Access to health care in Epping is far from adequate. An 
additional 450 homes would be extremely detrimental to an already inadequate system. It is near 
impossible to get an appointment at the [redacted] within a timely manner. Roads along Bridge 
Hill and Ivy Chimneys Road are extremely busy. Walking route via Bridge Hill/Ivy Chimneys Road 
to local primary school is unsafe. Damaged road surface on the bridge. The proposed additional 
450 households using the infrastructure is dangerous. Lack of zebra crossing or lollipop lady and 
people driving too fast. Existing pressure on primary school places in the area. Plan is vague in 
terms of housing mix. Disproportionate number of homes proposed for South Epping in 
comparison to Theydon Bois. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0030   Respondent: Ron Saxelby             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The proposed number of new builds will add enormous strain on local roads, doctors, 
schools and parking which are already under  unprecedented pressure. Brook Road in particular 
will be a death trap in an already over used narrow road and Bower Hill will become akin to a mini 
motorway. A new doctors surgery and new school are a must. 
 
Changes: As above 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0032   Respondent: Jack Morgan             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As a local resident of Allnutts Road, I totally oppose the South Epping development, on the 
grounds of taking away local nature & making what is already an over congested area totally 
unreasonable & unfair to live alongside. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0033   Respondent: Jo Morgan             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: It’s with great concern that I send this email, having learned of the plans to develop houses 
on greenspace land behind broke road are still ongoing. For many reasons I fully oppose said plans 
to name a few below: The single car roads in the surrounding area are already heavily congested 
especially around school drop off and pick up times. Brook road and Ivy chimneys road are a death 
trap for our young children with current traffic volumes. Further traffic once complete and not to 
mention heavy truck vehicles whilst the proposed building takes place will only put our already 
vulnerable pedestrians in further danger. Strain on our already over populated local NHS services. 
How do you propose to support 400 homes worth of people with Dr’s? The high street clinic is 
already oversubscribed. Strain on our already over populated local Primary school. Where do you 
propose to support 400 homes worth of children’s educational needs? Ivy Chimneys school is 
already at full capacity! Not to mention the environmental damage caused removing the only 
green space between Epping and the M25? How is this going to impact our air quality long term, 
what effects will it have on the health of our children? What about those suffering with asthma 
brought on by extra fumes from additional traffic. The plans are abhorrent and are clearly being 
made without a single though for local residents and the children of Epping. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0034   Respondent: Mark Cadman             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Lack of appropriate local consultation, no non IT engagement, no public messaging and no 
public access to the required information to make a informed decision. 
 
Changes: The number of house would mean local infrastructure would be overwhelmed and local 
lives would be put at risk. Pollution would kill children playing and walking to school. Existing 
roads are narrow, bendy and congested and cannot cope with the current traffic. A vehicular and 
pedestrian bridge is an absolute requirement. Impact on emergency, delivery, waste and 
operational vehicles and services would be grave. Local community and healthcare facilities must 
be extended and expanded to cover the additional people. A new GP / Health Hub is an absolute 
must. Local schools are already full, so the need to provide a new school is an absolute must. The 
necessary green infrastructure must be provided to support south Epping and across all of Epping. 
Local Doctors, Dentists would be overrun because of the additional people, so additional premises 
and additional services are an absolute must. school places are in short supply, so a new school 
must be built. Road congestion and air pollution would put children, adults and people later in life 
at grave risk. So additional infrastructure must be built and services must be expanded. Air 
pollution would put local people at greater risk of death. Local services at breaking point which 
mean that local services and infrastructure must be extended and expanded. 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0048   Respondent: Emma Flint             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: - The vehicular bridge in the original plan was removed. Existing roads are already 
congested with vehicles driving onto pavements during busy times. Without sufficient 
infrastructure to support additional traffic the area will greatly suffer. Emergency, delivery, waste 
disposal vehicles must be able to continue to operate and residents can't be made to suffer 
consequences of inadequate planning. 
- There must be additional healthcare facilities provided to cope with more residents. Existing GPs 
are already struggling with current Epping residents struggling to get appointments. 
- An additional school must be provided as Ivy Chimneys has such a small intake and already had 
to turn away children living within close proximity. 
 
Changes: - Provide sufficient infrastructure to support additional traffic the area. Ensure parking 
for residents on Ivy Chimneys is not impacted.                                                                                                                                                              
- Provide enough healthcare facilities to support The potential amount of new residents. 
- Provide another school to cope with new residents. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0049   Respondent: Sharon Spicer             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421  Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Originally additional vehicle bridge was planned to aid the heavy additional congestion new 
developments brings to the area. Bridge road and Ivy chimneys already has congested traffic due 
the road being narrow, additional traffic with 450 will over populate the area, traffic congestion, 
increased air pollution and no alternative traffic routes to an already congested traffic area. 
Council must seek alternative roads to enter the site other side as well to aid the increased 
inspected traffic. Original plans also had healthcare facilities to be added which will s now 
removed, we currently do not have enough empty spaces on Epping healthcare for existing 
residents let alone more people 450 houses bring. Without extra health facilities or schools the 
existing facilities in Epping will be stretched too far and fail residents of Epping. 
 
Changes: We need proper infrastructure to support the creation of 450 new homes, effective 
roads and bridges for alternative routes, healthcare facilities and an additional school, all of which 
will be needed as there currently not enough space in Epping’s existing healthcare providers 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0064   Respondent: Pauline Lazenby             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I am writing to enclose my objections to the proposed 
South Epping plan, Ref MM78 I am a resident in [Redacted] and am very concerned about this 
revised proposal. Originally proposing to build a vehicular bridge to help ease congestion with the 
increase in traffic due to the new buildings. I understand that you are no longer going to include 
this. The existing roads in Bridge Hill and Ivy Chimneys are unsuitable for an increase in traffic. The 
roads are narrow and bendy and are very dangerous. The traffic speeds along, and it’s only a 
matter of time before someone is killed. It was proposed to build a Doctors surgery. This is an 
absolute priority because of the location. It would be a nightmare trying to use existing Doctors 
surgery as they are quite a distance away. Due to the total lack of consideration by cars parking on 
the pavements, young mums with prams or the elderly would not be able to access the 
pavements and would have to walk in the road. The footpaths when they can be accessed are in 
such a dangerous condition because of years of bad parking and total neglect by the local 
authorities. Ivy Chimneys School is at full capacity, and a new school must be built on the site. 
There must be green infrastructure provided, a lot of our green spaces are being eroded by the 
new buildings. Epping Forest is packed to capacity especially since COVID and needs to be 
protected.  (MM24/ MM53). Historical assets must be protected by independent professional 
reports and assessments (MM55). If South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, it will 
put pressure on the whole town and parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, dentists, school 
places, road congestion and pollution. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0065   Respondent: Pam Horgan             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I am writing to enclose my objections to the proposed 
South Epping plan, Ref MM78 I am a resident in Bridge Hill and am very concerned about this 
revised proposal.  
Originally proposing to build a vehicular bridge to help ease congestion with the increase in traffic 
due to the new buildings. I understand that you are no longer going to include this. The existing 
roads in Brook Road, Bridge Hill and Ivy Chimneys are unsuitable for an increase in traffic. It is very 
dangerous. The traffic speeds along, it’s an accident waiting to happen. Pavements are in a 
terrible state with vehicles parking on the pavements making it almost impossible to get to the 
school safely and also going to the park. You have to walk in the road, making it very difficult and 
dangerous for mums, the disabled and the elderly. The infrastructure now can’t cope without 
adding more traffic. It was proposed to build appropriate community and healthcare facilities. The 
GP surgeries can’t cope with the number of patients they have now conditions in the winter make 
it very hard to get to the existing surgery’s making the journey impossible for the he disabled and 
the elderly. Ivy Chimneys School is at full capacity, and a new school must be built on the site. 
Green infrastructure must be provided, a lot of our green spaces are being built on. Epping Forest 
is packed to capacity and needs to be protected.  (MM24/ MM53). New housing must be a 
mixture of types (MM28).NIf South Epping does not get the necessary infrastructure, it will put 
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pressure on the whole town and parish in terms of oversubscribed doctors, dentists, school 
places, road congestion and pollution. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0066   Respondent: Ellie Shillaker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: - The land allocated is on Green belt and therefore still not legally compliant. 
- The noise air quality associated with the M25 is still relevant and therefore reducing the 
dwellings still does not address this, 
- Likewise, the presence of overhead powerlines that have not still been considered nor 
eradicated 
The above are all reasons that were expressed by government’s Planning Inspector previously 
and in our view the council’s proposed changes do not respond fully to these concerns and 
therefore the local plan is neither justified or effective in its current form. 
 
Changes: Deleting South Epping from the plan would address these concerns and still enable the 
district to meet the housing numbers required by the government (especially when taking into 
account the many new flats proposed for Epping Town Centre). 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0067   Respondent: Catherine Hammond             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133       Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The removal of a vehicle bridge over the railway line, 
connecting the two sides of the South Epping site makes this development no longer sound. It will 
cause all traffic to use existing roads which are not suitable for taking an increase in traffic. Traffic 
lights at the bridge will not help this situation as cars held at lights on the western side of the 
bridge will be unable to move forward past cars waiting on the eastern side as their side of the 
road will be blocked. Drainage and the condition of the road is also poor – an increase in traffic 
will exacerbate this problem. On the western side of the railway, the plans show a proposed new 
junction for this side of the estate to join Bridge Hill / Ivy Chimneys Road opposite Centre Drive 
will cause more traffic on another very congested and already dangerous stretch outside Ivy 
Chimneys Primary School. Again, many of these houses have no off-road parking and traffic 
frequently gets blocked at peak times. The existing school is at capacity, and local GP services are 
already stretched so providing new facilities if this development were to go ahead is a must. The 
development is likely to put additional pressure on Epping Forest as a recreation area. This area 
currently forms part of the Green Belt, forming a protective buffer for the forest, so should never 
have been considered for development in the first place. The provision of additional recreation 
space within this site to try and mitigate this is not likely to be successful as it will be adjacent to 
the M25 so an unpleasant, very noisy place to walk. 
 
Changes: As a local resident who sees and lives with the traffic issues on these roads every day, I 
think the South Epping Site should be removed from the local plan entirely. The Inspector does 
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not indicate that she has made a site visit as she has done for other proposed developments. To 
do so would demonstrate that this is not a safe or suitable site for development with the lack of 
existing road infrastructure to take additional traffic and no provision for a bridge connecting the 
sites. The only way this site could be made compliant or sound would be with a further reduction 
in the proposed number of houses from the 450 now suggested, and removing the eastern side of 
the railway completely from the plan and concentrating development of a smaller number of 
properties only on the western side of the railway, with an access road further away from the 
school at the western end of the road where housing is less dense. Proposals for housing 
elsewhere will enable the council to meet the housing numbers required by the government 
without putting added pressure on this area by developing this site. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0068   Respondent: Jack Farley             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The below are reasons outlined by the government's planning inspector which we agree 
contribute to the government's local plan is neither legally compliant nor effective or justified: 
- The land allocated is on Green Belt and, therefore, is still not legally compliant. The removal of 
Epping Station Car Park as a potential site appears to disregard this. (MM24 / MM53) 
- The noise air quality associated with the M25 is still very relevant, and therefore reducing the 
number of dwellings, from approx. 950 homes to 450 homes, does not effect this 
- The presence of overhead powerlines have still not been considered or eradicated 
- Much of the content is vague, more definite facts must be included 
 
Changes: If the SOUTH EPPING location is not disregarded and is still a consideration, then the 
below must be considered to ensure the Main Modifications is legally compliant and sound: 
- The proposed new vehicular bridge over the Central Line must be a requirement to ensure the 
existing narrow and bendy rows can cope with additional volume of traffic. This is particularly 
important for emergency services and deliver/waste disposal. 
- A GP / Health hub is an essential consideration due to existing GPs not being able to cover the 
current population 
- The overhead powerlines must be a consideration and discussed 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0069   Respondent: Sara Day             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The road access proposed to the EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 sites will cause unacceptable 
congestion along Bridge Hill, Ivy Chimneys and Brook Road and surrounding roads which would 
cause danger around Ivy Chimneys School at drop off and pick up times . Introducing an additional 
access road after the bridge at the bottom of Bridge Hill has potential to be an accident hot spot 
as it is a narrow area of road with reduced visibility. 
 
Changes: An alternative loop road extending from the top of Ivy Chimneys to a broadened Flux 
Lane through both EPP. R1 and EPP. R2 sites with a vehicular bridge over the railway line is 
required. 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0070   Respondent: Richard Ley             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: South Epping 950 homes to approximately 450 homes - 
though a reduction this still represents a development in a location that has seriously concerning 
and limiting factors that I believe some of the further modifications fail to address. Removal of the 
Vehicular Bridge Across the Central Line - The traffic around Ivy Chimneys School, Brook Road and 
Bridge Hill are well known to all local residents and councillors. Collisions are regular and near 
misses frequent. This modification will increase the traffic; it will put school children and their 
parents at risk.  
Brook Road Recreation Ground - a well-used playing field by many of the local sports teams with 
several youth football teams. The modifications to not offer suitable alternatives to those that use 
the facility. It doesn't appear consistent with national policy of encouraging exercise.  Suitable 
Alternative Natural Greenspace - The proximity of the south Epping planned development to 
Epping Forest will make the provision for dog walkers and families etc to use this instead of 
utilising the forest are insufficient. The proximity of the M25 motorway and any alternate space 
would be compromised. Epping Forest Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy – Concerns over air 
pollution from the M25 and Bell Common junction. Placing a large development a long way from 
local amenities without suitable public transport will mean more personal car use and therefore 
more air pollution making it impossible to meet targets required. In my view the council’s 
proposed changes do not respond fully to these concerns and therefore the local plan is neither 
justified or effective in its current form. The process a local resident has to go through to make a 
representation is in itself unsound as it certainly feels like you need to be a technical wizard and 
an expert in planning law to have an opinion.  
 
Changes: I do not believe it is possible to make the plan sound in this particular location. I also do 
not believe the plan meets the concerns of the governments inspector concerns about the South 
Epping site which she expressed in her advice to the council. In my view the council’s proposed 
changes do not respond fully to these concerns and therefore the local plan is neither justified or 
effective in its current form. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0071   Respondent: Simon Terrell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I am writing to voice my objection to the submitted 
amended plans to build an additional 450 new homes in South Epping opposite Brook Road and 
Bridge Hill. I am pleased that this original plan has been scaled down, but horrified that the latest 
proposal for 450 homes has no plan to address the additional traffic (since removing the plan to 
have a vehicular bridge built to ease congestion in the area), no new community schools or 
healthcare amenities to service the additional proposed new residents. Ivy Chimneys Primary 
School is full with the catchment area decreasing year on year. This proposal will impinge on the 
green area that Epping is renowned for.  I object in the strongest way possible to this proposed 
development and ask Epping Councillors to object to this development representing local 
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resident’s interests and preserve Epping’s green space. In essence, if a build has to go ahead then 
the following has to be in place; A new bridge or access road to the development that does not 
lead directly from Fluxes Lane; A new primary school as Ivy Chimneys Primary School is not able to 
cater for existing residents; A new doctors as the two surgeries - The High Street Medical Centre 
and The Limes - are already at full capacity and cannot offer an adequate service to existing 
residents; Green spaces for families. The recreational ground at Fluxes Lane is a great space for 
families to meet and is regularly used as a training ground for local football clubs - MM24 and 
MM53; A new dentist; Sports facilities and halls for residents. I understand that the current plan 
does not take into consideration any of the above points. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0072   Respondent: Craig Nichols             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: South Epping does not have the capacity for a '450' new homes and the number of new 
residents this would bring to an already full community. Furthermore, there is no mention of 
improvements to infrastructure most notably roads. Ivy Chimneys road is already an exceptionally 
busy road with constant traffic given the local school and how narrow the road width is. 
Furthermore, the the parking permit bays make giving way and traffic build up constant in its 
current format, without the addition of new homes and cars. Traffic backs up from Ivy Chimneys 
to Bell Common and around Coopersale School everyday, additional homes would only compel an 
existing problem, given additional cars (electric or not) would be forced onto existing 
infrastructure. How do the council / developers foresee a construction site with multiple lorry's 
and tradesmen accessing the site from congested narrow roads leading to the proposed site? 
Furthermore, Ivy Chimneys school would need expanding to accommodate new children in the 
area, but very little detail is given around a new school or expanding of existing or a new GP / 
Health hub. A new school and GP surgery should be compulsory given the number of new 
residents at least 450 new homes would bring on already stretched facilities. The central line will 
also see further pressure at peak times, meaning more crowded and longer journeys for the 
existing community. Plans are meant to improve areas not damage the existing community, but 
the lack of thought with regard to infrastructure will only burden the town we currently call home.  
 
Changes: Severe lack of thought with regard to infrastructure and existing pressures and demands 
within the current community. The Brownbelt should also be preserved as per previous 
government policy. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0073   Respondent: Carole Hardy             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Building 450 new homes needs supporting infrastructure - another GP practice, another 
school and an improvement in traffic conditions. Roads are narrow and congested as it stands. We 
also need to protect our green spaces. 
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Changes: Reduce the amount of housing or preferably don’t build at all. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0074   Respondent: Melissa Pepper             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED130/ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justfied, Consisrent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: South Epping Masterplan Area (SEMPA) are subject to 
numerous constraints. Removing the vehicular bridge will make moving through the site 
challenging. Relying on the existing road network to ‘join up’ the two sites will exacerbate already 
congested and, at times, dangerous roads. The roads bordering the sites form one of only two 
entry/exit roads in Epping. The Central Line bridge running across the SEMPA is on a bend and 
creates a dangerous bottleneck. Ivy Chimneys Primary School is positioned at one end of the road 
and Coopersale Hall Primary School at the other, and there is particularly heavy traffic at drop 
off/pick up times.  
Failing to join EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 with a vehicular bridge leaves the SEMPA as two separate sites, 
moving away from the benefits that a single joined-up site could bring. The requirement for 
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is enhanced in order to divert people away from 
the forest. The MMs do not make clear how SANG requirements will be met in the SEMPA. The 
constraints on site significantly reduce the land available for SANG. For a development to be 
justified, it must demonstrate that there would be no adverse impact on the integrity of the 
Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and take into consideration the adopted Interim 
Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy. SEMPA will create reliance on private vehicles, existing traffic 
congestion and air quality are likely to be exacerbated under the current proposal.  The SEMPA is 
the greatest distance from vital infrastructure of all sites initially proposed, with a hill gradient 
exceeding those set out in the Sustrans Guidance. It will be challenging to encourage ‘active 
travel’ as it will not be possible to operate one bus corridor throughout SEMPA as there will be no 
vehicular bridge joining up the two parcels of land.  
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Given the significant restrictions and challenges posed 
on the current SEMPA, it is difficult to see how the proposal could be amended to make it legally 
compliant or sound. Of the sites initially put forward in Epping, 15 were not proposed for 
allocation. According to the site allocation report (a document initially withheld by the council 
until a successful legal challenge by CK Properties Theydon Bois Limited), 12 identified no on-site 
restrictions or constraints to development. The justification given for not proposing sites included: 
complex ownership patterns; landscape sensitivity; Green Belt harm; the presence of BAP 
Habitats and Tree Preservation Orders which would result in reduced site capacity; and that the 
sites were ‘less preferred by the community’. The justifications outlined above for not proposing 
sites for allocation are very much present in the SEMPA. As such, the SEMPA is not justified when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence, and choices 
made in the plan are not supported by facts. Furthermore, the impenetrable nature of the 
consultation process itself – over 30 documents spanning 2,704 pages with no summary or 
signposting on the Main Modifications webpage – has made it incredibly challenging for residents 
to engage and make an informed response. As a key element of sound and legally compliant 
planning is evidence of participation of the local community, it could strongly be argued that the 
EFDC local plan is not justified. 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0076   Respondent: Helen Johnson             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Without the vehicular bridge over the train line, much 
more traffic will come down Brooke Rd and Bridge Hill. Views and the road itself are obstructed by 
parked cars on either side, deep potholes leave you swerving to avoid them. The two tracks 
shown as access at the east end of Bridge Hill are very narrow and ill placed for a clear view of the 
road to pull out. 
Healthcare facilities: Already the GP surgeries are very busy and stretched thin. And the dental 
practices are oversubscribed and unable to take on existing residents. 
School and nursery facilities: Ivy Chimneys school is already at capacity. The full-time nursery had 
over a year’s waiting list, the Montessori nursery doesn't cover full time hours, and both are on 
the far side of town, meaning driving through Eppings' already congested roads at rush hour. 
Green spaces: If the land behind Bridge Hill is built over the nearby access to Bell Common and 
the forest will become much busier, these areas also get incredibly sticky and waterlogged 
throughout winter and wetter months. The only green space suitable for very small children and 
people with walking difficulties will be the small park and playing field on Ivy Chimneys. There's 
also an abundance of wildlife on the fields, we regularly see bats flying around the garden at 
night, birds of prey over the fields and plenty of hedgerow species, their habitats will be either 
severely reduced or destroyed all together. 
Air quality: Currently we have open fields between residents of Ivy Chimneys/Bridge Hill and the 
M25 to disperse traffic pollution. The proposal of so many new homes, many probably having 
more than one car make me very concerned about the quality of air for residents both existing 
and within the new development. 
 
Changes: Provide additional community facilities; we already need more school places, nursery 
places, doctors surgery and dentists. If Epping is already struggling with this it goes without saying 
that 450 additional families will put far too much strain on existing facilities. Also most of these 
facilities are on the north side of town. South Epping will need closer facilities otherwise everyone 
will be driving through the congested town center to get to anything or struggling to reach them 
at all with no car. Improvements to Brook Rd, Bridge Hill and Ivy chimney would be needed for 
extra traffic, but where does that leave existing residents able to park? A Vehicular bridge 
between the two fields would help alleviate traffic down these roads however it won't change the 
fact that congestion at the top of Ivy Chimneys towards the town center via Theydon Rd is already 
aweful and Centre Drive becomes chaotic and congesteeed at school run times. Air 
pollution/green spaces/wildlife; leave large pockets of green spaces with a mind to new and 
existing residents quality of life and the character of the area rather than squeezing out every last 
inch of saleability to the land. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0079   Respondent: Melanie Mckenzie             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: In the planning Inspectors advice after the hearings report of 2 August 2019 (ED98, 
paragraph 43) it was stated that the sites proposed for the South Epping Masterplan Area 
(SEMPA), EPP.R1 and EPP.R2, would be subject to a number of constraints. These included The 
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Green Belt and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) considerations, noise and air quality 
associated with the M25, the presence of overhead powerlines and the need for a road over the 
railway to connect them. My representations focus on Main Modifications (MM) proposed around 
the SEMPA (MM78) and why these are unsound with reference to four key areas: sustainable 
infrastructure, traffic and transport, air quality and Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANG). 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: The development is by far the furthest distance from 
local amenities & facilities. The gradient of the hill is very steep and exceeds guidance set out by 
Sustrans Guidance. Walking/ cycling is not feasible as the provision of a vehicle bridge joining the 
2 areas of land is no longer viable. Removing the vehicular bridge would lead to the two sites 
being completely separate which will make the internal road layout impossible. This means that 
the reliance on private vehicles to access the high road, shops, library, leisure facilities.  The level 
of development is not protecting the forest and our green spaces, therefore not protecting us 
from air pollution and its negative effects. There would need to be no adverse impact on the 
integrity of the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and take into consideration the 
adopted Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy. The SEMPA is close to Epping Forest, the 
requirement for Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is enhanced in order to divert 
people away from the forest. The local playing field would also have to be replaced.  The land is 
split with many owners involved, located on Green Belt land, has no infrastructure to join the two 
sites, and has Ancient Woodland on it. The removal of the Green Belt would be catastrophic and is 
a BAP Priority Habitat Area.  
According to the site allocation report, 12 non allocated sites identified no on-site restrictions or 
constraints to development. The consultation process itself, has made it extremely hard for 
residents to access. The challenges within the whole procedure over 4+ years has been very 
difficult with guidance being difficult to understand and the websites/ information being almost 
impossible to understand. The Main Modifications webpage was indeed a minefield with no 
straightforward signposting or clear instructions. 
 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0081   Respondent: Yvonne Allen             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MM78. 
450 new homes are still too many. The area cannot possibly support that many That is equivalent 
to 20 streets of 25 houses each. With green spaces, doctors, dentists and a school it will not fit. No 
consideration for it being a flood plain.  The Plan is sketchy but using existing roads for entry and 
exit will create very dangerous areas, especially by the bridge. Doctors and schools are not 
decided by the council. The whole town is going to be put under pressure from this plan. 
Information is very vague and not appropriate to the importance of the issue.  
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0082   Respondent: Tim Cox             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
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Why: Firstly as to why the originally proposed Vehicular Bridge is no longer included in the 
modifications, 450 new homes will have a significant impact on an already heavily congested area 
namely Brook Road/ Bridge Hill/ Ivy Chimneys Road and will lead to other roads in the South of 
Epping becoming  swamped with extra traffic, already as an example the situation during waste 
collection times, and school dropping off and collecting times is serious, even more so are access 
for Emergency vehicles ( Reference MM78) The lack of extra infrastructure which I understand 
there will be nothing additional under the modification plan is simply not acceptable, our Medical 
Centre is already overburdened, even at present with-out an additional 450 extra homes being 
created it is under a great deal of pressure to provide its services. Under the Modified plant the 
local Ivy Chimneys Primary School is to stay in its present location which has become over the 
years a dangerous position adjacent to an ever increasing busy main road, the original decision to 
relocate the school was correct and a display of common sense, why has this been changed? As a 
local and lifelong resident of Epping I feel the quality of life in our local area is gradually being 
eroded, why can the burden of Housing development not be shared on a  fair basis  by other areas 
(Reference MM 55)  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0088   Respondent: Bruce Dickson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421        Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Ref: Plan to build 450 houses South Epping 
The existing infrastructure cannot cope with the requirements of existing residents for the 
following reasons: 
1) The local roads are narrow and cannot cope with existing traffic. During rush hours, and school 
runs, they are congested and dangerous. On street parking bays situated near Ivy Chimneys 
School make this section of road hazardous at best. School children have to walk along a 
dangerous road polluted by traffic fumes. 
2) The drains and sewers cannot cope with heavy rain. Brook Road becomes a brook with water 
gushing down the road during prolonged rainfall. We have on two occasions had raw sewage 
running down Brook Road. 
3) The Environment: The M25 runs all along South Epping. Residents in this area have to put up 
with traffic noise and pollution 24 hours a day. The one saving grace is that we have a thin 
corridor of Green Belt to dissipate some of the fumes. But this, like a great deal of green belt, 
would vanish if this vandalism takes place. 
4) To build another school would be welcome in Epping for the existing population, but in reality, 
would barely serve the proposed development. 
5) Other Services: Epping has no Accident and Emergency service, no Police station, and doctors 
surgeries cannot deal with the existing population. 
 
Changes: Cancel the redevelopment 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0090   Respondent: Marie Ackers             

Organisation: Future PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
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Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Noise air quality associate with the M25 is still relevant 
and therefore reducing the dwellings still does not address this. The presence of the overhead 
powerline's that have not still been considered nor eradicated. The land allocated is on the Green 
Belt and therefore still not legally compliant. Removal of vehicular bridge included in plans will 
increases congestion. Roads are narrow, bendy, with cars on most curbs currently, Ivy Chimneys is 
already a very busy road with people using it as cut way road and from the school, inadequate 
access or highways safety and parking/loading/turning. New school will also need to be provided 
as Ivy Chimneys school is at capacity. How will the development affect health? Existing GP will not 
be able to accommodate for additional residents. Noise and disturbance from the proposed 
development. The height or proximity of the development would be such that unreasonable 
overshadowing would occur. The proposal would lead to previously private areas being 
overlooked. The scale of the works means that the property/premises has an oppressive impact 
on surrounding areas/houses. Additional housing will decrease the opportunity for water to soak 
into the ground in the field and cause water on the road to slope down into the valley. A few of 
above are all reasons that have been expressed by the government's planning inspector 
previously and in our view the council's proposed changes do not respond fully to these concerns 
and therefore the local plan is neither justified or effective in its current form. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0091   Respondent: George Williams             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Noise air quality associate with the M25 is still relevant 
and therefore reducing the dwellings still does not address this. The presence of the overhead 
powerline's that have not still been considered nor eradicated. The land allocated is on the Green 
Belt and therefore still not legally compliant. Removal of vehicular bridge included in plans will 
increases congestion. Roads are narrow, bendy, with cars on most curbs currently, Ivy Chimneys is 
already a very busy road with people using it as cut way road and from the school, inadequate 
access or highways safety and parking/loading/turning. New school will also need to be provided 
as Ivy Chimneys school is at capacity. How will the development affect health? Existing GP will not 
be able to accommodate for additional residents Noise and disturbance from the proposed 
development. The height or proximity of the development would be such that unreasonable 
overshadowing would occur. The proposal would lead to previously private areas being 
overlooked. The scale of the works means that the property/premises has an oppressive impact 
on surrounding areas/houses. Additional housing will decrease the opportunity for water to soak 
into the ground in the field and cause water on the road to slope down into the valley. A few of 
above are all reasons that have been expressed by the government's planning inspector 
previously and in our view the council's proposed changes do not respond fully to these concerns 
and therefore the local plan is neither justified or effective in its current form. 
 
Changes: Deleting South Epping from the plan would address these concerns and still enable the 
district to meet the housing numbers required by the government (especially when taking into 
account the many new flats proposed for Epping Town Centre) otherwise, infrastructure needed 
A Vehicular Bridge to ease with congestion 
A new health hup / GP / Dentist 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 230  
 

A new additional school 
A local supermarket 
a necessary green infrastructure must be provided 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0093   Respondent: Glen Watts             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Originally a vehicular bridge was included in the plans, which would ease congestion. in the 
current main modifications consultation, this has been removed. This is an absolute requirement. 
The existing roads are narrow and congested and cannot cope with traffic. Current proposals state 
that a new school must be provided. Ivy chimneys is already at capacity. A new addition school is 
an absolute must for this site. Current proposals say that appropriate community and healthcare 
facilities must be provided. The existing GPS cannot cover the current population. A GP/ health 
hub is an absolute must in south Epping, particularly given the sites location away from the 
current healthcare providers 
 
Changes: As per above 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0095   Respondent: Ian Wilcox             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Traffic. The Main Modifications (MM) remove the most 
important piece of infrastructure required - a vehicular bridge linking the two separate 
developments. This bridge would have removed traffic from the existing congested roads in south 
Epping. 450 homes will lead to additional cars filtering out between Flux's Lane and Ivy Chimneys 
Road. The roads frequently gridlock. There is a dangerous tight bend under the Central Line bridge 
between Brook Road and Bridge Hill. Children will be at risk getting to and from the two Primary 
Schools in the area. Key services will not be able to navigate the area. Air Pollution. There will be 
increased air pollution from vehicular traffic. The development is too far from the Epping Central 
Line Station and shops for people to walk from EPP.R2. Vehicular use will inevitably increase. 
MM77.  
Benefits to the local community. MM78. Doesn’t benefits the existing community. Residents were 
told by EFDC that the community would benefit from new roads, an additional Primary School, a 
new GP Surgery and new Sports Centre. None of this is included in the SEMPA MM. Epping 
already suffers from a chronic lack of GP provision and Primary School places.  
SANG. MM24 and MM53. The delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is 
essential. The SEMPA sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are constrained by the M25 and the Central Line. 
EPP.R2 has pylons running through the sites. There is simply not enough high-quality land 
available to provide SANG.  
EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 are illogical sites. An evidence-based approach to site selection was thrown 
out and EFDC simply stated that some sites were "less preferred by the community". The 
approach was unsound.  The development must be removed from the Local Plan entirely. It is 
flawed. SEMPA is not consistent with national policy.  
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0099   Respondent: Roger Rose             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: 450 new homes in South Epping as proposed in the plan 
without adding the required infrastructure would put unacceptable strain on existing services. A 
new primary school and GP surgery are absolutely essential to make the development viable. The 
proposed access roads would obviously cause more congestion (in the Brook Rd./Bridge Hill area. 
The railway bridge is a current bottleneck and road can't be widened or modified at this location 
and adding a new site access road to the mix would be absolute madness. Traffic calming has 
been required in Brook Rd. Limited parking on the development could also lead to weekend 
visitors parking on Brook Rd. adding to congestion. I think more independent traffic surveys 
should be carried out as evidence gathered previously was taken at what appeared to be carefully 
chosen times such as school holidays, overnight or very short periods at off peak times. It's too big 
a responsibility for local councillors to have control over something this sensitive particularly 
where there is a conflict of interest over where development happens. The current main drain in 
Brook Rd would not be able to take the extra capacity from 450 new homes, at times of heavy rain 
the drains overflow and the road floods. 
I fail to see how a development can be considered adjacent to one of the busiest motorways in 
Europe, the air must be polluted, and I can't see what sort of mitigation policy would change this. 
We have seen in London the effect air pollution from road traffic can have on the health of 
residents. This must be surveyed by an INDEPENDENT body with no interest in the use of the site. 
 
Changes: More local infrastructure must be guaranteed ( GP surgery, new Primary School) to 
make this a viable site, proper drainage from the site. A complete survey of the local drain and 
sewer network should be carried out to judge capacity and what is required to get it to the 
standard required. The proposed modifications do not go far enough to address the concerns 
raised by the government Planning Inspector and as such the development is not justified or 
effective as it stands. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0103   Respondent: Jane Downes             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: 1. A vehicular bridge across the railway line has been removed from the original 
applications, putting pressure on the existing roads and infastructure, particularly for emergency 
and waste disposal. Build up of traffic on existing roads would mean more idling vehicles and and 
increase in air polution. 
2. As above, the removal of the requirement to build an additional school will increase already-
busy traffic on Ivy Chimeys road near Ivy Chimneys schoolleading to an increase in air polution. 
3. The planned 450 houses are on land which is currently green belt (my understanding is that this 
is not government policy). These green spaces must be protected. Please could Epping Forest DC 
publish the outcomes of any independent review, which has been completed, on the best location 
within Epping and surrounding areas for these 450 houses to be located. If there has been no such 
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independent review, please could Epping DC explain why no such independent review has been 
undertaken. 
 
Changes: 1. The reinstatement of the vehicular bridge which was present in the original plan 
2. The reinstatement of an additional school to the plans 
3. Please could Epping Forest DC publish the outcomes of any independent review which has been 
completed on the best location within Epping and surrounding areas for these 450 houses to be 
located. If there has been no such independent review, please could Epping DC explain why no 
such independent review has been undertaken. Preseve green spaces in the location of the 450 
houses. 
 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0104   Respondent: Alison Allen             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: A school, a doctors surgery and a vehicular bridge are required in order to support this 
massive increase in population to the area of South Epping, the roads are already congested, 
schools and GP surgeries oversubscribed. Preservation of green spaces and public bridleways and 
footways around Brook Road 
 
Changes: A school, a doctors surgery and a vehicular bridge are required in order to support this 
massiveincrease in population to the area of South Epping, the roads are already congested, 
schools and GP surgeries oversubscribed. Preservation of green spaces and public bridleways and 
footways around Brook Road 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0106   Respondent: Thomas Stiles             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: 1. The modifications do not put in place the necessary transport infrastructure to support 
the additional 450 houses and accompanying residents. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and 
often congested particularly during school opening and closing hours. I have a young child 
attending Ivy Chimney's school and I am gravely concerned that 450 additional houses and the 
accompanying car ownership will risk the safety of school children walking to school both through 
increased traffic and increased air pollution in the area. 
2. Epping Doctors Surgery & Dentists are already oversubscribed and it is impossible to get an 
appointment, how can 450 new houses be justified without the necessary infrastructure in new 
services, but particularly Dr's, Dentists and other healthcare services to support them. 
3. Ivy Chimney's school is already at capacity, how can 450 new houses be justified without a new 
school to support the additional people moving to the area? 
4. Epping High St is already at gridlock on most days and particularly on the weekends, this 
situation is only going to worsen with 450 new residents, what steps are the council planning to 
take to address this? 
5. Emergency/waste disposal/delivery vehicles will struggle to access the area efficiently if there is 
450 new residential properties in the area and no appropriate road infrastructure. 
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Unless the appropriate infrastructure is put in place, the whole town and particularly South 
Epping's current infrastructure will be swamped. It is already at capacity and New dentists, 
doctors and school places are a must. In addition road congestion and air pollution will rise to 
dangerous and unsafe levels in an area where there are large numbers of young children walking 
to school. 
 
Changes: - A vehicular bridge needs to be brought back in as was included in the original plans to 
ease congestion on the local roads. This is an essential requirement of any development! 
- What does "appropriate community and healthcare facilities will be provided mean". We need 
essential services and infrastructure in terms of New Doctors, New Dentists and New Schools and 
appropriate retailers to be included as part of any residential plans of this size. This is an absolute 
must! 
- A review of road safety on Brook Road, Ivy Chimneys Road and Bridge Hill needs to be 
conducted to deem whether it is safe in terms of congestion and air pollution for School Children 
if the traffic from 450 new residential homes is placed on the current road infrastructure. 
- The necessary green infrastructure needs to accompany any development in the area. 
For Epping in General: 
- We need a mixture of housing types and not just flats (MM28) 
- Our Green spaces need to be protected (MM24) & (MM53), plus we need more green spaces 
around the developments to ease pressure on the natural beauty of Epping Forest. 
- Our historical assets need to be protected and reviewed by independent professional reports 
and assessments not just reviewed by developers (MM55) 
- Clarity is needed in terms of definitive facts, the plans are much too vague 
I am unsure of the legalities of whether the changes are legally compliant, however I will be 
seeking further advice and so have selected "No" in the options above for now. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0111   Respondent: Martyn Gooding             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Originally, a vehicular bridge was included in the plans, 
which would ease congestion. In the current Main Modifications consultation, this has been 
removed. This is an absolute requirement. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and congested 
and cannot cope with the current traffic. South Epping must have the necessary infrastructure to 
cope with additional traffic. This is particularly so for emergency, delivery/waste 
disposal/operational vehicles. The current proposals say that ‘appropriate’ community and 
healthcare facilities must be provided. The existing GPs cannot cover the current population. A 
GP/health hub is an absolute must at South Epping, particularly given the site’s location at the 
bottom of a steep hill, away from the current healthcare providers. The current proposals say that 
a new school must be provided. Ivy Chimneys is already at capacity. A new, additional school is an 
absolute must for this site. The necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not 
only the South Epping development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the 
necessary infrastructure, this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms 
of oversubscribed doctors, dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 234  
 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0112   Respondent: Richard Heath             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared 
 
Why: Modifications to Part K(iii) and (iv) contradict the modifications to Part D, in relation the the 
required provision of education including early years, primary and secondary school places; and 
provision of health facilities 
 
Changes: Ensure parts K(iii) and (iv) are consistent with the requirements laid out in Part D 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0112   Respondent: Richard Heath             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared 
 
Why: Part J amendment softens 'must comply' to 'be in general conformity with' - this 'softening' 
seems to allow developers to not comply with all the specified provisions of the Plan. 
 
Changes: Remove amendment to Part J and maintain 'must comply' requirement. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0114   Respondent: Aikaterini Papadaki             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Originally, a vehicular bridge was included in the plans, 
which would ease congestion. In the current Main Modifications consultation, this has been 
removed. This is an absolute requirement. The existing roads are narrow, bendy and congested 
and cannot cope with the current traffic. South Epping must have the necessary infrastructure to 
cope with additional traffic. This is particularly so for emergency, delivery/waste 
disposal/operational vehicles. The current proposals say that ‘appropriate’ community and 
healthcare facilities must be provided. The existing GPs cannot cover the current population. A 
GP/health hub is an absolute must at South Epping, particularly given the site’s location at the 
bottom of a steep hill, away from the current healthcare providers. The current proposals say that 
a new school must be provided. Ivy Chimneys is already at capacity. A new, additional school is an 
absolute must for this site. The necessary green Infrastructure must be provided to support not 
only the South Epping development but also Epping Forest. If South Epping does not get the 
necessary infrastructure, this will put additional pressure on the whole Town and Parish in terms 
of oversubscribed doctors, dentists, school places, road congestion and air pollution. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0119   Respondent: Catherine Cracknell             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED130         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The modified plans no longer include plans for a vehicular 
bridge to ease congestion. Traffic along Brook Road and Ivy Chimneys Road is at times already 
congested, with large areas of “on street” parking amplifying traffic problems on the narrow 
roads. The traffic at school start and finish times is chaotic, and Ivy Chimneys Road can become 
completely gridlocked with cars. The existing road infrastructure absolutely cannot cope with 
traffic from an additional 450 houses and infrastructure must be provided to accommodate 
additional traffic created by any development. This is particularly so for emergency, 
delivery/waste disposal/operational vehicles. Provision must be made for safe and convenient 
routes to key destinations, including to Epping London Underground Station, with emphasis on 
alternatives to driving. More community and healthcare facilities are an absolute necessity. Pre-
pandemic, waiting times for an appointment at The Limes in Epping was weeks, if it was even 
possible to get an appointment at all. Additional homes in the area will put further pressure on 
these already stretched services. A new school is a necessity as Ivy Chimneys Primary School is 
already nearing/at capacity and clearly not able to accommodate children from an additional 450 
homes, as children in the local area are already having to travel to Theydon Bois Primary School 
and other schools. The existing Brook Road playing area at the corner of Brook Road and Flux’s 
Lane provides a well-used and much needed sports area for family recreation and sports. An 
additional 450 homes nearby is sure to increase demand for this essential area, and provision 
must be made for it to be retained as is or replicated elsewhere in the development. This is also 
important as a place to go to remove pressure from Epping Forest as a “leisure facility”. 
Changes: Provision of sound, detailed plans that overcome the issues outlined above, i.e. plans to 
ease vehicular congestion, plans to for healthcare facilities, plans for new education facilities, 
plans to retain existing green space. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0120   Respondent: Samuel Cracknell             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED130         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The modified plans no longer include plans for a vehicular 
bridge to ease congestion. Traffic along Brook Road and Ivy Chimneys Road is at times already 
congested, with large areas of “on street” parking amplifying traffic problems on the narrow 
roads. The traffic at school start and finish times is chaotic, and Ivy Chimneys Road can become 
completely gridlocked with cars. The existing road infrastructure absolutely cannot cope with 
traffic from an additional 450 houses and infrastructure must be provided to accommodate 
additional traffic created by any development. This is particularly so for emergency, 
delivery/waste disposal/operational vehicles. Provision must be made for safe and convenient 
routes to key destinations, including to Epping London Underground Station, with emphasis on 
alternatives to driving. More community and healthcare facilities are an absolute necessity. Pre-
pandemic, waiting times for an appointment at The Limes in Epping was weeks, if it was even 
possible to get an appointment at all. Additional homes in the area will put further pressure on 
these already stretched services. A new school is a necessity as Ivy Chimneys Primary School is 
already nearing/at capacity and clearly not able to accommodate children from an additional 450 
homes, as children in the local area are already having to travel to Theydon Bois Primary School 
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and other schools. The existing Brook Road playing area at the corner of Brook Road and Flux’s 
Lane provides a well-used and much needed sports area for family recreation and sports. An 
additional 450 homes nearby is sure to increase demand for this essential area, and provision 
must be made for it to be retained as is or replicated elsewhere in the development. This is also 
important as a place to go to remove pressure from Epping Forest as a “leisure facility”. 
 
Changes: Provision of sound, detailed plans that overcome the issues outlined above, i.e. plans to 
ease vehicular congestion, plans to for healthcare facilities, plans for new education facilities, 
plans to retain existing green space. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: 
EPP.R4 is “mixed use” yet EFDC (Qualis) submitted an application which is wholly residential.   
Can “and appropriate uses” be clearer? Is this meant to refer to ancillary activities or is it intended 
to include commercial, employment or other non-residential uses.   
EPP.R4 allocates 34; but recent application is for approximately 200. LP must be amended, or 
application refused. If Council intend 200 homes, numbers should be lowered elsewhere. 
“Sustainable Transport Choices” - inappropriate if Local Plan reassigns existing employment sites 
to residential and permitted development of offices in the town has further reduced the 
opportunity for employment. As the only viable non-car transport available from Epping is the 
Central Line, employment opportunities would be limited. Access to other Employment sites are 
not viable other than by car. 
Do not understand removal of EPP.R3. Additional parking is needed, better access for buses, taxis, 
bicycles and pedestrians could be provided if second floor parking were to be provided with flats 
at a modest level above. 
Part D gives ability to delete, limit or modify infrastructure which is needed to support 
developments. 
Parts D and E - can wording be updated to make clear that the range of activities in the new 
centre will be no less than in the existing but with the addition of a swimming pool. Qualis plans 
breach this.  
SEMPA – housing reduced to 450; EB1421 quotes 735-829. 
K(iii), why not “with early years provision”? 
Deletion of reference to Ivy Chimneys School - oppose any replacement of the existing school and 
favour its expansion.  If replaced, should be clear the existing site cannot be converted to housing 
as was formerly Green Belt.   
No specific health provision; see MM16. 
No car pool, visitor or disabled parking! 
South Epping will not be a community but a soulless housing estate. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0127   Respondent: Angela Burbidge             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
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Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I am a South Epping resident. Mm78 
1. We must have additional services provided e.g. healthcare and schooling 2.  Vehicular access 
must be provided e.g. the planned bridge, not just access from the Flux Lane approach in order to 
reduce volumes of traffic in one place. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0139   Respondent: Martin Russell             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/ EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Approximately 450 new homes are now proposed for the 
South Epping sites and over 700 in Epping. Local services and infrastructure are already at or over 
capacity. 
A vehicular bridge over the Central Line Railway between EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 and a GP/heath hub 
on the South Epping Masterplan, both formerly listed as critical requirements, have been 
removed. A new school is also required.  
SANGS must be safe for children and therefore level and of a of a suitable size. The existing Brook 
Road Recreation Area is a critical requirement and must be retained with no road put through it.  
Housing should be a mixture of types, not just flats. They should not be out of scale, proportion or 
character with existing adjacent buildings. The South Epping Masterplan as currently proposed 
does not achieve this.  
Local roads in Epping are over capacity at peak times. Traffic problems will increase further with 
the developments in South Epping and Latton Priory. The IDP documents ED117 and ED118 are 
vague about the infrastructure improvements planned/required. 
The Latton Priory Development will have a vast negative impact on residents of Harlow and 
Epping.  
The infrastructure items listed as critical or essential in IDP ED117/ED118 will not increase the 
capacity of the B1393 and the designation of roads as ‘Quiet Ways’ will force traffic onto Epping 
High Street and increase pollution further. 
All new homes should be required to provide at least one off-street space for storage and 
charging of electric vehicles. This should be a planning condition of all new developments. 
The Sound Protection Barrier for sites EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 is not adequate to protect local 
residents from noise and air pollution. 
It is not clear if proposed public rights of way and cycle paths in IDP ED117/ED118 are deliverable. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0143   Respondent: Elizabeth Harbott             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: A 'financial contribution for air pollution' has been added 
to the Local Plan but given the serious health issues which can arise from air pollution this does 
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not seem adequate. 'City Trees' have been put forward, however these are relatively small 
structures and the impact of the M25 would be huge and not something relatively small amounts 
of moss could change. An earth bank or planting will not have a significant impact on the noise, 
light particulate or chemical (fumes) pollution from the M25.  
The brooks and associated vegetation are a natural green/blue corridor which should be 
enhanced in line with policy on green and blue infrastructure.  
Landscape Character Assessment (supporting document) - The Landscape proposed for 
development is Green Belt land and should remain so.  
The Landscape has a natural rise and fall which allows lovely views across to Gaynes Park, an 
avenue of old poplar trees avenue and a wooded horizon (east of the railway line) and back 
toward Epping (west of the railway line). This links this area to its past and also still helps to stop 
flooding as it fills with water after heavy rain. The mature oak on its boundary bank indicates that 
this feature is a very old one. The brook is very diverse providing food and shelter for wildlife.  
The wood which is close to Gardner's Farm and the vegetation associated with brooks seems to 
have been dismissed in the current Landscape Assessment. The current Landscape Character 
Assessment of the South Epping Masterplan site is very negative and unfair. 
Aviation is cited as a local employer but it is not a sustainable one and expansion of current 
airports or the creation of new small airports is not justified and noise pollution from aircraft 
negatively impacts on the attractiveness of sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0001   Respondent: Roy Warren             

Organisation: Sport England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed modification to include a new section 
in Policy P1 between parts D and E of the policy to make reference to a new leisure centre being 
provided to replace the facility currently located at site EPP.R5 is welcomed as this provides 
additional comfort to support the modification relating to site allocation EPP.R5 (MM119) that a 
replacement leisure centre will need to be delivered to facilitate the redevelopment of the 
existing Epping Sports Centre site. This would help ensure that the allocation of EPP.R5 accords 
with paragraph 97 of the NPPF and Sport England’s Planning for Sport guidance. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Concerns about traffic and congestion in Ivy 
Chimneys/Bridge Hill/Brook Road. Access 
for delivery vehicles. 
Main development in Epping will be South Epping, we need a local transport plan that encourages 
the use of public transport to/from the high street. Without one, parking and pollution problems 
will become more extreme. 
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Removal of the proposed bridge scheme and Epping Station redevelopment proposals means we 
face more congestion and parking issues. 
Talk of a footbridge and linkage over the railway line but no clarity about a vehicular bridge. 950 
to 450 welcome but what about the infrastructure? 
No information on school provision. New school in addition to Ivy Chimneys Primary School and is 
this definite?  
The future of Ivy Chimneys school and increased provision for the influx of families means firmer 
proposals are urgently required. This will need to include provision at secondary level. 
Does the education provision promised of a new school mean a completely new primary school or 
updated one?  
Loss of well used Brook Road playing field. There are several TPO trees on Brook. Will these be 
secure? 
Recreation/green space has to be included. Reduced housing capacity, space for hill, lake, etc?  
Additional emphasis on health and wellbeing is welcomed but there needs to be additional 
provision for primary healthcare. The current surgeries and doctors wouldn’t be able to cope. 
What could the 'health facilities' proposed include? What are appropriate healthcare services?  
Page 106 – Change from ‘must comply with’ to ‘in general conformity with’ – Who will decide 
what this means? 
Page 107 – Wording for appropriate health and community facilities  vague. 
Lack of visual image/map of SEMPA proposal makes it difficult to visualise and consider. 
There are more suitable sites in Epping. SEMPA has more site constraints than other sites and 
cannot be promoted as a single cohesive development.  
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Council is confused as to why it is being proposed to amend Part K of Policy P1 to read 
‘approximately’ 450 homes as opposed to ‘a minimum of’ 450 homes, being as modifications are 
being proposed for all other masterplans within the District moving from ‘approximately’ to ‘a 
minimum of’. 
REASON: To ensure consistency throughout the plan. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the additional wording under Part G concerning the provision of financial 
contributions towards the APMS.  
In relation to Part K we reiterate our specific concerns about this proposed development at Epping 
South, although noting reduction of homes in the allocation. The delay and proposed phasing do 
not remove the problem of congestion at small road junctions at Ivy Chimneys and Bell Common, 
which would serve traffic leaving the development. 
Two of the relevant road junctions, at least, are surrounded by Forest Land with no room for 
expansion without the loss of Forest and one of the junctions is in the District’s only AQMA. 
It is not clear how a viable solution to the inevitable congestion would be found. Given the site 
allocation’s size and location, we would question the effectiveness of the proposed modal shift to 
be sought through the Strategic Masterplan in the new Policy wording. 
Although an additional point has been added after (xvi) to ensure a SANG is part of the 
Masterplan, our objection to the development remains the same as expressed at Examination. 
The SANG is unlikely to be of adequate size or quality, sandwiched against the M25 on the 
southern boundary of the site and with high power pylons crossing the site. 
The footbridge across the M25 leads directly to Epping Forest Buffer Land at Great Gregories 
where our cattle wintering facilities are sited. This increased access is likely to cause considerable 
security issues (and associated costs) on this restricted site and this has not been picked up by the 
G&BIS Infrastructure proposals, despite our clear representation. As acknowledged by the Plan 
itself, this footbridge link is also likely to add to the recreational pressure on the EFSAC itself. The 
Conservators’ objection to this development and Policy P1 Part K remains. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Support – reduction in scale of South Epping Masterplan Area sites (in the interests of 
minimising harmful impacts on Epping Forest SAC) 
Policy P 1 Part B would be improved and effectiveness / justification ensured if the numerous 
allocated town centre residential sites were to be approached in a more co-ordinated way and 
brought forward holistically under a single Masterplan that identifies and addresses cumulative 
impacts. This includes seven sites located in close proximity: R4; R5; R6; R7; R8; R10; R11   
Not sound - effectiveness / justification  ECC still requires (and had agreed with EFDC) that for 
Epping a new primary school is needed.  
ECC supports these text additions to promote sustainable travel  
ECC supports these changes overall in principle but in part K (iii) reference to need for EYCC 
(together with the new primary school) has been deleted, possibly in error and was not agreed  
This section of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly only refers 
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to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks associated with 
surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: Revise Part D (ii) to reinstate wording including new primary school (it is noted that this 
requirement has not been delated from Part K (iii))  and  reinstate reference to need for EYCC 
provision within criterion K (iii)  As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to 
the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0014   Respondent: Jon Whitehouse             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Support “A new leisure centre will be provided in Epping to 
replace the facility currently  located at site EPP.R5.” The Built Facilities Strategy identifies this 
change, helps address concerns raised by Sport England. Modification deletes requirement for the 
South Epping Strategic Masterplan to provide a new vehicular pedestrian and cycling bridge over 
the railway (point vi). This will increase volume of traffic travelling under the Brook Road / Bridge 
Hill railway bridge via Ivy Chimneys / Bridge Hill and Brook Road. Highways network is already very 
congested (peak times) constrained by physical factors - the narrow railway bridges at Brook Road 
and Bower Hill. Absence of a high-quality connection over the railway line and reliance on the 
current substandard footbridge will mean the two halves of the masterplan area are effectively 
severed into two distinct housing estates rather than being a single community. If viability reasons 
re reason for bridge removal this is further evidence that the South Epping masterplan site is not 
suitable for development, it cannot deliver the infrastructure required to meet policies. Support 
inclusion of veteran trees in point xii. Wording “retention or reprovision” of Brook Road 
Recreation Ground (point xv) is insufficient to meet the needs of a 450-dwelling development. 
Masterplan should enhance play and recreation facilities at the existing location or elsewhere in 
masterplan area. Evidence does not show that the proposed SANG can be provided effectively in 
masterplan area. GI Strategy requires a SANG to be a standard that will encourage its use in 
preference to the SAC. Question if can be achieved given site constraints, particularly if located 
close to the motorway and suffer from noise pollution and poor air quality. Epping Forest is a 
short walk away on public footpaths and likely to be a more attractive destination. 
 
Changes: Removal of the South Epping Masterplan Area from the plan would still enable the 
delivery of the housing requirements set out earlier in the plan, would reduce the pressure on the 
Epping Forest SAC from recreation and air quality impacts and avoid the other negative highways, 
environmental, residential amenity and infrastructure impacts of the proposed development 
which are not currently mitigated by the plan and main modifications. If the site is retained, the 
masterplan should require effective high-quality connections between the two parts of the 
masterplan area that enable residents, including those with mobility difficulties, to access local 
facilities (including school, retail, community and play and recreation facilities) without placing 
additional pressure on the already congested Brook Road / Bridge Hill / Ivy Chimneys route. If the 
site is retained, point xv should require the retention or reprovision of and upgraded Brook Road 
Recreation Ground. Additional land may be required to deliver a SANG that meets requirements. 
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MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: 
EPP.R4 is “mixed use” yet EFDC submitted an application which is residential.   
Can “and appropriate uses” be clearer? What is being referred to? EPP.R4 allocates 34; but recent 
application is for approximately 200. LP must be amended, or application refused. If Council 
intend 200 homes, numbers should be lowered elsewhere. 
“Sustainable Transport Choices” - inappropriate given the Local Plan reassigns existing 
employment sites to residential and permitted development of offices in the town has and 
appears likely to further reduce the opportunity for employment. As the only viable non-car 
transport available from Epping is the Central Line, employment opportunities would be limited. 
Access to other Employment sites are not viable other than by car. 
Do not understand removal of EPP.R3. Additional parking is needed, better access for buses, taxis, 
bicycles and pedestrians could be provided if second floor parking were to be provided with flats 
at a modest level above. 
Part D gives ability to delete, limit or modify infrastructure which is needed to support 
developments. 
Parts D and E - can wording be updated to make clear that the range of activities in the new 
centre will be no less than in the existing but with the addition of a swimming pool. Qualis plans 
breach this.  
SEMPA – housing reduced to 450; EB1421 quotes 735-829. 
With reduction goes associated infrastructure. 
Part D – lists “specified elements”, but only some “enhanced” or “improved”. 
K(iii), why not “with early years provision”? 
Deletion of reference to Ivy Chimneys School - oppose any replacement of the existing school and 
favour its expansion.  If replaced, should be clear the existing site cannot be converted to housing 
as was formerly Green Belt.   
No specific health provision; see MM16. 
No car pool, visitor or disabled parking! 
South Epping will not be a community but a soulless housing estate. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0010   Respondent: Martin Friend             

Organisation: Wates House     Supporting document: ED120         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: MM78 – Policy P1 part B South Epping This MM reduces the allocations at South Epping 
from 950 to 450 units. This entirely vindicates our representations that the increase in unit 
numbers originally proposed by the Council was unsound. That said, we remain of the view that 
the evidence base provides no certainty as to the deliverability of these sites and we note that the 
promotors and the Council do not agree on this point. Alongside the modifications, the Council 
has published EB1421 South Epping Masterplan Area Capacity Analysis, prepared by the 
promotors. It purports to provide further information as to the deliverability of the two sites. 
However, it makes the case for a larger number of units than the Council is now assuming with a 
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total yield of 735 units. However, even at this late stage in the plan making process, technical 
work to support this allocation (whatever the yield proposed) is entirely lacking and has not been 
published. Indeed, the document states that :- “…..the concept plan for EPP.R1 is underpinned by 
technical analysis of requirements with regard to landscape views, noise, air quality, highways and 
green MM78 – Policy P1 part B EPP.R3 Epping Underground Station We note the removal of this 
allocation following further discussions with the promotor. The reason given is that the scheme 
could not be developed in a policy compliant manner, although the exact reasoning remains 
unclear. We raised doubts as to the acceptability of this allocation through our representations 
and at the hearings and again, our doubts have proved to be well founded. The loss of 89 homes 
in what would have been a sustainable location further erodes the now proposed development 
strategy for Epping. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Concerns about the very significant changes to the policy 
framework for the South Epping masterplan. Quantum of Development: The Inspector indicated 
that the number of dwellings at the site should not be expressed as a minimum or approximate 
figure.  A fixed dwelling requirement of up to 450 dwellings provides a clearer policy framework.  
SANG: Capacity Analysis does not consider where SANG can be created noting a combination of 
on-site provision and further off-site provision. The suggested approach is not appropriate, sound 
nor consistent with the Green Infrastructure Strategy.  Policy P1 needs to be modified to confirm 
in part ‘K’ that the South Epping Masterplan is to deliver at least 10 hectares of SANG and that the 
location, form and quality of SANG should be informed by an updated Capacity Assessment. 
Sustainable Transport Choices: Support for the South Epping allocation was conditional on the 
delivery of transport infrastructure projects, including a new road crossing the railway line. The 
changes further reduce the effectiveness of any sustainable travel plan in conflict with the key 
objectives of the Plan and have not been adequately considered. Infrastructure: essential day to 
day facilities are no longer to be provided, future residents will need to travel to Epping Town 
Centre. The loss of an access and internal road network is likely to reduce bus services. The 
attributes described as clear benefits for locating growth at South Epping are no longer been 
identified. The South Epping Masterplan Area is unsustainable and less appropriate than the 
alternatives, namely directing growth to East Epping where direct and local connections can be 
made to the town centre and the underground station.   Land East of Epping would provide a high 
quality mixed use community hub within walking and cycling distance of Epping Town Centre and 
Epping Station. 
 
Changes: Pigeon remain of the view that South Epping is not a sustainable location for significant 
growth. The modifications now proposed will only undermine the sustainable credentials of the 
masterplan area with many of the stated benefits that would come from locating growth in this 
location no longer being delivered. If the allocation is however to remain it is requested that the 
total number of dwellings within the South Epping Masterplan Area be expressed as a maximum 
of up to 450 dwellings, to reflect the site constraints identified by the Inspector and to ensure that 
the full policy requirements of Policy P1 are met within the proposed allocation, including the 
requirement for an enhanced level of SANG of at least 10 hectares in area. An updated Capacity 
Assessment should also be produced that provides a clear and positive framework for the delivery 
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of SANG. This capacity assessment should then be used to confirm which areas of the masterplan 
area are removed from the Green Belt with peripheral buffers to the M25 and the minimum 10 
hectares of SANG remaining as Green Belt land. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We do not support the reduction in housing numbers for Epping without their replacement 
on suitable sites, such as Copped Hall Estate. Furthermore, we do not consider that the South 
Epping Masterplan provides a suitable evidence base to support delivery of this site. The 
masterplan refers to air quality issues and describes these as District-wide problems which are not 
applicable to this site. We do not agree with this statement. We consider that there are 
alternative sites that can deliver greater air quality benefits through the provision of a relief road, 
such as Copped Hall, as set out in our Submission reps (Appendix A2). 
In addition, the masterplan makes highly questionable assumptions about delivery, including the 
delivery of 100 homes in 2023/24 and every year until 2030. We consider that the start date is not 
feasible given that planning permission has not yet been granted for the site. Furthermore the 
provision of 100 homes a year for a scheme with just one developer is highly ambitious and a 
figure of 70 homes is usually the upper limit for sites such as this. We consider that in order to be 
sound, the Local Plan needs to reconsider potential allocations that could air quality 
improvements and adjust the assumptions around delivery in this location. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM78 Policy P1 Epping 
PAH supports the amendment to criterion D(ii) as proposed, to clarify the infrastructure 
Requirements for Policy P1. 
PAH supports the amendment to criterion K(ii) as proposed, to address concerns raised by ECC. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not positively prepared 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised. Proposed modifications to Policy P1 Part B, K  and L is 
unnecessarily restrictive. The site is capable of providing 735 to 829 dwellings. The numbers of 
dwellings should be expressed as a minimum for consistency and to align with NPPF.  
The proposed text [to Part L] is not positively prepared, the submission of a framework travel plan 
could secure the required modal shift.  
There are ongoing discussions between EFDC and ECC and it may be that a school is not required 
and therefore the text should be amended to allow the site to deliver and/or contribute 
proportionately to the school to ensure that the plan is positively prepared. 
This text restricts development on the SEMPA until post 2025 once monitoring has been 
undertaken in accordance with the APMS. The current published IAPMS is labelled ‘Interim’ and 
was produced to help clear a backlog of planning applications. There is no date for the final 
strategy and the APMS does not appear to have been formally consulted on as part of the EIP 
process.  It is noted here that the Monitoring Framework in the IAPMS could impact on the 
quantum and location of development proposed. Plans should only contain policies that provide a 
clear indication of how a decision maker should react, the proposed wording is imprecise. 
The EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 sites are the only sites which are required to do further assessment. The 
policy makes the delivery of the SEMPA reliant on the Council doing the survey work in 2024/5, 
this cannot be correct.  
The proposed policy wording in polices DM2 (proposed MM47 paragraph B1) and DM22 
(proposed MM74, new paragraph 4.163) and MM75 (amendment to part c), potentially allows 
unallocated sites to come forward in advance on the EPP.R1 and EPP.R2 sites.  



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 246  
 

 
Changes: Representative proposes a large number of amendments to P1 Part B, Part C, Part D, 
new section between part D and Part E, Part E, Part G, Part H, Part I, Part J, Part K, Point (x), Point 
(xi), point (xii), point (xiv), point (xv), point (xvi), Part L, pages 98-98, Part b and C These can be 
found in representation letter. 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0036   Respondent: Jeff Field             

Organisation: PA Finlay     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representation raises concerns with the outputs produced 
through the Main Modifications and proposes the allocation of 32 Bower Terrace, Epping (Site SR-
0827) for mixed-use redevelopment (employment and residential) to increase the housing supply 
to meet local housing needs. There is a very strong and pressing need for new homes in the 
borough. The site was mistakenly excluded at an earlier stage in the plan process due to 
landowner challenges (none exist). At present the submitted Local Plan only allocates a small level 
of growth proportionately to Epping town, one of the most sustainable settlements in the district. 
Proposed allocations for Epping total approximately 710 as set out in the MM consultation, a 
significant reduction from 1,305 in the submitted Local Plan. Moreover, the majority of the 
proposed homes planned for Epping would be on greenfield land and programmed for later in the 
plan period. The Local Plan would be more effective and sound if the Council considers all 
potential options, including the potential for mixed-use allocation of previously developed land, if 
brownfield opportunities complement the Council’s proposed strategic greenfield allocations, if 
the Council increases its new ‘mixed use’ allocations (MM80, Policy P2) and if it recognised the 
benefits of encouraging the development of accessible brownfield sites when considering the 
EFSAC issues.  
32 Bower Terrace is under a single ownership, as is the adjoining site to the east, which was also 
considered under Site SR-0827. Both sites are developable, available, and achievable, and could 
be developed for mixed use within a five year period. It is suggested that the Council identifies 32 
Bower Terrace within Policy P1 as: ‘Approximately 42 homes and appropriate (B2 and/or B8) use’. 
A similar allocation could be assigned to the site to the east. Design brochure and addendum and 
Transport Pre-application Note are Enclosures. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0039   Respondent: Michael Calder             

Organisation: Phase 2 Planning     Supporting document: EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: GREL acknowledges the reduced approximation of 
dwellings within EPP.R1 and EPP.R2. ED133 is clear that the approximate number within the 
policy, as amended, is not a ceiling/maximum. This should be clarified in the supporting text. The 
Council envisages housing delivery from 2028/29 but this phasing is not translated into policy. The 
trigger for phasing (further modelling of traffic impact on roads within 200m of the Epping Forest 
SAC in 2024/25) has significant implications on delivery. More certainty of phasing is required to 
give confidence to commit the appropriate resources, essential if the Council is to achieve its 
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housing trajectory and align infrastructure delivery. Policy P1, and DM2 and DM22 must commit 
to undertaking the additional traffic modelling by no later than 2025. Notwithstanding, there may 
be evidence that supports a phase of development earlier in the Plan period ahead of 2024/25. 
Flexibility/further clarification is required within the policy. The final sentence in Part L is 
unnecessarily prohibitive. GREL supports the modification in respect of ‘Sustainable Transport 
Choices’ but remains concerned that the access proposals within the ED133/EB1421 are not 
optimal. Optimum access would require land at Greenacres. GREL broadly supports modifications 
to Part D in respect of infrastructure, Part J requiring general conformity with a Strategic 
Masterplan, opposed to an inflexible full compliance and Part J regarding Masterplan 
endorsement. MM78 requires further modification to be Sound. Responding to the Inspector’s 
Action 19 the Council stated it had engaged positively with the site promoters of the Masterplan 
Area, although EB1421 reflects contributions from only 2 landowners. Recognition is required that 
the allocation is within multiple ownership and requires all parties to deliver a comprehensive 
proposal. Proposed modifications to Parts J and K outlined in the representation at 2.26 and 2.29. 
Modification of Part K (vi) is broadly supported and Part L. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 78  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0042   Respondent: Paul Kesslar-Lyne             

Organisation: The Fairfield Partnership     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Objects to the enforced delay.  MM78 is without 
justification, merit, not legally compliant and unsound and by conflating Action 5 and Action 19 
leads to significant failings. The approach to SEMPA is not justified, unnecessary and flawed. 
Firstly, no documents provide evidence that a decision-making process was entered into before 
deciding to delay SEMPA.  Delays to housing is not a mitigating factor in IAPMS and approach not 
justified on this basis.  Secondly, in ED127, the Council does not directly respond to the Inspector’s 
request in Action 5 to provide ‘habitat specific evidence’.  Thirdly, ED127 includes additional 
references which do not support a delay. Does not demonstrate that the approach is appropriate, 
having regard to reasonable alternatives and proportionate evidence and a delay is not necessary.   
No evidence suggests alternatives, assumptions or that changes in traffic conditions were 
considered and there are clear reasons why a blanket delay should not be the remedy. SEMPA, as 
a larger strategic site, is better able to mitigate potential air pollution effects on the EFSAC 
through reduction of car journeys, sustainable transport measures, in an accepted sustainable 
location with greater financial contributions than compared to smaller sites.  Delaying results in 
benefits being postponed. No adequate provision is made for monitoring to ensure that any delay 
to development is responsive to evidence.  Monitoring approach is technically deficient and 
uncertain. The approach does not achieve sustainable development and conflicts with paragraphs 
9, 11, 15, 16, 31, 32, 104, 105 and 106 of NPPF. The Council’s approach to meeting legal 
requirements is deficient as it has not considered alternatives required by Directives and 
Regulations. There are reasonable alternatives which could and should have been assessed.   No 
explanation of reason to delay and to demonstrate the decision is appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Despite the failures identified, remedies are available 
which would ensure that the Plan, once subject to further assessment and modification, could 
meet tests of both soundness and legality rendering the Plan sound upon Examination. The 
remedies are: 1. The HRA should be updated to review alternatives to the delay to SEMPA 
including consideration of 2024 Interim Year scenario which considers the impact of the Local Plan 
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including SEMPA allocation. 2. The SA updated to review alternatives to the delay to SEMPA. 3. 
Assess transport and air quality impacts of alternative options and publish its detailed evidence to 
substantiate decisions to change in pattern of growth addressing legal matters and compliance 
with the SEA requirements. 4. Should revised assessment demonstrate that changes are required 
to the pattern of growth, the 280 housing units anticipated to be provided in windfall sites (see 
MM11), which are unlikely to support sustainable transport measures or provide SANG, should be 
held in abeyance instead of delaying the more sustainable SEMPA. 5. Should further measures be 
required, small allocation sites at Epping not offering SANG and/or unlikely to support sustainable 
transport measures should be held back instead of delaying the more sustainable SEMPA. 6. The 
SEMPA should be released for development now with an initial capacity of 450 homes with 
further capacity to be reviewed following the results of air quality monitoring in 2024/25. 7. The 
Council’s air quality monitoring should provide a more robust basis for interim and ongoing air 
quality monitoring ensuring that any early evidence that necessary targets are being achieved, 
would allow any restrictions on the pattern of growth (whether at the SEMPA or as otherwise 
necessary) can be lifted. The measures accord with NPPF promoting plan-led sustainable 
development, and provide a robust and justified basis. 

 

MM: 79  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: MM79 p110 Supporting test to Policy P 2 Page 121-122; MM133 p195 Appendix 6 
LOU.R7 Page 43 Site LOU R7 
There is a serious inconsistency in that sites near the Forest (within 400m and we argue should be 
1km) remain allocated despite the MM arguing for a cordon sanitaire in which development 
intensification is strongly discouraged. Site LOU R7 (within 5 min walk of the 
SAC) is perhaps the worst of these, given that its owners have stated their intention to build a 5-
storey block with 38 dwellings, more than double the allocated capacity. 
Delete site or at the least keep its capacity strictly to 18 in view of Policy DM 2 see 76 and 77 
above 

 

MM: 79  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective 
 
Why: MM79 p110 Supporting test to Policy P 2 Page 121-122; MM133 p195 Appendix 6 LOU.R7 
Page 43  
Site LOU R7 
There is a serious inconsistency in that sites near the Forest (within 400m and we argue elsewhere 
in our submissions on the MMs that this should be 1km or further based on survey work) remain 
allocated despite the MM arguing for a cordon sanitaire in which development intensification is 
strongly discouraged. Site LOU R7 (within 5 min walk of the SAC) is perhaps the worst of these, 
given that its owners have stated their intention to build a 5-storey block with 38 dwellings, more 
than double the allocated capacity. 
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The site should be deleted, or at the least its capacity should be kept strictly to 18 in view of Policy 
DM 2. 
 
Changes: Site LOU R7 
Delete site or at the least keep its capacity strictly to 18 in view of Policy DM 2 see Page 76-77 
above 
 

 

MM: 79  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0014   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This representation relates to Beech Farm, High Road, 
Loughton as an opportunity for a new residential site. The Council’s Green Belt assessment (2015) 
assessed the site as park of a very large parcel which was considered to have no contribution in 
two Green Belt purposes. The Stage 2 assessment, confirmed the site did not contribute to the of 
five Green Belt purposes. The applicants have prepared a scheme showing a possible form of 
development in a high quality sensitive approach, subject to release from the Green Belt. The 
scheme makes provision for car parking, amenity space, SUDS and is technically considered 
deliverable. The proposal also shows open space which will be used as community open space. 
Delivering such a large parcel of land provides an excellent opportunity to increase biodiversity 
and recreation for the community. We consider the potential to reduce visits to Epping Forest a 
significant exceptional circumstance to promote high quality residential development. The site 
could accommodate market and affordable homes and be delivered quickly. The proposal can 
deliver a doctor’s surgery further benefitting the community. We notice numerous sites have 
been deleted or housing numbers reduced. The Inspector’s advice note, August 2019, makes the 
point that additional sites should come forward where there is concern that some sites will need 
to be deleted or capacity reduced. The Council should be allocating more smaller development 
sites such as Beech Farm which are readily deliverable. A Vision Document was submitted as part 
of this representation Please note, the same response applies to a number of relatable MMs 
contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 250  
 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
Changes: MM80 p115 Policy P 2 Page 122-124 
Ambiguous wording; replace with: 
Sites within the Impact Risk Zone for the Roding Valley Meadows Site of Special Scientific Interest 
which are above the identified development threshold must make provision for avoidance and 
mitigation measures to address any impacts on this nationally important 
habitat.” 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As with our comments on MM21, we consider that further assessment of potential impacts 
on SSSIs should have been carried out at the plan level. Nevertheless, Natural England welcomes 
policy wording protecting Roding Valley Meadows SSSI. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: ECC supports these policy changes and in particular the (deletion of allocated residential 
sites and) reduction in scale of proposed homes growth from 1,021 homes to 455 homes – in the 
interests of protecting the integrity of EF SAC  ECC Supports these text additions 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective 
 
Why: MM80 p115 Policy P 2 Page 122-124 
The wording for the new Part after N is ambiguous as drafted and needs to be replaced. 
 
Changes: Replace new Part after N with 
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Sites within the Impact Risk Zone for the Roding Valley Meadows Site of Special Scientific Interest 
which are above the identified development threshold must make provision for avoidance and 
mitigation measures to address any impacts on this nationally important habitat.” 
 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM80 Policy P2 Loughton 
PAH supports the amendment to criterion E(ii) as proposed, to clarify the infrastructure 
Requirements for Policy P1. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0036   Respondent: Jeff Field             

Organisation: PA Finlay     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representation raises concerns with the outputs produced 
through the Main Modifications and proposes the allocation of 32 Bower Terrace, Epping (Site SR-
0827) for mixed-use redevelopment (employment and residential) to increase the housing supply 
to meet local housing needs. There is a very strong and pressing need for new homes in the 
borough. The site was mistakenly excluded at an earlier stage in the plan process due to 
landowner challenges (none exist). At present the submitted Local Plan only allocates a small level 
of growth proportionately to Epping town, one of the most sustainable settlements in the district. 
Proposed allocations for Epping total approximately 710 as set out in the MM consultation, a 
significant reduction from 1,305 in the submitted Local Plan. Moreover, the majority of the 
proposed homes planned for Epping would be on greenfield land and programmed for later in the 
plan period. The Local Plan would be more effective and sound if the Council considers all 
potential options, including the potential for mixed-use allocation of previously developed land, if 
brownfield opportunities complement the Council’s proposed strategic greenfield allocations, if 
the Council increases its new ‘mixed use’ allocations (MM80, Policy P2) and if it recognised the 
benefits of encouraging the development of accessible brownfield sites when considering the 
EFSAC issues.  
32 Bower Terrace is under a single ownership, as is the adjoining site to the east, which was also 
considered under Site SR-0827. Both sites are developable, available, and achievable, and could 
be developed for mixed use within a five year period. It is suggested that the Council identifies 32 
Bower Terrace within Policy P1 as: ‘Approximately 42 homes and appropriate (B2 and/or B8) use’. 
A similar allocation could be assigned to the site to the east. Design brochure and addendum and 
Transport Pre-application Note are Enclosures. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 80  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0043   Respondent: Alasdair Sherry             

Organisation: Woolston Manor     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MM80 seeks to remove or amend various identified sites 
from the Plan.   The above modifications mean that the projected housing to be delivered in 
Loughton within the plan period falls from 1,021 homes to 455, a highly material change that is 
also confirmed through the amendments to Policy SP1 (referenced ‘Policy SP2’ as the plan was 
submitted). Additionally, MM89 seeks to remove the site at the Limes Estate, Chigwell (ref: 
CHIG.R6), which was due to provide 100 homes. This further reduces the number of homes 
proposed to be delivered in a recognised location for growth, as a direct result of the proposed 
modifications. While the site-specific reasons for removing these sites appear sensible, the fact 
remains that Loughton is an inherently sustainability and high-order settlement, which is capable 
of accommodating a significant proportion of the District’s future growth requirements. This is 
repeated across the Council’s own evidence base and it has also been reflected in recent major 
appeal decisions taken by the Secretary of State. In the circumstances, it would therefore be 
appropriate to identify this town in the new local plan as a ‘broad location’ for future 
development. Having regard to Paragraph 68 of the NPPF, the identification of suitable broad 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 253  
 

locations for housing development is a positive and supported approach and it would provide a 
degree of certainty to frame the next stages of work associated with the recommended early 
review. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 81  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0107   Respondent: Victoria Richards             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The modification states (re para 5.49) that the development of specific sites are to be 
brought forward in accordance with a Strategic Masterplan is endorsed by the Council. However 
the Strategic Masterplan is still at the drafting stage and is not finalised nor has it been endorsed. 
This is misleading. 
 
Changes: This paragraph should be removed in its entirety as there is no basis to bring forward 
the development of these specific sites. 

 

MM: 81  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0113   Respondent: Kim Metson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98,ED133        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: (Re: para 5.9) The modification states that the development of specific sites are to be 
brought 
forward in accordance with a Strategic Masterplan is endorsed by the Council. However the 
Strategic Masterplan is still at the drafting stage and is not finalised nor has it been endorsed. This 
is misleading. 
 
Changes: This paragraph should be removed in its entirety as there is no basis to bring forward 
the development of theses specific sites. 

 

MM: 81  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0126   Respondent: Benedict Russell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The council has not presented any meaningful evidence to 
justify the claim that building 836 new homes in Waltham Abbey will help it to meet the 
recognised need for regeneration of the town, nor does the local plan provide any significant 
detail as to how regeneration will be achieved. (Any suggestion that increasing the population of 
Waltham Abbey is in itself the key to regeneration is easily refuted by comparison with Epping, 
which has a significantly lower population but much better developed facilities and services.) It’s 
also worth noting that Waltham Abbey has limited public transport, and no good public transport 
link into London. 
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Paragraph 5.49 identifies the need for a Strategic Masterplan for sites WAL.R1/R2/R3/T1 (which 
make up 740 of the 836 homes allocated for Waltham Abbey). The Masterplan might reasonably 
be expected to address the concerns above, but in advance of that happening, and with no 
explicit provisions or evidence in the local plan to guarantee that the Masterplan can or will 
provide a satisfactory outcome for the town, the removal of these sites from the green belt at this 
point cannot be lawfully justified. 
 
Changes: In order to justify the size of the housing allocation in Waltham Abbey, and the removal 
of the corresponding sites from the green belt, the plan must be modified to include significantly 
more detail as to how the regeneration of the town is to be achieved, and should also include 
concrete requirements on the council and/or the developers to address Waltham Abbey’s limited 
public transport provision, equivalent in strength and ambition to the plan for areas around 
Harlow and North Weald Bassett. If this cannot be done, the provision of this many homes in 
Waltham Abbey cannot be justified as sustainable development, and the allocation should be 
reduced accordingly. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Even more sites have been elected to have for more building work. Waltham Abbey will be 
over populated without adequate facilities to support so many people. There is not reason to 
build a new community centre. The community centre at Saxon Way supports the community and 
is fine where it is. Why waste money re building. This is just greed and profit for developers. There 
is no need for 53 more homes at Saxon Way or extra housing at Lea Valley Nursery. 
 
Changes: Cancel building extra housing at Watham Abbey that is not needed and not for local 
people. This is a project purely for profit. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0107   Respondent: Victoria Richards             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Part M is to be amended to state that development proposals in relation to site WAL.R1, 
WAL.R2, WAL.R3, and WAL.T1 and WAL.E7 must be in general conformity with Strategic 
Masterplan that has been formally endorsed by the Council prior to the determination of any 
planning applications. This implies that the strategic masterplan has been endorsed by the Council 
which is not the case. This document is still at the planning stage, so this 
paragraph is misleading. The paragraph also implies that aspects of the final development may be 
non-compliant with the strategic masterplan. Surely all development activity should be compliant 
with approved masterplans. 
 
Changes: The amendment of 'comply' to 'be generally compliant' should be rejected. References 
to the strategic masterplan should make it clear that no such masterplan has yet been endorsed 
by the council. 
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MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0107   Respondent: Victoria Richards             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Part B has been amended to state that a minimum of 740 homes are to be built on sites 
WAL.R1, WAL.R2 and WAL.R3. No reason for this change has been given as there is no reference 
to these sites in the third column of the modifications document, so it does not appear to respond 
to any point raised by the inspector. This is a substantial increase in the number of homes from 
the previous drafting and the use of the word minimum implies gives no indication of the actual 
number of homes planned. Without knowing the number of homes planned on the site, the 
impact on the local area and amenities (air quality, transport requirements, school and healthcare 
requirements) cannot be assessed. 
 
Changes: This amendment should be rejected and the maximum number of homes specified. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0113   Respondent: Kim Metson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Part M is to be amended to state that development proposals in relation site WAL.R1, 
WAL.R2, WAL.R3, and WAL.T1 and WAL.E7 must be in general conformity with the Strategic 
Masterplan that has been formally endorsed by the Council prior to the determination of any 
planning applications. This implies that the Strategic Masterplan has been endorsed by the 
Council which is misleading. The paragraph also implies that aspects of the final development may 
be non compliant with the Strategic Masterplan. Surely all development activity should be 
compliant with approved Masterplans. 
 
Changes: The amendment of ' comply' to 'be generally compliant' should be rejected. References 
to the Strategic Masterplan should make it clear that no such Masterplan has yet been endorsed 
by the Council. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0113   Respondent: Kim Metson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Part B has been amended to state that a minimum of 740 homes are to be built on sites 
WAL.R1,WAL.R2 and WAL.R3. No reason for this change has been given as there is no reference to 
theses sites in the third column of the modifications document, so it dose not appear to respond 
to any point raised by the inspector. This is a substantial increase in the number of homes from 
the previous drafting and the use of the word minimum implies gives no indication of the actual 
number of homes planned. Without knowing the number of homes planned on the site, the 
impact on the local area and amenities ( air quality, transport requirements, school and health 
care requirements) cannot be assessed. 
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Changes: The amendment should be rejected and the maximum number of homes be specified. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0122   Respondent: Liam Lakes             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The Exceptional Circumstances to remove these sites from Green Belt have not been 
demonstrated by EFDC. The requirement to “examine fully other reasonable options for meeting 
its identified need for development” has not been adequately performed. There is also an 
identified lack of infrastructure and public transport that clearly shows sustainable patterns of 
development ca not be achieved by developing these Green Belt sites. 
EFDC have relied on an out-dated and erroneous method to calculate housing need. There are 
meaningful changes since EFDC made the initial assessments which have not yet been 
appropriately addressed.  
EFDC have failed to fully address the local constraints (in particular the Green Belt and Epping 
Forest SAC). These are exceptional local circumstances that justify planning for a lower figure than 
that produced by the Standard Method. 
 
Changes: The housing allocation for these Green belts sites needs to be removed. 
 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0126   Respondent: Benedict Russell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Including the Waltham Abbey North site (WAL.R1/R2/R3) in 
the plan and removing them from the green belt is inconsistent with EFDC’s declaration of a 
“climate emergency” and does not meet the tests set out in the NPPF, and cannot be justified. 
This modification removes part G and an equivalent reference in part P which relate to the 
potential relocation and expansion of the local secondary school onto the site (WAL.R1/R2/R3) - 
which was one of the factors presented by the council to justify the site selection. Its removal 
changes the balance of the argument. Suggestion that selection of this site is driven not by any 
benefit of Waltham Abbey, but by “the general need for housing in the District” (as noted in 
ED98).The need to regenerate Waltham Abbey as a town is acknowledged multiple times, but no 
concrete measures to achieve it. Waltham Abbey has limited public transport support and the 
vast majority of travel in and out of the settlement is by car. Building more houses, without 
appropriate measures, will result in “urban sprawl” which the green belt exists to prevent, and 
cannot be considered “sustainable development”.  
Part F - requires developers to “contribute proportionally towards infrastructure items” - falling 
short of the level of detail and commitment required to overcome the concerns noted above. The 
equivalent provisions for North Weald Bassett are both more specific and much stronger.  
 
Changes: In order to justify the inclusion of WAL.R1/R2/R3 (and WAL.T1) in the local plan, 
modifications are required to include concrete provisions for the regeneration of Waltham Abbey 
as a sustainable town and/or for significant improvement in public transport. If it is not possible to 
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do this without making these sites unviable then the sites should be removed from the plan and 
remain in the Green Belt. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0126   Respondent: Benedict Russell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The amended Part J makes no mention of the Lea Valley Special Protection Area, even 
though negative impact on the SPA was explicitly flagged as a concern in the initial site viability 
assessments for Waltham Abbey North (WAL.R1/R2/R3/T1) in EB801G. This development in 
particular will inevitably lead to a large increase in traffic on roads adjacent to the SPA, which 
cannot be easily mitigated. It is not clear that this has been adequately considered in the selection 
of this site (and others in Waltham Abbey) for development. 
 
Changes: The text of Part J should be modified to include an explicit reference to the Lea Valley 
Special Protection Area. If not already done, a detailed assessment must be done of the impact of 
the Waltham Abbey North development (WAL.R1/R2/R3/T1) on the Lea Valley SPA. This 
assessment should be done before these areas are removed from the Green Belt. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0126   Respondent: Benedict Russell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The modification to Part L restricts development on land within Flood Zones 2 and 3, but 
does not go far enough as it fails to consider surface water flooding risk or the indirect impact of 
developing on sites which drain into existing flood risk areas. For example, the Waltham Abbey 
North Site (WAL.R1/R2/R3/T1) has a channel through the centre with a high risk of surface water 
flooding, and the site as a whole drains towards existing developed areas that are already in Flood 
Zone 2. No detailed analysis has been presented as to whether the additional flooding risk to 
these existing areas can be sufficiently mitigated. Existing paragraph 5.48 mentions the need to 
consider these issues, but in much weaker language than the proposed Part L. 
 
Changes: Part L should be further modified to add that development will not normally be allowed 
in sites that have significant surface water drainage into adjacent areas of existing development in 
Flood Zone 2 or 3, unless a detailed assessment demonstrates beyond reasonable doubt that the 
impact of developing these sites can be fully mitigated. Following this modification, detailed 
analysis should be performed to confirm that the downstream impact of developing 
WAL.R1/R2/R3/T1 can be fully mitigated (at a viable cost). This analysis should be completed prior 
to the removal of these sites from the Green Belt. 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 258  
 

 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: ECC restates that it required the following in this regard, which was agreed by EFDC (see 
SoCG - ED10A): 
‘ECC agrees to withdraw this representation subject to the following: 
Proposed LPSV modification: Policy P 3 part F point (i) 
(i) Expansion of two primary and secondary schools within the Waltham Abbey Forecast Planning 
Group;’ 
Support Expansion of secondary school provision to support local growth is still required but has 
been deleted in error. 
Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part L) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly 
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 82  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0034   Respondent: Steven Kosky             

Organisation: Land Fund (Waltham Abbey) Limited     Supporting document:       Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
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Why: Please refer to Section 3 of the attached statement responding to the Schedule of Main 
Modifications to the Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Version 2017 on behalf of LF 
(Waltham Abbey) Ltd – September 2021, prepared by Turley. 
 
Changes: Land Fund objects to the Main Modifications in so far as they relate to the proposed 
Waltham Abbey North Masterplan (WANM) area allocations and in particular the increased 
dwelling requirement from the WANM area to 740 homes, which on the evidence of the 2016 
Arup assessment is not sustainable. We request that the Inspector therefore directs further 
modification of the strategic allocations at Waltham Abbey to allow for a more equitable 
distribution of new homes across the settlement, in particular to other smaller sites in Waltham 
Abbey which can provide earlier delivery, such as Upshire Road, as set out above. Please refer to 
Section 3 of the attached statement responding to the Schedule of Main Modifications to the 
Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Version 2017 on behalf of LF (Waltham Abbey) Ltd – 
September 2021, prepared by Turley for further details. 
 

 

MM: 83  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Supporting text to Policy P4) It should be made clear, as in NPPF 2021 (see comments to 
MM3 Introduction) that Ongar Neighbourhood Plan (ONP) must be complied with once it is 
‘made’ and that its policies should be taken into account at an advanced stage (submission 
version has gone to EFDC) and that there is an Ongar Design Guide 2019 (AECOM) which should 
be consulted. The ONP complements EFDC Local Plan providing detail to enable applicants to have 
more confidence in what type of development that is locally acceptable (see NPPF para 127) The 
foreword states ’Ongar residents value their small distinctive rural town of historic Chipping Ongar 
with outlying settlements and surrounding countryside. Whilst acknowledging the need for more 
homes in the locality, residents wanted to shape its future development positively to be able to: 
● retain and enhance the core of Chipping Ongar medieval town enclosure as a community 
activity hub for 21st century with sustainable development within close walking distance 
● ensure development did not detract from the character and design of the neighbourhood’s built 
or natural environments and to enhance those environments where possible. the main aim of the 
NP being to retain the rural and distinctive character of the civil parish’ ONP Aims and Objectives 
are more detailed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 83  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders -ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We are supportive of the modifications to the Policy P4 supporting text to address 
inconsistencies and add detail and clarification to policy interpretation. These will aid applicants 
and decision is makers accordance with NPPF 2012 paragraph 154. We support the modification 
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to the supporting text at paragraph 5.65 which aligns the Concept Framework requirement for 
West Ongar with Policy SP3 and paragraph 2.95. We note paragraph 5.69 clarifies that should the 
EFSAC Zone of Influence be increased such that development sites in Ongar lie within it, proposals 
may need to comply with the Mitigation Strategy. This adds clarity and flexibility to the Plan and 
as such, we have no objection to this insertion. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 83  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MM83 proposes additional text to address the potential for 
the Zone of Influence for recreational impacts on Epping Forest SAC to change over time. 
Expansion of the Zone of Influence could result in additional proposed allocations being required 
to contribute towards mitigation strategies. The current Zone of Influence is based on evidence 
from 2017 and 2019 visitor surveys  and extends to 6.2km from the SAC. However, as the Habitats 
Regulation Assessment (HRA) 2021 notes, of Epping Forest District residents who visit the SAC the 
vast majority live within 3km. The HRA 2021 goes on to state that the Council is confident that 
adequate funding to deliver the SAMM measures will be derived by confining the SAMM charge to 
the identified allocations and that this approach is the one which is the most compliant with CIL 
Regulations. As such, any future expansion of the Zone of Influence should not be seen as 
automatically equating to a need to expand the geographical area within which new development 
will be required to contribute to mitigation strategies. As the HRA 2021 confirms, a more 
sophisticated approach is required to ensure compliance with CIL Regulations. However, the text 
proposed through MM83 could be inferred as suggesting any site within a revised Zone of 
Influence might be required to contribute towards the mitigation strategy. It is unclear how a 
decision-maker is expected to respond to the proposed additional text. The above is somewhat 
academic insofar as it concerns the Site / ONG.R2, as at c.10km from the eastern boundary of the 
Epping Forest SAC, and as such, a significant distance beyond the existing Zone of Influence. 
Nevertheless if contributions were to be required from development of the Site in the future, 
provided they were CIL Regulations complaint, we do not consider it would render development 
unviable. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 83  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0044   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Stonebond Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer as summarised: MM83 proposes additional text to address the potential for 
the Zone of Influence for recreational impacts on Epping Forest SAC to change over time, and 
comprises introduction of the following text: 
Recognising that the Zone of Influence for recreational impacts for the Epping Forest Special Area 
of Conservation may be amended from time to time over the course of the Plan period, 
residential development in this area may need to comply with the 
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requirements of any Mitigation Strategy as it relates to Recreational Pressures in accordance with 
Policy DM 2 of this Plan. The most up to date Zone of Influence can be found on the Council’s 
website.” 
Expansion of the Zone of Influence could result in additional proposed allocations being required 
to contribute towards mitigation strategies. 
Epping Forest District residents who visit the SAC the vast majority live within 3km. The HRA 2021 
goes on to state that the Council is confident that adequate funding to deliver the SAMM 
measures and that this approach is the one which is the most compliant with CIL Regulations. 
Any future expansion of the Zone of Influence should not be seen as automatically equating to a 
need to expand the geographical area within which new development will be required to 
contribute to mitigation strategies. The HRA 2021 confirms a more sophisticated approach is 
required to ensure compliance with CIL Regulations. However, the text proposed through MM83 
could be inferred as suggesting any site within a revised 
Zone of Influence might be required to contribute towards the mitigation strategy. 
The above is unlikely to affect ONG.R6, as it is around 10km from the eastern boundary of the 
Epping Forest SAC. If contributions were required from development of the Site in the future we 
do not consider it would render development unviable. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part H) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly 
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
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MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (Part D) MM has weakened the ability of a community to 
benefit from developers’ contributions. Infrastructure will require the pooling of contributions by 
several developers. The increase in residents by approx. 1/3 emphasises the importance of that 
requirement. This wording is likely to enable developers to just provide a small LAP or LEAP, which 
may or may not be needed. 
(Part H) No mention of Surface Water, including flooding. 
(Part K) Should also relate to a requirement for pre-application discussions with the local council, 
including its Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group. The Quality Review Panel should include 
representatives from the local council or Neighbourhood plan representative when considering 
the detail, to ensure that local character and Ongar Neighbourhood Plan policies and Design 
Guide detail are implemented.  
Concern that the accepted Gross to Net areas are not the accepted Standards. The Glossary term 
for Indicative Net Density is not clearly defined  
It is clear from the specific site requirements that some aspects that should not be included in the 
indicative development area. 
The proposed net capacity for Ongar sites is unrealistically high for the locations and will have to 
be built at higher densities to achieve the numbers allocated.  
Approximate number of homes has not been amended despite: 
• More detailed assessment of individual sites 
• additional requirements from NPPF 2021  
• additional expectations in the National Design Guide 2021 and National Model Design Code 
2021  
• some Ongar sites were already unrealistic  
All the above and other constraints or other new requirements not mentioned, will have an effect 
on the number of homes that should be built in Ongar.  Approximate numbers allocated for each 
site need to be recalculated. Without doing so would lead to: 
• increased density 
• higher buildings than the prevailing character, 
• not enough off street car parking 
• different housing mix and type 
 
Changes: A new part should be added to P4 to acknowledge the existence of Ongar 
Neighbourhood Plan- to include a requirement to comply with Ongar Neighbourhood Plan (once it 
is made) and to consult Ongar Design Guide 2019 (AECOM) and ONP Appendix Projects and 
Actions, which provide more detail and guidance, including relating to the local character. More 
detail should also be given in the supporting text relating to Ongar Neighbourhood Plan and Ongar 
Design Guide. 
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MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent:               

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We are generally supportive of the modifications to Policy P4 which clear up inconsistencies 
within the Plan and clarify policy interpretation. These will aid applicants and decision makers in 
accordance with NPPF 2012 paragraph 154.  
We welcome the greater clarity introduced via changes to Parts D and E. However, we remain 
concerned that this requires strict adherence to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), which is a 
non-statutory planning document, which was not subject to the same scrutiny via the Examination 
process as the Local Plan policies, so should not be used to set policies or determine development 
proposals. The IDP remains a ‘wish list’ with estimated costs which have not been demonstrated 
to satisfy the tests of planning obligations set out in the NPPF. We suggest that “must be 
delivered….” is replaced with “should be delivered…” and “in accordance with…” replaced with 
“have regard to…” the IDP. Additionally, it is not clear how part (ii) is changing. Changes are 
proposed to (i), then the schedule refers to a new part after (i) relating to health facilities and 
active and sustainable transport. It then goes on to set out changes to/deletions of parts (iii) and 
(iv). We would like clarity on whether this means part (ii) has been deleted or remains 
unchanged? The Schedule of Additional Modifications does not assist.  
We support the modification to Part I which aligns the Concept Framework requirement for West 
Ongar with Policy SP3 and paragraph 2.95 and increases flexibility and deliverability. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM84 Policy P4 Ongar 
PAH supports new part after (i) as proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure greater 
consistency across Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0040   Respondent: Sam Hollingworth             

Organisation: City & Country     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MM84 proposes a number of main modifications to various elements of Policy P4, including 
Part I. The proposed modifications to Part I concerns how proposals will be considered in relation 
to the West Ongar Concept Framework Plan. 
The proposal for ONG.R2 to be required to be in ‘general conformity’ with the Concept 
Framework Plan, as opposed to ‘in accordance’ with, is supported. We consider this change 
ensures the policy is imbued with sufficient flexibility and is justified. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 84  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0044   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Stonebond Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Part D of Policy P4. We are concerned that the wording 
allows significant flexibility in the application of the IDP and provides insufficient certainty to 
developers on the scale of contributions expected. The policy will allow for a departure from the 
IDP in two circumstances: Where there are subsequent iterations of the IDP; and Where 
‘discussions with providers determine that these requirements have changed’ 
The first situation is generally acceptable. At present it is not clear that there is such a process in 
place and we would seek clarification from the Council on the status of the IDP. 
The second scenario is more problematic as it can be interpreted very broadly and temporally, 
potentially leading to very different requirements on different schemes. We recommend inserting 
the words ‘…have changed, in agreement with applicants.’ 
The Modifications also seek to include new parts into ‘D’ – Infrastructure Requirements. These 
are: Health facilities; Walking and cycling linkages within the site and to key destinations; 
Enhancements to public transport and initiatives to reduce the need to travel by car; Upgrades to 
utilities including water, wastewater, solid waste, gas, electric and telecommunications; 
improvements to green and blue infrastructure assets. 
In general, it is agreed that development should contribute towards mitigating any adverse 
impacts as a result of the development. We are concerned that the range of expectations from 
each development, and the likely proportional contribution, remain unclear and provide little 
certainty to developers. The addition of walking and cycling linkages to key destinations, we are 
concerned that no such destinations are identified in the IDP and it is unclear how this may 
manifest in relation to a specific application. Given that all allocations are identified as sustainable 
locations, it is recommended that this requirement should be amended to remove ‘and to key 
destinations’. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 85  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 85  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section  (Part H) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly 
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 85  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM85 Policy P5 Buckhurst 
PAH supports the new part after C as proposed, to clarify the infrastructure requirements for 
Policy P5. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: For accuracy and clarity you should include the North Weald Airfield proposed Employment 
(Industrial) site. In terms of minimising car use, I believe you are being totally unrealistic in your 
expectations and will be unable to influence or control the situation i.e. it is unsustainable. The 
fact that B8 is to be permitted, especially on the North Weald Airfield Employment (Industrial) 
Site, will mean that there will inevitably be distribution warehouses that demand HGV and other 
vehicles, including commuters from far and wide, being used 24 hours a day 7 days a week. Is this 
really a Sound approach required by the Inspector?  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Council does not support the proposed modification which would see the alteration 
from ‘approximately 1,050 homes’ to ‘a minimum of 1,050 new homes, and feels instead this 
should read ‘a maximum of’. 
In addition, this Council feels that the sentence relating to the North Weald Bassett 
Masterplanning study (conducted in 2014) should be excluded. The inclusion of the statement 
that there is potential for the village to accommodate between 500 and 1,600 new homes bears 
no relevance and serves no purpose, especially considering these figures are no longer feasible 
given the inclusion of the SANG area on the north-eastern side of the village. Their inclusion is 
irrelevant, and this sentence should be removed. 
REASON: The village currently has approximately 1,700 houses. The proposal of 1,050 new homes 
already increases the village by 62%. The 2014 Masterplan tested different scenarios and options, 
many of which are no longer feasible or are not supported in this Local Plan. Their inclusion simply 
confuses matters and serves no purpose. 
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As per this Councils response to MM33, the site size specific for NWB.E4A is incorrect, and is 
around 31 hectares as opposed to the 10 hectares as stated. This proposed modification should 
be amended to show the correct site size. 
REASON: To correct an inaccuracy. 
This Council supports the proposed modification of the inclusion of a new subheading and 
paragraph after paragraph 5.99 entitled ‘Sustainable Transport Choices’. 
REASON: In order for the new development proposals to be successful, considerable investment is 
needed in sustainable transport to provide a reliable and realistic alternative to private car use, 
given the location of the village and the lack of current sustainable transport modes. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The master plan produced for the Council by Allies and Morrison (EB1003) did not conclude 
that there was a minimum of 1,050 and did not recommend the proposed site allocations 
advanced by the Council. The master plan assessed sites to the south of North Weald Bassett to 
be the best allocations in North Weald Bassett. The Council ignored that advice from its own 
consultant and instead chose a path that was not sound or compliant with the requirements of a 
SA. This has been previously highlighted in the examination to the Inspector and the Council. The 
Council has been unable to provide any evidence that the submission plan was based on any 
advice or conclusion in the master planning process. In fact, the opposite is true. It is also factually 
incorrect that the proposed allocations can deliver a minimum of 1,050 dwellings as stated, as the 
nature of the mitigation required to deliver this number of homes has not been tested either in 
terms of its appropriateness nor its deliverability. These objections have highlighted the very 
substantial shortcomings in the GIS proposals both in terms of high numbers of Natural England’s 
“must haves” which the proposal does not have and that to secure the SANGs objectives and 
experience there is a clearly a reliance on land outside of the control of the Council and the 
developers which cannot be resolved without full and proper engagement with Peer Group. 
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 
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MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation:  Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1        Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We are supportive of the modifications to the Policy P6 supporting text to address 
inconsistencies and add detail and clarification to policy interpretation. These will aid applicants 
and decision is makers accordance with the NPPF 2012 paragraph 154. We support the 
modification to the supporting text at paragraph 5.92 which aligns the Strategic Masterplan 
requirement for North Weald Basset with Policy SP3 and paragraph 2.95. We note paragraph 5.93 
clarifies that the location and access to site NWB.T1 is to be determined through the Strategic 
Masterplanning process. We have no objection to this wording, as this was always envisaged to be 
the case, with the Local Plan evidence base for location and access contained in the Site Selection 
Report 2018 (EB805 and associated appendices EB805R to EB805 AA) and Traveller Site Selection 
Methodology (TSSM EB805AI) providing the starting point for location and access. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 86  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0028   Respondent: Andy Butcher             

Organisation: Countryside Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant:  
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations being made by Strutt and Parker on behalf 
of Countryside Properties related to the proposed residential allocation of land at North Weald 
Bassett under Policy P6 of the LPSV. Policy P6 requires provision for a Traveller site, referenced 
NWB.T1. Countryside have no land interest in NWB.T1. However, MM86 as the supporting text to 
Policy P6 provides for an additional paragraph following 5.93 as follows: “The site allocation is 
within the Strategic Masterplan Area and the precise location of, and access to, site NWB.T1 will 
be determined through the Strategic Masterplanning process.” This additional paragraph is not 
positively prepared, effective or justified, a reason for the change or a source of this element of 
the MM is not given. The approach to SMPs in paragraph 2.92 of the LPSV confirms that those 
covering areas of multiple land ownership, as is the case with P6, the SMP will be expected to 
have a “higher level overarching framework” to ensure planning and delivery in a coordinated way 
across the SMP area. Requiring the precise location of, and access to NWB.T1 to be determined 
through the Strategic Masterplanning process is overtly prescriptive, unjustified and unnecessary 
against the background of the LPSV and is better dealt with at planning application stage.  
MM86 also introduces a new subheading and paragraph to the supporting text at 5.99 providing 
for the approach to sustainable transport choices for which we have no objection as the principles 
set out are being carried forward by Countryside for P6. However the indication that “As well as 
the interventions identified more innovative sustainable solutions will be sought and the two 
Masterplan Areas should be considered together to develop co-ordinated sustainable transport 
proposals” is not considered to be effective or justified, being imprecise and unreasonable. 
 
Changes: In order to address the issues identified in this representation it is suggested that:  
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• The wording for additional paragraph 5.93 be amended as follows (change underlined): The site 
allocation is within the Strategic Masterplan Area and the precise location of, and access to, site 
NWB.T1 will be determined through a future planning application.  
• The relevant wording to supporting paragraph 5.99 is amended as follows (change underlined): 
As well as the interventions identified more innovative sustainable solutions should be 
investigated and the two Masterplan Areas should be considered together to develop co 
ordinated sustainable transport proposals.” 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: See also my Point 1 above regarding the Parish of North Weald Bassett. You are now 
referring to a minimum of 1,050 homes in North Weald Village (see also MM20 above). Does this 
mean the village has to cater for the reduced allocations elsewhere in the District? If so, it shows 
the degree of openness and honesty being exhibited in this whole process is sadly lacking. I repeat 
my comments above under MM86 regarding car use. I am also unsure what you intend by 
referring to plans needing to be “in general conformity” eg in Parts K and N. It suggests that there 
will be a rather loose approach towards proposed developments in and around the Masterplan 
Area and elsewhere in the Parish. With such a massive development of a rural area, there needs 
to be a much greater ability to be prescriptive in terms of development in a rural rather than 
urban area. Your overall approach suggests that you see North Weald Bassett as a satellite 
expansion of or for Harlow, in which case you need to be clearer about this in your Main 
Modifications. If I am correct, then the continuing existence of an Epping Forest District is likely to 
follow the same fate as Middlesex! 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As per the earlier statement, this Council does not support amending P 6, part B, to say ‘a 
minimum of’ and instead feels this should say ‘a maximum of’. 
REASON: To ensure North Weald Village does not turn into a Town. 
This Council supports the proposed modification to include new Part E to policy P 6, however 
recommends that in accordance with New Part L of Policy P 1 (Epping) the word 
‘comprehensively’ should be included before the word ‘demonstrates’ in the last paragraph. 
REASON: To ensure consistency throughout the plan and provide the framework for delivering 
sufficient sustainable transport modes. 
This Council supports the proposed modification to include new parts after (i), and amendments 
to (iv), (v) and (vi). 
REASON: To provide clarity to developers as to what is required. 
This Council supports the proposed modification of Part L including the new part after (v), the 
amended (vi) and the amended (vii). 
REASON: To provide clarity to developers as to what is required. 
This Council does not support the proposed amendment to Part O which removes the 
requirement for a Leisure Centre. 
REASON: As a result of the quantum of development being proposed for the Parish, there seems 
to be an abundant lack of leisure facilities being proposed for both current and new residents. 
This Council supports the proposed modification of Part O to include new parts after (iv). 
REASON: To ensure the setting of the control tower on the Airfield is preserved and enhanced, to 
ensure the provision of SANG, and improved PRoW and Cycle links. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Object – effectiveness / not justified 
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Deletion of specific references to need for new primary school was (and still is) identified as 
necessary to support local growth of this scale. The reference is now too unclear for purposes of 
developers / applicants etc.  
Support new parts to policy after (i).  
Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part I)  of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly 
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources 
 
Changes: Change required: reinstate wording of deleted criterion F (i) and L (iv)  As LLFA, ECC 
recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0003   Respondent: Sue Dobson             

Organisation: Essex Bridleways Assocation     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We ask that the references to North Weald Basset Part L after para (v) and others where 
public rights of way and linkages east-west are mentioned, that in all cases within the Plan that 
enhancements are made available for use by ALL users, including equestrians. The Plan at present 
does not specificy users and there is a danger that only walkers and cyclists are accommodated 
with equestrians being omitted. North Weald Bassett is an area with an existing bridleway 
network and this should be retained and enhanced for ALL users. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: MM87 Part I This refers to the potential payment of financial contributions to mitigate the 
recreational pressure on the SAC. As set out in our objection to DM2 the fact that the plan 
contains none of the details of the mitigation required or indeed how it might be delivered then 
there is no certainty as what will be delivered or the final cost to the developer so the impact on 
financial viability is unknown. Our objections to DM2 are also relevant here. 
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved. 
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MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0015   Respondent: Kirsten Ward             

Organisation: Peer Group PLC     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: MM87 Policy P6 The proposed allocations cannot deliver a minimum of 1,050 dwellings as 
proposed to be amended. The nature of the mitigation required to deliver this number of homes 
has not been tested either in terms of its appropriateness nor its deliverability or the reasonable 
alternatives. These objections have highlighted the very substantial shortcomings in the GIS 
proposals for this development both in terms Natural England’s “must haves” which the current 
proposal in North Weald Bassett does not have. To secure the SANGs experience in North Weald 
Bassett, there is a reliance on land outside of the control of the Council and the developers, which 
cannot be resolved without full and proper engagement with Peer Group.   
To secure the SANGs experience on land within the control of the Council and developers would 
require a substantial additional area under their control to be left undeveloped thus reducing the 
number of dwellings that can be delivered. Even in these circumstances any open space delivered 
will still be very much contained by a very urban environment and will lack the SANGs experience 
required by Natural England. While a more accurate modification may be a change from “a 
minimum” to “a potential maximum” such a modification in itself would be unsound as there 
would be no certainty as to the level of dwellings that could actually be delivered. This however is 
exactly the circumstances that exist - there is sufficient uncertainty regarding the delivery of the 
allocated sites and the necessary mitigation (including a SANG) to render those sites undeliverable 
in the context of the Framework. The proposed modifications do not result in making the plan 
sound. It would remain unsound even with this amendment. As such we object to these proposed 
modifications. 
 
Changes: Section 1 in the accompanying representations report (ref. 
09.22.21.E5045.2PS.PeerGroup.MainMods.Final with Appendices) sets out in detail how the Local 
Plan should be amended to ensure that deliverable SANG provision is achieved 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM87 Policy P6 North Weald Bassett  
PAH supports the new part after F and amendment as proposed, related to IDP update and 
exercise to ensure greater consistency across Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1       Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Supportive of modifications to Policy P6 and change to Part 
B (i). A minimum target of 1,050 is applied to the whole Masterplan Area and is underpinned by 
Site Selection Report 2018 and Housing Trajectory.   We have no objection to this modification.  
We welcome the greater clarity introduced to Parts F and G. Our concern that this policy requires 
strict adherence to the IDP, a non-statutory planning document, which was not subject to the 
same scrutiny via the Examination process as the Local Plan policies, so should not be used to set 
policies or determine development proposals. The IDP remains a ‘wish list’ with estimated costs 
which have not been demonstrated to satisfy the tests of planning obligations set out in the NPPF. 
Alternative wording has been suggested. 
It is not clear how parts (i) to (vi) are changing. Changes are proposed to (i) and (ii), then the 
schedule refers to a new part after (i) relating to active and sustainable transport and changes 
to/deletions of parts (iv), (v) and Vi). We would like clarity on whether this means part (iii) has 
been deleted or remains unchanged?  
Support modification to Part K. Welcome the clarity provided by modifications to Part L, however, 
are concerned that the new part after (v) and amendments to (vii) relating to SANG and east-west 
connectivity are too precise. We are supportive of the principle, this specifies a location outside 
the two Masterplan Areas. The schedule indicates that the reason for the change/source is the 
IDP Update, this location is only mentioned in the Green Infrastructure Strategy which is a 
supporting evidence/background document recently added to the evidence base. As a non-
statutory planning document, this should not be used to set policies or determine development 
proposals. 
 
Changes: Parts F and G: 
“must be delivered….” To be replaced with “should be delivered…” and “in accordance with…” 
replaced with “have regard to…” the IDP. 
 

 

MM: 87  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0028   Respondent: Andy Butcher             

Organisation: Countryside Properties     Supporting document: ED124A-G/EB159A-G         
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified 
 
Why: Proposed amendment to part K is not legally compliant or sound in terms of being justified 
or effective. Requiring determination of any future planning application for NWB SMP to depend 
on endorsement of a SMP by EFDC, introducing wording into the Local Plan that can enable the 
LPA to elect not to determine planning applications in accordance with their statutory duty, 
therefore “ultra vires,” preventing a legal right to an appeal against non-determination of an 
application once made. The SMP process cannot override statutory requirements of TCPA 1990, 
any unreasonable delay with endorsement could present a risk to the Local Plan in accordance 
with the projected trajectory.  
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New part (v) GIS requirement for SANG at NWB to be 20ha is not justified by visitor evidence. If 
8ha per 1,000 population is appropriate, the calculated area is flawed, it assumes the entire 
population is within the ZoI. Appendix 1 demonstrates the SMP area is 6km from the SAC, 
therefore only 23% of the area (4.178 ha) falls within the ZoI, the majority of NWB SMP located 
beyond the 6.2km ZoI. This translates to a requirement 2.816ha SANG for residential development 
within the ZoI. SANG to be located between two Masterplan Areas is not justified as the available 
area to provide an increase of 4.18ha is obtainable within SMP area. This is based on a justified 
assessment with an increased area to the minimum 2.816ha requirement that would ensure 
“future proofing” based on an assessment of constraints, developable area, with linkages to 
PROW and other open areas.  
New part (x) is unnecessary and unjustified. The western boundary of NWB SMP area comprises 
farmland with a river corridor comprising trees and hedges already forming a boundary. 
Additional planting is a requirement for assessment of landscape for development proposals and 
Policy DM3 SVLP. 
 
Changes: Having regard to the issues raised in this representation, the following changes are 
suggested: 
Part K 
The reference to prior to the determination of any planning applications should be removed. 
New Part After v); 
The requirement for a Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace is agreed but reference to it being 
provided between the two Masterplan Areas should be removed. 
New Part X 
The requirement should be removed. 

 

MM: 88  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0001   Respondent: Nigel Goulding             

Organisation: The Sisters of the Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Seeks the retention of CHIG.R7 as an allocation in the LP. 
The Council has not considered the evidence provided by the promotor which would satisfy the 
Inspectors concerns in relation to heritage assets. No site visit has taken place in light of the 
promotors' submission (Heritage Assessment). It would be wrong for the Council to support the 
removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation without having taken proper account of the information 
provided. The four reports produced by HE as part of their Enhanced Listing Procedure clearly 
describe the extent of the designated heritage assets, their significance and the contribution to 
significance made by the setting in the terms set out in the NPPF, NPPG and HE’s own guidance. 
The IHA by an experienced heritage consultant has assessed the development capacity of the site 
using the same terms and following the methodology set out by HE in GPA3. The Council has 
ignored this and seeks instead to justify the removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation by 
exaggerating the extent and significance of the designated heritage assets on the site, and 
describing the extent of potential harm in subjective and emotive language. The conclusion from 
the specialist advice to hand is that some limited development on the CHIG.R7 site could be 
justifiable in terms of the NPPF and other policies and guidance for the protection of the historic 
environment. We therefore request that the site be retained in the site allocation of the emerging 
local plan to allow for future proposals to come forward that could be assessed and decided 
through the normal planning application process. Please note, the same response applies to a 
number of relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
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Changes: Retention of CHIG.R7 in the site allocation. 

 

MM: 88  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0003   Respondent: Oliver Bell             

Organisation: St Congar Provincial     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Justified, consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Comments made in respect of MM15 equally apply to the proposed reduction in growth 
atChigwell identified in MM88. 
Within MM88 we also note that it is proposed to amend paragraph 5.110 to reflect Chigwell 
Parish Council’s aspirations for a new Community Hub. Whilst this is a policy provision we support 
in principle, in the absence of a specific requirement for an allocated site to provide such a facility, 
it is difficult to envisage a scenario within which such a facility is likely to come forward other than 
in the Green Belt, for which very special circumstances would be required – a high bar. Indeed, 
having regard to the requirements of paragraph 84 and 85 of the NPPF, all brownfield options for 
development should have been exhausted already. 
Paragraph 70 of the NPPF states that “To deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and 
services the community needs, planning policies and decisions should…plan positively for the 
provision and use of shared space, community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, 
sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other local services to 
enhance the sustainability of communities and residential environments” 
In light of the above, it is difficult to see how the EFLP has been planned positively to 
accommodate local community aspirations and instead should have taken a more proactive 
approach through the planning of additional housing growth at Chigwell that could directly 
facilitate the delivery of a Community Hub. 
MM88 is therefore contrary to paragraph 182 of the Framework, namely failing to be positively 
prepared, justified and contrary to national policy.  
 
Changes: To address this issue, additional growth should be identified at Chigwell that could 
directly facilitate the delivery of a Community Hub, meeting local aspirations. 
 

 

MM: 88  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0008   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Scott Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Scott Properties specific interest is in land at Chigwell 
Nurseries (CHIG.R5) and they have contributed throughout the examination process. In general 
terms, we are confident that the modifications are reasonable and result in a development that 
can be delivered but have some concerns and recommended changes.  
The amended Vision and supporting paragraphs for Chigwell are generally supported and no 
soundness issues are raised. However, it is disappointing that the opportunity to fully consider the 
entire site submitted by the promotor, comprising CHIG.R5 and land to the northeast of CHIG.R5, 
has not been taken up as part of the Main Modifications. In our view this is contrary to paragraph 
22 of the Inspector’s letter of 2nd August 2019. We considered the Inspector’s advice to relate 
directly to the Chigwell Site and the artificial exclusion of part of the garden centre site. Requests 
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were made to the LPA to consider the site again following this instruction by the Inspector but no 
discussions were entertained.  
As part of the Council’s ‘Homework 29’ a response was provided, but this was heavily weighted in 
favour of not amending the allocation and contained a number of errors. While we do not 
consider this to be a soundness issue for the Plan, had the site been assessed as advised by the 
Inspector, we consider it likely that the Council would have been able to identify the additional 
land for development, making up for some of the reduction in development in Chigwell. 
The opportunity to consider this site fully and the implications of the partial allocation of the site 
have not been fully explored by the LPA, under the requirement to positively prepare the Main 
Modifications. We would seek a final recommendation that this is reconsidered.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 88  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0025   Respondent: Mark Owen             

Organisation: Higgins Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The provision of housing at Chigwell has reduced. Table 5.1 
identifies Chigwell as a ‘Large Village’ which one category down from a ‘Town’. This is due to the 
number and range of facilities which makes it an appropriate location for growth. Additional work 
to consider the impact of development on the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
has been undertaken and the Council concluded that it is able to meet its housing requirement 
without the need to allocate additional sites and/or implement an amended spatial strategy. 
However, the Council are currently experiencing poor delivery rates which are largely due to the 
moratorium on development whilst undertaking additional work to consider the impact on the 
SAC. Therefore, although the Council consider they can meet the housing requirement while 
mitigating any adverse effects on the integrity of SAC, we consider further small/medium sites 
should be included. Alternatively, if the Plan is adopted, we consider an instant review is 
undertaken to allocate further sites to improve housing supply. By not including new sites, we 
question whether the spatial distribution of housing towards this Large Village is justified and 
therefore sound. There are sufficient, suitable and deliverable land to accommodate further 
sustainable growth. Our client’s site Land at Luxborough Lane (SR-0108) could provide circa 75 
dwellings and is located close to the centre of Chigwell which possesses a range of facilities and 
services including a bus route and is free from ecological constraints, is not located within a 
Conservation Area and is not within the setting of any listed buildings. The Site would not 
prejudice the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. It would assist in replacing allocations 
removed from the Plan at Chigwell, and support growth towards this Large Village to boost the 
Council’s housing supply. 
 
Changes: We consider that new sites should be identified at Chigwell, to, at the very least, replace 
the two allocated sites (The Limes Estate and Land at Chigwell Covent) which have been removed 
following the Inspector’s comments which, would have provided approximately 128 dwellings. By 
not including new sites at Chigwell, we question whether the spatial distribution of housing 
towards this Large Village is justified and therefore sound. We consider our clients site of Land at 
Luxborough Lane could be included as a new allocation within the Local Plan, to support growth 
towards Chigwell as a sustainable Large Village, and in turn boost the Council’s housing supply 
position. 
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MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: ECC supports deletion of part vi in particular and other site allocation deletions in principle 
in interests of protecting integrity of EF SAC  
Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section  (Part F) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0001   Respondent: Nigel Goulding             

Organisation: The Sisters of the Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Seeks the retention of CHIG.R7 as an allocation in the LP. 
The Council has not considered the evidence provided by the promotor which would satisfy the 
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Inspectors concerns in relation to heritage assets. No site visit has taken place in light of the 
promotors' submission (Heritage Assessment). It would be wrong for the Council to support the 
removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation without having taken proper account of the information 
provided. The four reports produced by HE as part of their Enhanced Listing Procedure clearly 
describe the extent of the designated heritage assets, their significance and the contribution to 
significance made by the setting in the terms set out in the NPPF, NPPG and HE’s own guidance. 
The IHA by an experienced heritage consultant has assessed the development capacity of the site 
using the same terms and following the methodology set out by HE in GPA3. The Council has 
ignored this and seeks instead to justify the removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation by 
exaggerating the extent and significance of the designated heritage assets on the site, and 
describing the extent of potential harm in subjective and emotive language. The conclusion from 
the specialist advice to hand is that some limited development on the CHIG.R7 site could be 
justifiable in terms of the NPPF and other policies and guidance for the protection of the historic 
environment. We therefore request that the site be retained in the site allocation of the emerging 
local plan to allow for future proposals to come forward that could be assessed and decided 
through the normal planning application process. Please note, the same response applies to a 
number of relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Retention of CHIG.R7 in the site allocation. 

 

MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0003   Respondent: Oliver Bell             

Organisation: St Congar Provincial     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the deletion of the identified site allocations at Chigwell as they were unsound 
for the reasons set out in the Inspector’s Interim Findings (ED98). However, for the reasons set 
out in our response to MM15 we consider that replacement allocations should have been made at 
Chigwell, such as land controlled by St Congar Provincial, which the Council only discounted on 
the basis on not requiring additional sites for its identified strategy at Chigwell. 
 
Changes: For the reasons set out in our response to MM15 we consider that replacement 
allocations should have been made at Chigwell, such as land controlled by St Congar Provincial, 

 

MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0008   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Scott Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Part C of Policy P7 concerns the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. We are concerned that the 
wording allows significant flexibility in the application of the IDP and therefore provides 
insufficient certainty to developers. As modified, the policy will allow for a departure from the IDP 
in two circumstances:  
a. Where there are subsequent iterations of the IDP, and:  
b. Where ‘discussions with providers determine that these requirements have changed’  
13. The first situation is generally acceptable, on the understanding that there would be a process 
for adopting a revised or updated IDP. At present it is not clear that there is such a process in 
place and we would seek clarification from the Council on the status of the IDP. It is recognised 
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that MM18 confirms that the IDP is a live document, but where they have potentially significant 
implications for development proposals, some certainty as to how they will be reflected in 
planning obligations for specific sites would be beneficial in order to ensure its weight is not 
questionable in decision making.  
14. The second scenario is more problematic as it can be interpreted very broadly and temporally, 
potentially leading to very different requirements on different, ostensibly similar, schemes. We 
recommend inserting the words ‘…have changed, in agreement with applicants.’  
15. For the New Part C – secondary school provision, MM89 expects development to contribute 
proportionately towards infrastructure. The text should confirm how the proportion will be 
identified. For example, this could be identified as the total number of units delivered, the 
number of market units delivered, the floorspace provided, habitable rooms, site area, etc. While 
there is a process typically utilised by Essex County Council that relates to the pupil product, 
clarification within the LP would be beneficial. 
 
Changes: We recommend inserting the words ‘…have changed, in agreement with applicants.’ 

 

MM: 89  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM89 Policy P7 Chigwell 
PAH supports the new parts after (iii) as proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure 
greater consistency across Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 90  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 90  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 90  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: MM90 - Policy P 8 (Theydon Bois) - Comment: 
The amendments to Parts C, D, F and G of this Policy (P 8), within the ‘Epping Forest District New 
Local Plan (Submission Version, 2017)’, would appear to be consistent with amendments to the 
policy wording intended to provide clarification and consistency between similar policies detailed 
under provisions made within other settlements in the District, and the Parish Council has no 
general observations to make. 
However, with respect to Part C (iii) “improvements and provision of green and blue infrastructure 
assets including open space”, we would comment that, in order to be effective, these 
improvements and provision should either be provided on-site or be facilitated within the main 
settlement, adjacent to existing, or new, development. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 90  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part G)  of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
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MM: 90  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Most of the amendments made under MM90 Policy P8 are 
sound and effective we have a number of reservations with regard to the specific proposals in 
New Part C (iii) with regard to Theydon Bois. Consideration by the council of the Woodland Trust’ 
site will not be effective or deliverable as a potential provision of a Suitable Alternative Natural 
Greenspace (SANG) due to this areas remoteness from our village and poor access along the 
Abridge Road.  
We would be opposed to a major upgrade to this paving as this would introduce an ‘Urbanising’ 
aspect to the Green Belt. A hard parking area within or outside the site would be even more 
unacceptable for the same reason. The alternative route via the present footpaths is again 
unsuitable for families with young children and is unsuitable even for most walkers in wet 
weather.  
This Woodland Trust site was clearly not designed for nor is it suitable for general recreational 
purposes. The open areas of the site are all adjacent to the M11 Motorway and the noise and 
pollution from this roadway is very apparent when walking the footpath within this site. It should 
also be noted that there is an agreement in place with our Parish Council that some of the open 
area on this site is reserved for an extension to the cemetery. 
This site is not justified or effective to mitigate against recreational pressure on the EFSAC from 
new development within Theydon Bois and would not comply with the intended provisions of 
Policy DM 2. 
All the new development in Theydon Bois is allocated to the north of the Village Green. In order to 
be effective, provision and improvements to open space should either be provided within the 
main settlement or adjacent to the existing, or new development. 
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: 90  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM90 Policy P8 Theydon Bois 
PAH supports the new parts after (iii) as proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure 
greater consistency across Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 282  
 

 

MM: 91  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0015   Respondent: Janet Ballard             

Organisation: Roydon Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The parish council strongly supports the removal of site allocation ROYD.R3 from the 
proposed new local plan (MM92). The developer has stated that the site 'will no longer meet the 
developable test' and the Inspector and EFDC subsequently agreed that the site should be 
removed from the plan altogether. The remaining allocation of (approximately) 48 homes is 
consistent with the aim for Roydon to retain its rural and local character, as per the Vision for 
Roydon (page 154 of the Plan), particularly in view of the significant number of windfall sites 
which have since come forward and the allocation within the plan of over 2,000 properties at 
Water Lane (part of the Gilston Garden Town), again within the parish. 
The parish council agrees with the requirement (MM92) that development proposals in Roydon 
should contribute proportionately towards appropriate education provision, including early years, 
primary school and secondary school places. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 92  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 92  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 92  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0015   Respondent: Janet Ballard             

Organisation: Roydon Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
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Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: MM91 introduces an amendment to the Plan, in relation to infrastructure: "This includes 
the opportunity to improve links between the settlement of Roydon and the Lee Valley Regional 
Park and to support pedestrian and cycling access into the Park from Roydon Railway Station.” 
The parish council would like to add 'subject to further work, via the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 
to determine the feasibility of improving links from this rural station taking into account the 
constraints of the surrounding topography" into the proposed text due to constraints already 
identified such as flooding and a very low bridge. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 92  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section  (Part E) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 92  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM92 Policy P9 Roydon 
PAH supports the remainder of part C to become new Part after Part C and specified elements 
amended as proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure greater consistency across 
Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 93  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0038   Respondent: Robert Harrison             

Organisation: Orchestra (St Leonards) Ltd and Mr K Ellerbeck     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Site capacity should remain unchanged at 
approximately 122 dwellings as the figure is based on analysis which is unchanged. The reduction 
will lead the site to be a less efficient use of land. The requirement for the Concept Framework 
Process (CFP) is unnecessary, unjustified, ineffective and inconsistent with national policy. The site 
is a relatively small scale (CFPs are usually only necessary on larger sites); there are no wider 
strategic infrastructure requirements; there is already a detailed framework; the CFP will cause 
time and resource implications; public consultation has already been undertaken and more 
consultation will lead to fatigue; the CFP will lead to delay in delivery of sites; there are no rights 
to appeal if the SPD is not adopted; the process in unduly prescriptive.  
Urge the Inspector to use the Development Control process. The CFP is only appropriate on larger 
sites and mixed ownership – this is not the case here. This will cause delay in delivering homes 
necessary to achieve a five-year housing land supply.  
 
Changes: The approximate number of dwellings should be returned to 122. 
Para 5.138 should be positively worded with a focus on what the policy is trying to achieve rather 
than the process. We would propose the following amendment to the wording: 
“Sites NAZE.R1, NAZE.R3 and NAZME.R4 should be planned comprehensively to ensure a 
coordinated approach design and delivery to the Site. This could be achieved in a number of ways, 
one of which is bringing the Site forward in accordance with Concept Framework Plans (as defined 
in Policy SP2).” 
 

 

MM: 94  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 94  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 94  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part G) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 94  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM94 Policy P10 Nazeing 
PAH supports the new part after (i) as proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure 
greater consistency across Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 94  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0038   Respondent: Robert Harrison             

Organisation: Orchestra (St Leonards) Ltd and Mr K Ellerbeck     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: We object to the imprecise approach to infrastructure requirements and the absence of 
reference to the CIL tests. 
Part D has been amended to state “Development proposals in Nazeing will be expected to deliver 
and/or contribute proportionately towards infrastructure items”. The list that follows includes a 
number of on and off-site works. The majority of the off-site works would be incapable of being 
directly delivered by the Site. The text under section D should be amended to make it clear that 
contributions will need to comply with the CIL tests. With particular regard to significant 
infrastructure items such as the provision of a walk/cycle route to Lee Valley Regional Park and 
contributions towards strategic open space in the wider village of Nazeing, any financial 
contribution could only ever be proportionately applied. For clarity this should be clearly stated in 
the policy wording. 
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Parts I and J both refer to the Concept Framework Plan (CFP) and Quality Review Panel (QRP) 
process. As set out above in our comments in respect of para. 5.138, the policy should focus on 
the desired planning outcomes, not the process. The policy should only reference the need for a 
comprehensive approach to the development of parcels R1, R3 and R4. The supporting text 
should identify the CFP and QRP process as one way of achieving this but acknowledge that there 
may be other ways. By including the requirement to agree the proposal with the Council (and by 
implication the public) in advance of submitting an application will effectively creates a situation 
where house building could be frustrated because the developers/housebuilders would be unable 
to bring forward an otherwise entirely policy compliant scheme, as they would have no right of 
appeal against the CFP. 
 
Changes: Part I and J both refer to the Concept Framework Plan (CFP) and Quality Review Panel 
(QRP) process. The policy should focus on the desired planning outcomes, not the process. The 
policy should only reference the need for a comprehensive approach to the development of 
parcels R1, R3 and R4. The supporting text should identify CFP and QRP process as one way of 
achieving this, but acknowledge that there may be other ways. 

 

MM: 95  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports this proposed modification. 
REASON: To correct an error. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 96  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 96  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 96  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the proposed modifications. 
REASON: To provide clarity 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 96  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part H) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 96  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0013   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The current allocation restricts the capacity of the site 
which will make 48 homes very difficult to achieve (THOR.R2). Since the site was allocated, new 
design constraints have been introduced including land take for Essex SUDS requirements, car 
parking spaces and sizes and national space standards which will reduce the number of new 
homes within the site. The allocated should be revised to provide a cohesive and comprehensive 
development. Submitted preapplication proposal show additional housing could come forward in 
an acceptable form by revising the boundary shown on the attached proposals map. The site is 
well contained and if amended could provide approx. 70 new homes in accord with policies on 
affordable homes, car parking, open space and SUDS. THOR.R2 is on the outer extremities of 
Thornwood which makes any large open space and play areas less likely to be used by the existing 
community. It would be more appropriate to upgrade existing Thornwood Common and play area 
which would then support a more comprehensive residential scheme at THOR.R2 and boost 
housing on allocated sites. THOR.R2 is very well contained with limited views due to the retained 
boundary planting as part of proposals. There is no impact to the wider purposes or functions of 
the Green Belt by amending the allocation. The boundary currently represents no logical 
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development pattern or Green Belt assessment critique. They have been arbitrarily drawn and 
makes little sense by creating a new fenced boundary through an existing field (see Site Specific 
Requirements). The Inspector is advised that the Council are missing the opportunity to create a 
better policy framework for this site, and a more comprehensive, well planned residential 
development at THOR.R2. A Vision Document was submitted as part of this representation. The 
same response applies to a several relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Land East West of High Road – Approximately 70 homes 

 

MM: 96  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM96 Policy P11 Thornwood 
PAH supports the new parts after (i) as proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure 
greater consistency across Plan in how infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 98  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 98  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 98  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  only refers 
to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks associated with 
surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 98  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0005   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - LSH.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We are generally supportive of the modifications to Policy P12 which clear up 
inconsistencies within the Plan and clarify policy interpretation. These will aid applicants and 
decision makers, in accordance with NPPF 2012 paragraph 154. 
We welcome the greater clarity introduced via changes to Part E. However, we remain concerned 
that this requires strict adherence to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), which is a non-
statutory planning document, which was not subject to the same scrutiny via the Examination 
process as the Local Plan policies, so should not be used to set policies or determine development 
proposals. The IDP remains a ‘wish list’ with estimated costs which have not been demonstrated 
to satisfy the tests of planning obligations set out in the NPPF. We suggest that “must be 
delivered….” is replaced with “should be delivered…” and “in accordance with…” replaced with 
“have regard to…” the IDP. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 98  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0019   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - SHR.R1 and SHR.R3     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We are supportive of the modifications to Policy P12 which clear up inconsistencies within 
the Plan and clarify policy interpretation.  These will aid applicants and decision makers, in 
accordance with  NPPF 2012 paragraph 154. We welcome the greater clarity introduced via 
changes to Part E.  However, we remain concerned that this requires strict adherence to the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), which is a non-statutory  planning document, which was not 
subject to the same scrutiny via the Examination process as the Local Plan policies, so should not 
be used to set policies or determine development proposals. The IDP remains a ‘wish list’ with 
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estimated costs which have not been demonstrated to satisfy the tests of planning obligations set 
out in the NPPF.  We suggest that “must be delivered….” is replaced with “should be delivered…” 
and “in accordance with…” replaced with “have regard to…” the IDP. 
 
Changes: We suggest that “must be delivered….” is replaced with “should be delivered…” and “in 
accordance with…” replaced with “have regard to…” the IDP. 
 

 

MM: 98  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM98 Policy P12 Coopersale, Fyfield, High Ongar, 
Lower Sheering, Moreton, Sheering and Stapleford Abbotts 
PAH supports the new points before (i) as proposed, to clarify the infrastructure requirements for 
Policy P12. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 99  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0019   Respondent: Adriana Jones             

Organisation: Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers Parish Council     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This modification proposes to change numbering of the 
Travelling Showpeople site as well as amending its definition. The Council has no concerns 
regarding the change in numbering, it does NOT support the proposed modification to the text. 
The original paragraph 5.158 in the Local Plan Submission Version set out that 1 yard for travelling 
showpeople was being allocated. 
There has been no evidence to justify why the definition has now been amended to include ‘this 
site has been identified as suitable for intensification commensurate with on-site amenity that 
allows for children’s play and the appropriate storage for vehicles and machinery.’ EFDC’s own 
evidence base does not support intensification on the site:  
EB402  
• Paragraph 5.32 reads ‘[…] it was identified during the interview that the yard is becoming 
overcrowded […]’  
• Paragraph 6.3 reads ‘Whilst the household does not meet the planning definition or have any 
current or future accommodation needs, the interview did identify that the other 8 plots at the 
yard were becoming over-crowded and that additional plots will be needed to meet the needs of 
expanding families.’  
EB401A  
• Paragraph 1.93 reads ‘It was only possible to conduct an interview with 1 household that were 
retired and did not meet the planning definition and had no current or future need. The interview 
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did identify that the yard is becoming overcrowded as families expand and that more plots for 
Travelling Showpeople are needed in the area.’  
The proposed additional sentence is contradictory. The word ‘intensified’ in this instance implies 
increasing capacity on the site, and no evidence has been provided to explain how intensification 
of the site could possibly ‘reduce overcrowding issues’.  
Wording which supports intensification of the site without any maximum capacity limit would 
leave the site open to intensification for the next 12 years of the Plan period.  
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 100  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 100  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the expanded text of Part H and reference to the APMS. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 100  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (Part I) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
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MM: 100  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM100 Policy P13 Rural Sites in the East of the 
District’ 
PAH supports the remainder of F to become new part after F and specified amendments as 
proposed, related to IDP update and exercise to ensure greater consistency across Plan in how 
infrastructure items are referred to. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 102  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes the addition of Sustainable Transport Choices and amendments to further 
underline the commitment from new development to sustainable transport. We would caution 
however some further clarity needs to be provided on objectives for highways and junction 
infrastructure, to ensure this is does not create car dependency or is not provided unnecessarily. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 102  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 102  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the new Part after Part E on air pollution (page 165 of MMs (ED130)). 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 102  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
This section (part F) of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly  
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 102  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 4 – Development Management Policies MM102 Policy P14 Rural Sites in the West of the 
District. PAH supports the remaining Part D to create new Part D as proposed, to clarify the 
infrastructure requirements for Policy P14. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 104  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the new Part after Part A on air pollution (page 166 of MMs (ED130)). 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 105  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Current practice appears to keep viability assessments out the public gaze, so any relaxation 
of infrastructure obligations of developers by EFDC would not be subject to review by voters or 
even the full Council.  Accordingly, we call for open assessments, or else the publication of key 
metrics used by EFDC to determine viability and the publication of values achieved by 
applications.  It is not clear who will be responsible for investigating any revised viability at the 
end of the project – is it up to the developer to voluntarily do this or will EFDC have recording and 
control procedures to monitor the position. 
Given the limited financial skills available within EFDC how will it appraise the viability 
assessment?.  The use of third-party consultants who also produce such assessments for 
developers is not an acceptable solution because of potential conflicts of interest. 
It is not clear that infrastructure will be available before the properties are occupied and that 
should be made clear and explicit beyond doubt. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 105  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (p166) Positive infrastructure keeps up with development. (p168) Planning obligations? CIL? 
S106? How will this work in practice/be delivered. This is not clear. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 105  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Whilst the proposed modification to paragraphs 6.17 doesn’t particularly change the 
context of the paragraph, this Council wishes to state its position that the Infrastructure Delivery 
Schedule sets out key infrastructure requirements associated with development. If a Developer is 
able to submit a viability assessment which then excuses it from contributing to this required key 
infrastructure, how will the necessary key infrastructure then be funded. This Council believes 
that if infrastructure is a key requirement to make proposed development acceptable in planning 
terms, then it should be a case of find a way to deliver the infrastructure or don’t build the homes. 
REASON: To ensure that the required necessary infrastructure is in place to support both new 
housing and our current communities. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 105  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy D1, supporting text) There is no mention of Neighbourhood Plan Priorities for 
Infrastructure e.g. Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Policy ONG-CT4 (see also P4 comments) With 
several local councils producing Neighbourhood Plans in EFDC, this should be flagged up in line 
with planning laws. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 105  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Current practice appears to keep viability assessments out the public gaze, so any relaxation 
of infrastructure obligations of developers by EFDC would not be subject to review by voters or 
even the full Council.  Accordingly, we call for open assessments, or else the publication of key 
metrics used by EFDC to determine viability and the publication of values achieved by 
applications.  It is not clear who will be responsible for investigating any revised viability at the 
end of the project – is it up to the developer to voluntarily do this or will EFDC have recording and 
control procedures to monitor the position. 
Given the limited financial skills available within EFDC how will it appraise the viability 
assessment?.  The use of third-party consultants who also produce such assessments for 
developers is not an acceptable solution because of potential conflicts of interest. 
It is not clear that infrastructure will be available before the properties are occupied and that 
should be made clear and explicit beyond doubt. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 105  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey     
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MMs 105-106 relate to changes to Policy D1 and refer to 
IDP and need for developments to contribute to infrastructure as set out in IDP. Comments were 
submitted during consultation stages of the LPSV specific to IDP and Strategic Viability 
Assessment. Significant concerns remain e.g which IDP schedule is to apply to modelling. The 
partial IDP update schedule July 2021 differs to September 2020 version which is attached to 
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MMs consultation. Versions have differing conclusions/costs associated to Water Lane. It is 
necessary for LPA to provide detailed justification for these cost estimates including to provide 
justification as to the percentage contribution from the West Katherines site and how has this 
been derived. The contributions profile has commencement date of 2018 so needs 
updating/adjusting. Local Plan runs from 2017 to 2031 so possible mismatch of timings and 
contributions exacerbated by delay to Local Plan and likely commencements on site. Local Plan 
being examined in accordance with 2012 Framework due to the timing of submission (preJanuary 
2019). Therefore, Local Plan and associated evidence base documents, including the viability 
assessment and IDP should be considered against the 2012 Framework. Concerns relating to the 
IDP as set out in our comments to the Partial Update in July 2021 remain. Important these 
concerns are addressed at this stage or acknowledgement there will be ability to re-assess. 
Consider that key infrastructure necessary to Garden Town growth is deliverable, however 
necessary to be more explicit in Local Plan as to flexibility needed to provision of affordable 
housing and apportioned infrastructure costs. Noted that additional costs attributed to West 
Katherines scheme for APMS. The rationale of why need to contribute when outside ZoI for SAC 
set out in Appendix 1-2. Changes required: Clarification in relation to costs used in modelling to 
justify the IDP and Viability Assessment. 
 
Changes: Clarification is required in relation to the costs used in the modelling to justify the IDP 
and Viability Assessment. A high-level assessment is only appropriate at this stage and additional 
detailed cost issues and flexibility should be allowed at the planning application stage. 

 

MM: 106  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 106  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy D1) Neighbourhood Plan Priorities for Infrastructure should be written into the Policy 
to remind developers and planners of the entitlement of local councils for their own priorities on 
Infrastructure 
 
Changes: Part A add ‘and Neighbourhood Plan Infrastructure Priorities’ after ‘Infrastructure 
Delivery Schedules’ 
New Part following A third line ‘Infrastructure Delivery Plan Schedules’ add ‘‘and Neighbourhood 
Plan Infrastructure Priorities’ 
New part at the end. Add that Local Councils and/or their Neighbourhood Plan Steering Groups 
are to be involved in the decision making process. 
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MM: 106  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Development should make appropriate contributions to 
the delivery of necessary infrastructure but there are concerns about how Policy D1 as modified 
will be implemented. The IDP Schedule is updated to remove the requirement for a 
vehicular/pedestrian/ cycle bridge over the railway line that was previously identified as 
‘essential’ infrastructure and should be reinstated to align with national policy objectives.  It is not 
clearly explained why a health hub cannot be provided within the development, and if not 
provided where will it be.  The loss of access and internal road network to support a bus corridor 
is also likely to reduce bus connectivity. 
The development at South Epping would be inconsistent with the principles of sustainable 
communities if it will not provide the local facilities that residents will need e.g. shops and health 
services. It appears that the South Epping development as modified is now mainly a residential 
development without any meaningful services for local residents or effective sustainable 
transport facilities, which is contrary to the principles of a sustainable community. To avoid 
further reductions in infrastructure items, the concept framework plans should be endorsed by 
the Council prior to the submission of an application and not in advance of determination of an 
application. There is a concern that infrastructure items could be altered, reduced or removed in 
the concept framework plan process if they are not endorsed by the Council prior to the 
submission of an application. It is noted that the claimed support for the South Epping Masterplan 
Area through emerging Epping Town Neighbourhood Plan was based on the delivery of a local 
centre, doctor’s surgery, pharmacy and railway bridge within the site; none of which will now be 
delivered as a result of changes made in these Main Modifications. 
 
Changes: It is requested that the previously identified requirements for a 
vehicular/pedestrian/cycle bridge over the railway line from South Epping is reinstated into an 
updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan Schedule. As requested in Pigeon’s representations to Main 
Modification MM16, it is also requested that concept framework plans for the strategic 
allocations, including South Epping, are endorsed by the Council prior to the submission of an 
application, and not in advance of determination. 

 

MM: 106  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: Chapter 6 
Infrastructure & Delivery MM106 Policy D1 Delivery of Infrastructure (Page 183-184) & Supporting 
Document I. IDP: Part B Infrastructure Delivery Schedule 2020 Update (ED117/EB118) PAH 
supports the amendment to Part A of the Policy as proposed to provide clarification to the 
Council’s approach on viability matters at the DM stage. Previous submissions sought new 
information on infrastructure requirements in HGGT area.  Para 3.23 of Supporting Document I 
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(EFDC IDP Update 2020) states: ‘Secondary healthcare facilities such as hospitals are provided by 
hospital trusts, which in turn receive funding from the Department of Health and Social Care. 
Planning obligations towards secondary healthcare are not regularly sought. However, land may 
be required for the relocation of the Princess Alexandra Hospital, and there may be a requirement 
to seek contributions from larger developments. Further work on this matter is currently being 
undertaken by the Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust.’ The EFDC IDP 2020 identifies the need 
for developer contributions to healthcare to serve new development, covering primary 
healthcare, mental healthcare, community healthcare and acute care. However, the notes on the 
District Wide Infrastructure Delivery Schedule at 4.1 of the IDP state that the contribution is to be 
used to support delivery of GP floorspace set out elsewhere in this IDP. As a Trust, there is no 
routine eligibility for capital allocations from either DHSC or local commissioners to provide new 
capital to meet additional healthcare demands. Therefore, S106 contributions are needed to 
mitigate the additional impacts of the Garden Town development on acute services provision and 
are an important component of PAH’s overall funding and delivery capabilities. 
 
Changes: Therefore, PAH requests that the potential funding sources identified for the potential 
Redevelopment of Princess Alexandra Hospital on land East of Harlow (EHA12) are updated to 
include Developer Contributions. 
PAH requests that the EFDC IDP 2020 is updated throughout to recognise both the changing 
model of care and that DHSC funding alone is not sufficient to meet acute healthcare 
infrastructure needs directly and proportionally related to the development identified in the Plan, 
required to make development acceptable in planning terms, and to deliver sustainable 
development. 
Further detail is set out in PAH’s Note of 5th August 2021 (see attached copy), along with the joint 
response prepared with the Hertfordshire & West Essex Integrated Care System (HWE ICS), Essex 
and North Hertfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group (ENHCCG), West Essex Clinical 
Commissioning Group (WECCG) and all providers that are commissioned to deliver healthcare 
services across the geographical area of HWE ICS dated 10th August 2021 to the HGGT IDP partial 
update, attached for information. 
PAH’s Note also sets out updated estimated transport infrastructure costs associated with 
Hospital relocation to East Harlow. PAH requests that the EFDC IDP 2020 (EHA6) is updated to 
reflect the updated costs for Hospital relocation transport mitigation measures. 
Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd September 
2021 for full details. 
 

 

MM: 106  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey     Supporting 
document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes  
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MMs 105-106 relate to Policy D1 and refer to IDP and need 
for developments to contribute to infrastructure as set out in IDP. Comments have been 
submitted during consultation stages of the LPSV specific to IDP and Strategic Viability 
Assessment. Significant concerns remain e.g which IDP schedule is to apply to modelling. The 
partial IDP update schedule July 2021 differs to September 2020 version which is attached to 
MMs consultation. Versions have differing conclusions/costs associated to Water Lane. It is 
necessary for LPA to provide detailed justification for these cost estimates including justification 
as to the percentage contribution from the West Katherines site and how has this been derived. 
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The contributions profile has commencement date of 2018 so needs updating/adjusting. Local 
Plan runs from 2017 to 2031 so possible mismatch of timings and contributions exacerbated by 
delay to Local Plan and likely commencements on site. Local Plan being examined in accordance 
with 2012 Framework due to the timing of submission (preJanuary 2019). Therefore, Local Plan 
and associated evidence base documents, including the viability assessment and IDP should be 
considered against the 2012 Framework. Concerns relating to the IDP as set out in our comments 
to the Partial Update in July 2021 remain. Important these concerns are addressed at this stage or 
acknowledgement there will be ability to re-assess. Consider that key infrastructure necessary to 
Garden Town growth is deliverable, however necessary to be more explicit in Local Plan as to 
flexibility needed to provision of affordable housing and apportioned infrastructure costs. Noted 
that additional costs attributed to West Katherines scheme for APMS. The rationale of why need 
to contribute when outside ZoI for SAC set out in Appendix 1-2. Changes required: Clarification in 
relation to costs used in modelling to justify the IDP and Viability Assessment. 
 
Changes: Clarification is required in relation to the costs used in the modelling to justify the IDP 
and Viability Assessment. A high-level assessment is only appropriate at this stage and additional 
detailed cost issues and flexibility should be allowed at the planning application stage. 

 

MM: 106  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Natural England has not reviewed any recent  
iterations of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan following assurance at examination that alterations 
to roads that may have a direct impact on the SAC had been dropped. Natural England welcomes 
the additions to policy wording. 
 
Changes: The inspector should reasonably assure herself that infrastructure plans that are likely 
to have direct impacts on the SAC are not inadvertently supported. 

 

MM: 107  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In 6.23 we would like this amended to include the development and extension of existing 
education facilities.  It is written with a presumption of building new (please see out point on 
demolition impact). 
We welcome the reference to accessibility but we fear yet another peripheral school as has been 
built twice in the recent past (with the former school site used for housing).  This has resulted in 
increased motor travel, danger to pupils crossing roads and the loss of local support and empathy 
for the former school in its earlier setting. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 107  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Amend Paragraph 6.23 – HCC fully supports the inclusion of this statement as this aligns 
with our Sustainable Modes of Travel Strategy and programmes to deliver safer routes to schools. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 107  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0013   Respondent: Zoe May             

Organisation: East of England Ambulance NHS Trust     Supporting document: Amend Paragraph 
6.26         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We would like to draw the Inspector's attention to East of England Ambulance Service NHS 
Trust's joint work with Princess Alexandra Hospital to have a site adjacent to the new hospital 
location to build a new Ambulance Hub. One hectare of land is required to build the new Hub. 
Details of this scheme and funding requirements were included in the update to the Harlow and 
Gilston Town Infrastructure Development Plan (IDP) Partial Update 2021 submitted to Epping 
Forest District Council in August 2021 as outlined in MM17 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 107  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 107  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In 6.23 we would like this amended to include the development and extension of existing 
education facilities.  It is written with a presumption of building new (please see out point on 
demolition impact). 
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We welcome the reference to accessibility but we fear yet another peripheral school as has been 
built twice in the recent past (with the former school site used for housing).  This has resulted in 
increased motor travel, danger to pupils crossing roads and the loss of local support and empathy 
for the former school in its earlier setting. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 107  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0024   Respondent: John Lawson             

Organisation: Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust, c/o Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd     
Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please see attached Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd 
September 2021 for full details. Representation details also shown below as follows: 
Chapter 6 Infrastructure & Delivery MM107 Supporting Text to Policy D2 Essential Facilities and 
Services. 
PAH appreciates the attempt to update Paragraph 6.26 concerning PAH’s redevelopment 
strategy, but objects to the current suggested wording on the grounds that it does not reflect the 
most up to date position and alternative wording is therefore, suggested. Through the OBC and 
related PPA processes, preapplication discussions have continued during 2020/21 between PAH, 
Epping & Harlow Local Authorities and the potential site for the new hospital has been identified 
north of the M11 J7a East-West link road and south of Pincey Brook, consistent with HGGT Key 
Diagram. 
 
Changes: PAH therefore requests the wording of Paragraph 6.26 to read as follows (proposed 
changes shown in italics): ‘6.26 The Princess Alexandra Hospital NHS Trust is currently considering 
options to meet its future service requirements through a development strategy and associated 
business case process. This work concerns the potential to relocate the Princess Alexandra 
Hospital (PAH) from its current site within Harlow to land north of M11 Motorway J7a and south 
of Pincey Brook within the Epping Forest part of the East of Harlow Garden Community (See policy 
SP4).’ PAH also notes the Council’s proposed amendments to the supporting text to SP4 
Development and Delivery of Garden Communities in the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town 
(AM13). PAH proposes additional text be inserted for clarity and to reflect the agreed current 
position with the planning and transport authorities, which would be consistent with the evidence 
presented at the EIP in 2019. PAH therefore, suggests the wording of Paragraph 2.112 is updated 
to read as follows (proposed changes show in italics): ‘Included within this, is provision for the 
potential relocation of the Princess Alexandra Hospital from its current site in Harlow. In order to 
facilitate the future relocation of the hospital, a potential new site has been identified within the 
Garden Town – on land within the Epping Forest District part of the East of Harlow Garden 
Community north of M11 Junction 7a, south of Pincey Brook. The proposed relocation of the 
Hospital represents PAH’s preferred development option, although a fall-back option comprises 
the refurbishment/redevelopment of the existing Hospital site. Please see attached Lawson 
Planning Partnership Ltd representation letter dated 22nd September 2021 for full details 
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MM: 108  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: “Accessibility” in this policy and MM107 should accommodate the Local Plan’s policy on 
modal shift so it must be accessible on foot or by bicycle by residents actually likely to use the 
facility referred to. Nation recommended time / distance parameters should be used, modified in 
the light of terrain and road factors. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 108  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the proposed addition of (iv) after Part B of D 2. 
REASON: To protect community facilities. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 108  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 108  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: “Accessibility” in this policy and MM107 should accommodate the Local Plan’s policy on 
modal shift so it must be accessible on foot or by bicycle by residents actually likely to use the 
facility referred to. Nation recommended time / distance parameters should be used, modified in 
the light of terrain and road factors. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 110  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy D4, Part C) The amendment removes any requirement for provision of community 
based infrastructure. It should still refer to ‘community, leisure and cultural facilities’ and refer to 
the IDP and Neighbourhood Plan Infrastructure priorities. Ongar is expecting an increase in 
population by a third due to allocated sites and recent development and will require considerably 
improved community facilities or additional ones. 4 of the sites for Ongar have around 100-140 
new homes and 3 of the remaining 4 are adjoining each other. They are all considered to be 
strategic sites according to EFDC Local Plan, but for example in Ongar, such facilities would better 
serve the whole community if located close to Chipping Ongar Town Centre, rather than on site. 
This wording would negate that and possibly make any worthwhile community facility become 
out of reach. Enhancement of an existing facility should also be weighed up against the 
advantages and viability of relocation. Working closely with local council groups and 
neighbourhood plan steering groups would not just be worthwhile but essential in meeting local 
needs and preferences. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 111  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Monitoring is not effective unless it is conducted regularly and the results are published 
promptly. These aspects appear to be absent from the policy and accordingly we ask for an 
amendment. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 111  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Policy D7) This needs to include Neighbourhood Plans within the monitoring of applying 
planning law. E.g. wording could be inserted into the monitoring the implementation of the Plan 
policies ‘and any Neighbourhood Plan policies’ … is required. 
A new part is proposed to monitor the effectiveness of the Quality Review Panel, including its 
selection process; how well policies, including Neighbourhood Plan Policies and Design Guides are 
implemented and relate to local character of the neighbourhood. In addition the Quality Review 
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Panel should be open to scrutiny with its reports available on request (which has not happened 
for ONG.R5- see comments under MMs for DM9, DM10, P4 and ONG.R5. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 111  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Monitoring is not effective unless it is conducted regularly and the results are published 
promptly.  These aspects appear to be absent from the policy and accordingly we ask for an 
amendment. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We are disappointed there is no stated provision for public consultation in these plans for 
reviewing and updating the LP in subsequent editions. Perhaps this is an oversight? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Local Plan review - (p172-P173) How involved will this process be? Very few details. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes EFDC committing to monitoring progress of the Local Plan, with particular 
regard to effectiveness of sustainable transport measures. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0020   Respondent: Jeremy Dagley             

Organisation: City of London (Conservators)     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In the light of our reservations set out above about Policies DM2 and DM22 (in MMs 46, 47, 
74 & 75), the lack of certainty about the delivery of mitigation measures, and the lack of ‘brake’ or 
‘trigger’ wording in those policies, the ‘trigger’ provided within Policy D8 at sub- policy D8C (bullet 
point 3), is highly significant to the protection of EFSAC from adverse impacts due to Local Plan 
development. However, this trigger is not sufficiently precise, in The Conservators’ view, to 
provide the required protection to Epping Forest and, therefore, does not provide the certainty 
required by the Habitats Regulations. This lack of precision, in our view, renders this current Policy 
wording unsound. 
The wording suggests that updated modelling and an updated HRA would be required, which 
themselves could require a considerable time to produce. Instead the Policy should rely on the 
current HRA (June 2021 – EB211A) which is unequivocal about the adverse impacts without 
mitigation measures (e.g. para 6.87). 
Furthermore, the Policy D8 should be clear that any delay in securing and delivering the mitigation 
set out in Policies DM2 and DM22 and their associated strategies (G&BIS, SAMMS and APMS) 
would be sufficient to trigger a Local Plan review. The new wording suggests that there will only 
be a “consideration of any delay” rather than delay itself being the immediate trigger. This is not 
compliant with the prevention of adverse impacts on integrity of EFSAC and we would request 
that the wording of Policy D8 is changed to ensure that delay to mitigation, of itself, is a key 
trigger. Such a change would ensure the soundness of the Policy which underscores the certainty 
of mitigation delivery in Policies DM2 and DM22. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, National Policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Welcomes updated Policy D8 which refers to the 
consideration of any delay in securing and delivering the required measures set out in those 
strategies.  However, the wording is not explicit as to what would trigger a review. D8 does not 
provide a caveat of restriction based upon the findings of the HRA.  There is considerable 
uncertainty and there is no explicit link between D8, the monitoring referred to in section 6, the 
dates in Appendix 2 of the IAPMS, the review targets identified in the HRA and does not meet the 
criteria within HRA Handbook. It is not based upon the findings of the current HRA and the 
mitigation measures relied upon but instead is on the basis of the findings of monitoring work 
together with future updated modelling and updated HRA.  Any monitoring which triggered a 
review would need to be aligned with the review targets in the HRA. 
NE cannot therefore agree with the assertions made at paragraph 6.89 of the HRA that D8 has 
‘made clear’ which reflect circumstances if the  
10% conversion rate by 2025 was not achieved and if the total package of mitigation measures 
including the CAZ did not appear to be on 
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track to achieve the necessary air quality targets by 2029 and 2033 
NE does not agree with the findings of the HRA that there will be no adverse effects on the 
integrity of the SAC. The measures identified can be relied upon to avoid adverse effects to site 
integrity but we do not agree that the Plan policies secure that those measures will be delivered in 
a timely manner.  
P.12-13 of the representation outlines options to address NE’s concerns. 
 
Changes: Not specified  

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (Policy D8) Needs more positive recognition of local 
community input including Neighbourhood Plans, local Design Guides and Design Codes. This 
could be added to new Policy D8 part B.  
At present Neighbourhood Plans, local and national Design Guides and Codes are not referred to 
or acknowledged including strategic sites already coming forward e.g. ONG.R5 EPF/2627/20 
whereby the planning department refused to answer queries prior to the formal application, and 
since publication, have also refused to meet local neighbourhood plan steering group 
representatives to discuss material planning concerns. Not handled well by EFDC and lack of 
action is not compatible with NPPF 2021 or guidelines or National Design Guide and Code 2021. 
Track record on ONG.R5 to date is 
• No formal pre-application discussions and exchanges of ideas with statutory body (local 
council/Neighbourhood plan Steering Group) 
• Detailed application submitted after planning officer approved detail in pre application 
discussions and Quality Review Panel had also signed it off 
• 500+ objectors 
• No subsequent meeting between planners and local groups to overcome concerns, despite 
repeated requests 
• Housing Mix deviates from Local Plan (and NP) without justification 
• Parking provision not in line with Essex Minimum Parking Standards (or NP)  
• The high sensitivity to changes on the land not considered  
• Density much higher than prevailing density  
• Design inappropriate for prevailing rural character with homes with steep tall roofs (and 
bedrooms in the lofts) and three storey blocks of flats 
• Surface water flooding and drainage issues  
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• Highway safety near the school and congestion at major junction not addressed 
• Capacity of sewers and drainage not adequately addressed 
• Developer contribution to Infrastructure not discussed with local council or its Neighbourhood 
Plan representatives and does not include any priorities listed in Neighbourhood Plan policy 
• Local species, habitats and ancient hedgerows ignored 
• Local knowledge ignored 
 
Changes: 6.55 Also add ‘and any Neighbourhood Plan policies’ into the sentence 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0013   Respondent: Colin Campbell             

Organisation: Hill Residential Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The need to set out circumstances for an early Local Plan 
review is supported, but Policy D8 is ineffective and inadequate.   
The criteria for an early review does not reference when there is expected to be a significant 
change in local housing need, as outlined in NPPF Paragraph 33 (NPPF 2021) and NPPG (2019) 
comparing the OAN figure of 518 dpa and the Standard Method figure of 953 dpa.   The Council 
should commit to an immediate full policy review, updating its strategic policies and ensure the 
Local Plan process is not delayed further.  
The policy should include a target date for completion to focus work, ensure its completed, 
ensure the allocation of sufficient sites to meet housing needs and to address challenges of 
housing supply and delivery.  
The scope of the immediate review should make specific reference to Draft Policy SP 2 (Spatial 
Development Strategy) so that the latest local housing need figures are considered alongside a 
subsequent strategy to meet that need.  
As the scope of a review is likely to include a comprehensive site selection exercise and Green Belt 
assessments, it stresses the importance of commencing the review immediately.  
A review in relation to the requirements of Policy DM 2 (Epping Forest SAC and the Lee Valley 
SPA) should be part of Policy D8 for consistency.  
Paragraph B of Draft Policy D8 is consistent with national policy.  
The Local Plan contains no policies or targets for carbon reductions from buildings and Climate 
Change and is a clear gap in the Council’s policy approach. Without an immediate review it is likely 
to be the end of the decade before the council requires developments to reduce their carbon 
impact. That is simply unsustainable. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Alternative wording suggested, please refer to the full 
representation. 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We are disappointed there is no stated provision for public consultation in these plans for 
reviewing and updating the LP in subsequent editions. Perhaps this is an oversight? 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0003   Respondent: Oliver Bell             

Organisation: St Congar Provincial     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The EFLP is being considered under transitional measures 
against the NPPF 2012, which does not require 5 yearly reviews of local plans. 
Post adoption reviews of the plan will be subject to the NPPF 2021. Paragraph 33 states: 
“Policies in local plans and spatial development strategies should be reviewed to assess whether 
they need updating at least once every five years and should then be updated as necessary. 
Reviews should be completed no later than five years from the adoption date of a plan and should 
take into account changing circumstances affecting the area, or any relevant changes in national 
policy. Relevant strategic policies will need updating at least once every five years if their 
applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly; and they are likely to require earlier 
review if local housing need is expected to change significantly in the near future.”  
Re the last sentence in paragraph 33, the Government’s method for calculating housing need 
identifies a minimum annual housing need of 953. This need exists today. Due to transitional 
measures the EFLP is proceeding under the previous locally based assessment of housing need 
which proposes to deliver an average of 518 dwellings per annum until 2033, approximately 54% 
of minimum housing need that exists today. 
Policy D8 of the EFLP includes provision for a review of the local plan within five years. Part ‘C’ 
states that an earlier review will take place to “address significant changes in circumstances” 
These specific scenarios where an earlier review will take place fails to include changes in housing 
need.  It is erroneous that Policy D8 fails to include such a provision as it is known that current 
housing need substantially exceeds that planned for within the EFLP. Therefore, it is unsound, in 
accordance with NPPF paragraph 182. 
 
Changes: Policy D8 should include reference to changes in housing need as one of the scenarios 
that triggers an early review of the adopted plan 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0005   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - LSH.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the inclusion of a new Policy D8 and associated supporting text, which adds 
flexibility to the Plan. This accords with the NPPF requirement for plans and strategic policies to 
be reviewed at least once every five years, to take account of local and national changes including 
housing need. The policy specifically addresses situations where housing delivery and/or EFSAC 
mitigation are not being met which adds robustness to polices SP2 DM2 and DM22. 
 
Changes: N/A 
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MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0007   Respondent: Jonathan Steele             

Organisation: Cirrus Land     Supporting document:          Attachment:  
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised –Policy D8 simply restates the legal and national position 
and does not set a requirement to carry out a review, nor a commitment to update or undertake a 
detailed review of the Plan post adoption despite it not meeting the objectively assessed housing 
needs.  Although there are clear grounds not to adopt the plan, a pragmatic way forward is a 
robust policy setting out an obligation for immediate review of the Plan and update of the Plan 
upon adoption.   
Specifically, preamble should take account of current monitoring information and national factors 
and should not permit EFDC to self-certify the Plan as effective and compliant with national policy. 
The representation details a series of targets and measure that should be included in policy 
including an example from Bedford Borough. 
It is questionable how compliant the Plan is ‘sound’ for numerous reasons (paragraph 3.12) 
including that the published evidence it utilises will be five years old if the Plan is adopted in 2022 
and that the Government’s Standard Method for calculating housing need would be circa 19,000 
homes.  
Policy D8 Part (b) is vague, lacks clarity, relevant triggers to offer certainty of a review mechanism 
and only some of the criteria listed in PPG and the Plan only requires EFDC to have regard to these 
aspects; there is no obligation to undertake a detailed review.  
Policy D8 Part (c) adds little to the overall policy and NPPF.  Notably, the Housing Delivery Test 
shows on 49% against requirements demonstrating the need for an early review. The Plan should 
use the definition of “deliverable” in the NPPF.  
The Plan is not ‘effective’ failing to plan for 15 years required by NPPF, fails to meet current 
housing needs and is significantly underperforming on housing delivery and includes an 
ambiguous review mechanism.  
 
Changes: Preamble paragraph 6.58: This paragraph of the preamble should be amended to refer 
to the most up to date monitoring information available, including (but not limited to) the most 
recent AMR, Housing Delivery Test (HDT) results and Standard Method as a minimum. 
Policy D8:  
Part A:  
Add a new part (a) to the policy requiring review of the Plan within 1 year of adoption, utilising 
wording from Bedford Borough Council Policy 1 (above).  
Make clear through policy wording that if the Local Plan Review and Update does not commence 
within 1 year or an updated Plan is not submitted for Examination within 3 years of the date of 
adoption, all policies relevant to the determination of planning applications for housing will be 
deemed out of date in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework.  
Reword existing part (a) of policy D8 to ensure reviews are carried out, not self-certified, and 
independent examination takes place.  
Part B: 
Revise the criterion for consideration as part of the review process to include all aspects referred 
to in PPG paragraph 65;  
Make clear in the wording of the policy that the list is not exhaustive and is the minimum EFDC 
must explore and evidence;  
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Add further detail and minimum triggers for a whole Plan review and policy update notably to 
require updates where there is any significant change in circumstances resulting in conflict 
between the adopted Plan (including targets) and local evidence or national policy and guidance.  
The required changes stated within this representation are essential to ensure robustness, 
soundness and legal compliance, should the Plan be adopted. 
 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0010   Respondent: Martin Friend             

Organisation: Wates House     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The MMs are so significant that they represent a fundamental review of the plan, including 
overall housing provision and its distribution - further hearing sessions should be arranged.  
The Council should commit to an immediate review as soon as this plan is adopted. Policy D8 does 
not comply with the NPPF and is unsound as it will not be effective in maintaining the proper 
planning of the District.  If adopted in Q1 2022, it will be 3½ years since submission, circumstances 
have changed, the evidence base was prepared ahead of 2018, and there are significant changes 
in national policy including climate change and demographic data. The Plan will be out of date 
adoption. However, if adopted, this must be alongside a firm commitment to commence a review 
immediately. If adopted in 2022 the remaining plan period will be 11 years contrary to NPPF 
which requires strategic policies to have a minimum 15 year period from adoption. Given the 
strategic nature of the distribution of development and infrastructure requirements, it is 
fundamental to roll forward the an immediate plan review to 2040 including housing 
requirements, its distribution, Green Belt boundaries, a SHMA and a review of housing trajectory. 
Proposed Policy D8 provides no commitment to an early review and mimics NPPF.  Commitment 
to an immediate review is essential. The wording of Policy D8 suggests an informal ‘review’ of the 
plan within 5 years of adoption, which may not be until 2028 and optimistically adoption in 2030.  
This would be no way to plan for the future of the District, undermine the delivery of 
development and the certainty required to allow housing needs in particular to be met. MM112 is 
clearly unsound and fundamentally flawed. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0016   Respondent: David Neame             

Organisation: Catesby Estates Plc     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The delays in preparing the Local Plan, resulting in 
dangerously low levels of housing delivery, combined with it being prepared against a framework 
that is 9 years old and not reflective of current policy means the Council should undertake an 
immediate review.  Policy D8 pays lip service to the statutory requirements - the Council should 
be required to make a commitment to an immediate review.  As an example, the Standard 
Method equates the Local Housing Need to 963dpa whereas the plan has a current requirement 
of 518dpa (an minimum uplift of 86%).  Without an immediate review,  a significant failure of the 
plan making process will result in significant shortages of both open and affordable homes.  An 
example of appropriate policy wording is included from the Bedford Local Plan. 
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Changes: Not Specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Since the plan is being examined against the NPPF 2012 
there should be a firm commitment in proposed Policy D8 to an earlier review, including a 
timetable for that review process to start and for the submission of a draft plan review document 
for examination. It is noted that some of the specified criteria that would trigger an earlier review 
of EFDLP already exist in NPPF and PPG. This significant change to national policy and guidance 
will not apply to EFDC until it decides to undertake a review of strategic housing policies. Using 
the standard method for calculating local housing needs for Epping would equate to 953 dwellings 
per annum. Given the Main Modifications mean that there is no longer a buffer to the planned 
delivery of housing, and given a stepped trajectory is being seen as necessary which will inevitably 
delay the delivery of urgently needed market and affordable housing in the early years of the 
plan, a fixed programme for a Local Plan review timetable should be fixed in policy now. It is 
therefore requested that an early review of EFDLP should be undertaken so that the national 
standard method for calculating local housing needs can be implemented. It is noted that the 
monitoring results for the Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy are due to be completed in 2024/2025 
and a Clean Air Zone is due to be established in 2025. However, regular air pollution monitoring 
will be an ongoing process and the protection of Epping Forest SAC will always be necessary, and 
both these matters will inform future development strategies. Therefore, it is considered that an 
earlier review should be required to meet development needs. 
 
Changes: It is requested that Policy D8 is amended as follows: The Council will undertake an early 
review of the Epping Forest District Local Plan to accommodate  local housing needs derived from 
the national standard method, which will commence no later than one year after the adoption of 
the plan. An updated or replacement plan will be submitted for  
examination no later than three years after the date of adoption of the plan. 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the inclusion of a new Policy D8 and associated supporting text, which adds 
flexibility to the Plan. This accords with the NPPF requirement for plans and strategic policies to 
be reviewed at least once every five years, to take account of local and national changes including 
housing need. The policy specifically addresses situations where housing delivery and/or EFSAC 
mitigation are not being met which adds robustness to polices SP2 DM2 and DM22. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 312  
 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0021   Respondent: Jamie Sullivan             

Organisation: Tele Lands Improvement Limited     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This Policy provides for a review of the Local Plan policies 
to see if they need to be updated, with the first review to occur after five years of the Plan being 
adopted. The mechanism is policed by the local authority and if they consider the production of a 
new Local Plan is not required, they do not need to initiate one. We do not consider that this is 
appropriate because:  
• The Local Plan was first submitted in 2017 and upon adoption it will be nearly five years old.                                                                  
• The Local Plan is based on the 2012 NPPF and is already dated.  
• The Plan already contains a number of outdated policies, including the approach to Employment 
Land.                                     
• The Plan is based on an out-of-date evidence base, including the 2017 SHMA.                                                                                               
• The Local Plan is based on delivering much lower levels of housing need than that expected 
under the level of objectively assessed need. It should be delivering an increase of 25% to meet 
the District’s needs, but uses a loophole in the old NPPF to avoid this. A new Plan to address 
current levels of need is urgently needed.                                                                                                      
• Para 30 of the 2019 NPPF states that ‘Relevant strategic policies will need updating at least once 
every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly; and they 
are likely to require earlier review if local housing need is expected to change significantly in the 
near future.’ As the current Local Plan is based on a lower level of housing need, it will 
automatically require a review after five years, notwithstanding any independent assessment by 
the Council. We do not consider that this approach to a review is sound as it is not based on an 
effective strategy and does not accord with national policy. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0022   Respondent: David Hill             

Organisation: Dandara Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Policy D8 should include a requirement to review the plan 
within 6 months of adoption. Whilst this plan is being examined under the 2012 Framework, it is 
clear the disparity between the local plan housing figure and the standardised housing 
requirement (an 84% increase), together with the continual lack of delivery, should mean the plan 
should be reviewed almost immediately. This was the case in Central Bedfordshire’s examination 
and likely to occur in North Hertfordshire, where the necessary rate of delivery is unlikely to be 
achievable in this iteration of the plan. If a review was conducted the day after adoption, it would 
show that the housing figures are not correct, and so the plan should be reviewed under 
Paragraph 33 of the NPPF (2021) which states: “Relevant strategic policies will need updating at 
least once every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has changed significantly; 
and they are likely to require earlier review if local housing need is expected to change 
significantly in the near future.” This is sort of reflected in Section C of the policy but there is no 
requirement to do this under the proposed policy framework within 5 years. The significant 
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difference in required need, should be reason enough for an instant review. Whilst a lack of 5-year 
land supply is supported as a mechanism for a review, how and when this will be implemented 
and identified warrants further clarification. The stepped housing figure probably prevents this 
happening instantly but even with this in place, it is likely that the plan may struggle to deliver the 
sufficient dwellings in the more immediate term. Appeal decisions should also be part of the 
methodology to enable a review to take place, with any lack of 5YLS decisions triggering the 
requirement for a review. 
 
Changes: Policy D8 should include the requirement to review the plan within 6 months of 
adoption as the housing figures will be out of date instantly given the provisions of Paragraph 153 
of the Framework (2012) and more specifically Paragraph 33 of the 2021 document, albeit this 
more recent requirement will only be relevant once the plan is adopted. The lack of 5-year land 
supply should not simply be down to the housing implementation strategy or monitoring reports 
as it is considered that, in general, local authorities tend to take an optimistic view of land supply. 
Appeal decisions should have equal weight in the decision to review and if they identify a lack of 
supply then a review should take place instantly. 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1        Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the inclusion of a new Policy D8 and associated supporting text, which adds 
flexibility to the Plan. This accords with the NPPF requirement for plans and strategic policies to 
be reviewed at least once every five years, to take account of local and national changes including 
housing need. The policy specifically addresses situations where housing delivery and/or EFSAC 
mitigation are not being met which adds robustness to polices SP2 DM2 and DM22. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0032   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt Developments     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This response is prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of 
Martin Grant Homes and Harcourt Developments who have land interests at Latton Park, London 
Road, Harlow within the administrative boundary of Epping Forest (site reference: SR-0092). 
Comments have previously been submitted to Epping Forest Council and Harlow Council (due to 
the cross-border connections) during the previous Local Plan stages. These previous comments 
remain valid and should be read in conjunction with these comments. MM112 sets out the 
requirements for an early review of the Local Plan as set out in Draft Policy D8. The Council needs 
to complete a review of the Local Plan policies and publish its conclusions at least every five years. 
As set out above under comments on MM15 and MM18, the evidence base for the employment 
strategy and justification for the employment land allocations is out dated and inaccurate and 
there is an immediate need to review this to ensure that the Local Plan can respond positively to 
the economic requirements of the District. The Policy states that conclusions from the first review 
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will be published no later than five years from the adoption date of the Plan. However, the policy 
should include a target date for the completion of the review to provide a focus for the Council to 
work towards. It will also reduce the chance of failure to progress the plan review and the 
prospect of the Council facing further challenges in respect of housing supply and delivery and 
economic growth in the longer term. A commitment to commence a review immediately on the 
adoption of this Plan will ensure that the review will be completed and ensure the allocation of 
sufficient sites for employment to meet economic needs at least until the end of the plan period 
and in subsequent years. 
 
Changes: Draft Policy D8 should be modified to read as follows:  A. The Council commits to 
undertaking a full review of the Local Plan policies immediately following adoption. Conclusions 
from the first review will be published no later than five years from the adoption date of the Plan 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0034   Respondent: Steven Kosky             

Organisation: Land Fund (Waltham Abbey) Limited     Supporting document:       Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please refer to Sections 4 and 5 of the attached statement responding to the Schedule of 
Main Modifications to the Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Version 2017 on behalf of 
LF (Waltham Abbey) Ltd – September 2021, prepared by Turley. 
 
Changes: The case for an immediate review of this 2017 based Plan, where adopted, is 
compelling, as set out in the Section 4 of the attached Turley statement and is further reinforced 
by the fact that the Council’s proposed review mechanism, as set out in the Main Modifications, is 
simply not sound. 
Land Fund strongly objects to the adoption of Policy D8 as proposed, as the Council’s previous 
written statements and extended delays to the examination process indicate that they should not 
be the gatekeepers of whether the new Local Plan, where adopted, should, or should not, be 
reviewed. In this regard it is important to note that a number of other Local Planning Authorities 
which have either adopted new Local Plans, or are about to adopt new Local Plans, following 
similar extended periods of examination, have been obliged to initiate an immediate review of the 
whole Local Plan. Main Modification Policy D8, is not fit for purpose and should be modified to 
create a clear and coherent mechanism for an immediate and comprehensive review of the whole 
Local Plan. Please refer to Sections 4 and 5 of the attached statement responding to the Schedule 
of Main Modifications to the Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Version 2017 on behalf 
of LF (Waltham Abbey) Ltd – September 2021, prepared by Turley. 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MM112 sets out the requirements for an early review of the Local Plan. The Council needs 
to complete a review of the Local Plan policies and publish its conclusions at least every five years.  
Conclusions from the first review will be published no later than five years from the adoption date 
of the Plan (anticipated to be 2027). It is likely that the review will conclude that certain policies 
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are out of date due to the reliance on outdated demographic data and that the Plan was 
examined using the now superseded 2012 Framework. This early review is supported and 
welcomed to ensure the continued certainty of the Local Plan and the Garden Community 
allocations. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 112  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0043   Respondent: Alasdair Sherry             

Organisation: Woolston Manor     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In that regard, MM112 seeks to introduce a Local Plan Review Policy under the reference 
‘Policy D8’. The circumstances for including this are outlined in the advice form the Inspector at 
paragraph 28 of ED98, which states that such a policy is required to ensure effectiveness of the 
plan given the uncertainty about the approach to housing supply. We support the inclusion of 
Policy D8, and it is considered that should the LPA adopt a plan that does not provide sufficient 
land for the supply of adequate housing across the plan period, an immediate or early review 
provides the mechanism for addressing this. As set out later within the submission, should 
additional sites be required to ensure the effective delivery of housing, the broad locations 
identified through the LPA’s own evidence base should provide a starting point from which to 
allocate additional land. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 113  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council feels that if the definition of minor development is being amended to include 
applications for a Gypsy and/or Travelling showpeople site of 1-9 pitches, then a modification 
should be made to the definition of major development to include ‘Gypsy and/or Travelling 
showpeople sites of more than 10 pitches’. 
REASON: To ensure clarity and provide consistency. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 113  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0019   Respondent: Adriana Jones             

Organisation: Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers Parish Council     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This modification proposes to alter the definition of ‘Yard’. This Council supports the 
proposed modification, however feels the Councils description should go further to avoid any 
ambiguity. 
Planning Policy for Traveller sites 2015 identifies under paragraph 9 that ‘Local planning 
authorities should set […] plot targets for travelling showpeople.’ It further states under 
paragraph 10 that ‘Local planning authorities should, in producing their Local Plan [….] relate the 
number of pitches or plots to the circumstances of the specific size and location of the site and 
the surrounding population’s size and density.’ Neither the Submission Version of the Local Plan, 
nor the proposed main modifications, identify the number of plots proposed for RUR.T6. The 
proposed modification identifies a plot as being space to accommodate one household estimated 
at 0.13ha (a plot being suitable for 1 static Caravan and two tourers). Taking into account the 
space required for internal roads, necessary amenity space including play space for children, 
storage and maintenance of equipment, and an area for the testing of equipment, the Council 
should specify the maximum number of plots suitable for this site. This should be completed in 
conjunction with the current supporting evidence base which identifies there are 9 plots within 
the Yard, and which also identifies that the site is already overcrowded. In support of this, the 
Planning Inspectorates decision (Appeal reference APP/J1535/A/1018929) of December 1999 
identified that a ‘maximum of three caravans per plot would be provide a reasonable ceiling on 
the capacity of the site whilst allowing more personal space for larger families.’ 
In summary, the proposed modification remains too ambiguous, and does not provide a control 
measure in planning terms. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 113  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: (Glossary) There is a need to define and clarify net density and net development area in 
terms of standard practice, and such as the recognised RICS definition to clarify ‘inclusions and 
exclusions’, so this is clear for planners and developers see comments in MM84 policy P4. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 113  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0012   Respondent: Jane Orsborn             

Organisation: Woodhouse Property Consultants     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Objection to Part C (v) of DM4 when read with the 
definition of ‘Rural Communities’ as proposed in the Glossary (MM113).  It is not clear why 
‘smaller settlements’ in the criterion (v) has been replaced with ‘rural communities’.  MM113 
identifies ‘rural communities’ as “the existing localities in the District that are not defined as 
'Settlements' in Table 5”.  
NPPF supports “limited infilling in villages” and “limited infilling in rural communities” is not 
compliant with and more restrictive to the approach in NPPF if the size of the rural community is 
not sufficient to warrant classification as a ‘village’.  It lacks precision, and NPPF is supportive of 
“limited infilling in villages” that lie within/are washed over by the Green Belt.  
There is no valid justification for excluding sites proximate to, but outwith the defined boundaries 
of, the District’s large and small villages as defined in Table 5.1 from ‘limited infilling’.   Abridge, 
Nazeing and Roydon would not be regarded as ‘rural communities’ and would be excluded from 
infilling outside of tightly defined village envelopes.  
Exclusion of ‘smaller settlements from infilling’ defined in Table 5.1 Settlements may have 
negative impact on the supply of windfalls (280 over the plan period).  
The reason for the change (to be consistent with H3) is not valid as limited affordable housing for 
local community needs may be acceptable in locations where open market housing might not be 
appropriate. NPPF 2018 subdivided limited infilling in villages and limited affordable housing for 
local community needs into two separate categories.  
There is an inconsistency between the supporting text and the MM.  The text does not convey 
‘limited infilling’ will not be considered acceptable within the District’s Green Belt villages yet this 
is the inference of MM49.  
 
Changes: Either re-instate smaller settlements’ into clause (v); or (preferably) reiterate the 
wording of the NPPF in Policy DM4 so that Part C (v) reads “limited infilling in villages and limited 
affordable homes in locations that are in accordance with Policy H3”. 

 

MM: 114  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0011   Respondent: Michael Hardware             

Organisation: Harlow Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: In the same way as the Harlow Local Plan, the inclusion of a stepped housing trajectory in 
the Modifications is supported as are the changes to the trajectory for East of Harlow which was 
agreed in the Statement of Common Ground addendum (MM15 & MM114). 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 114  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0001   Respondent: Nigel Goulding             

Organisation: The Sisters of the Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Seeks the retention of CHIG.R7 as an allocation in the LP. 
The Council has not considered the evidence provided by the promotor which would satisfy the 
Inspectors concerns in relation to heritage assets. No site visit has taken place in light of the 
promotors' submission (Heritage Assessment). It would be wrong for the Council to support the 
removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation without having taken proper account of the information 
provided. The four reports produced by HE as part of their Enhanced Listing Procedure clearly 
describe the extent of the designated heritage assets, their significance and the contribution to 
significance made by the setting in the terms set out in the NPPF, NPPG and HE’s own guidance. 
The IHA by an experienced heritage consultant has assessed the development capacity of the site 
using the same terms and following the methodology set out by HE in GPA3. The Council has 
ignored this and seeks instead to justify the removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation by 
exaggerating the extent and significance of the designated heritage assets on the site, and 
describing the extent of potential harm in subjective and emotive language. The conclusion from 
the specialist advice to hand is that some limited development on the CHIG.R7 site could be 
justifiable in terms of the NPPF and other policies and guidance for the protection of the historic 
environment. We therefore request that the site be retained in the site allocation of the emerging 
local plan to allow for future proposals to come forward that could be assessed and decided 
through the normal planning application process. Please note, the same response applies to a 
number of relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Retention of CHIG.R7 in the site allocation. 

 

MM: 114  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: DM2 (b) refers to  new development. It is not clear what 
the start date is for the assessment of new development against this policy. Is January 2019 the 
start date for assessing/ implementing this policy? This would align with the preparation of a new 
Habitats Regulation Assessment for the emerging Local Plan.  
DM2 (B1) refers to the need to mitigate for potential or identified adverse effects on air quality. Is 
the policy only concerned with adverse effects or is it concerned with any effect? If the former 
when does that kick in? 
DM2 (B1) also refers to effects on air quality arising from additional development in the District 
but fails to indicate any baseline date for assessing additional development. The policy needs to 
be clear when the assessment of ‘additional’ starts from as planning permission can be sought 
retrospectively and in the case of some Gypsy Traveller sites, permission may have previously 
been granted on a temporary basis 
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In December 2019 Epping Forest Council said applications to retain/ renew existing Gypsy 
Traveller sites with a temporary permission, which involved no increased site occupancy, would 
not be affected by the SAC issue. This should be in the policy guidance. 
Section 7 ‘Implementing the Strategy’ of the Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy details the financial 
contributions to be secured for new residential development. This refers to payments per 
dwelling and includes caravan sites, but no differentiation is accorded to the traffic impacts of a 
small caravan and a 4-5 bed house. This is unfair. As is the fact that some development will be 
exempt from these payments (e.g. Prior Approvals Class Q GPDO).  And regarding temporary 
traveller sites the 1/80th CIL payment rule should apply, so a temporary site would pay up to 
5/80ths of the required sum. Policy guidance should clarify this.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 114  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Thomas Doran             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The Trajectory should be corrected and RUR. T2 (Ashview Hamlet Hill) reinstated as this has 
not been granted permanent consent.  
Even though the Trajectory has been adjusted by 2 years to take account the slippage in adopting 
the Local Plan I have to question whether it is realistic to presume 10 pitches will be delivered at 
Latton Priory and North Weald Bassett  during the period  2019/20-2023/24 as to date no 
Masterplans appear to have been published/ agreed for both of these allocations. Once the 
Masterplans are approved it is anticipated that outline planning permission will be sought which is 
likely to be subject to legal agreements. Reserved matters applications would then follow, and 
possibly also applications to discharge conditions. The development would then be implemented 
in phases. Policy fails to specify any phasing for the delivery of Traveller pitches as part of these 
Strategic Housing Allocations. From experience elsewhere I consider it doubtful any developer 
would prioritise this provision within the first or any early phase of development. It is more likely 
that most will hold out until the final phase of any development in the hope the site is no longer 
needed and the land can be reused for another land use.  In my view it could be 5-10 years before 
there is any likelihood of Traveller pitches being delivered as part of any strategic housing 
allocation. 
 
Changes: The Trajectory for Travellers’ provision needs to be corrected and careful consideration 
given to the number of pitches at Ashview as well as the timing of the delivery of pitches on 
strategic housing sites the subject of Masterplans 

 

MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0005   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - LSH.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the updated Housing Trajectory. For the settlement of Lower Sheering, this 
shows delivery of 14 new homes commencing and completing in 2023/24. We confirm that this 
trajectory is deliverable and achievable. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0009   Respondent: Will Lusty             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has Summarised: The benefits of progressing a planning application in 
parallel with the production of a Strategic Masterplan will mean that development could start on 
site 2023/2024 and therefore come forward within the first five years of the new Local Plan 
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period as the first phase of the Masterplan Area. Subject to wider delivery timescales, this could 
enable the delivery of the East of Harlow allocation by Year 11 based on the Council’s current 
Housing Trajectory as contained at Appendix 5 (as modified under MM115). Whilst it is recognised 
that the timings for the delivery of the strategic allocation have been pushed back to simply 
reflect delays in the Local Plan process, it is considered that using a concurrent approach to the 
masterplanning and application processes will enable 3 the delivery of new homes between Year 
4 (2024/2025) and Year 11 (2030/2031). It is therefore recommended that the trajectory for East 
of Harlow as set out under MM115 is further refined to reflect this. It will address a key objective 
of the NPPF to significantly boost the supply of homes, which continues to set out a presumption 
in favour of sustainable development and supports early housing delivery. This national policy 
context therefore serves to provide a strong and favourable context for the consideration of 
proposals for housing development in areas of acute housing need and demand, in areas such as 
Epping Forest. It is considered to be particularly pertinent for the District given the impact of the 
Epping Forest SAC which has prevented the Council from being able to grant planning permission 
for new homes since 2018 as well as the pressures on housing numbers expected as a result of 
COVID-19. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Pigeon’s Hearing Statement provided detailed commentary 
on the assumptions about housing delivery at those three sites: Latton Priory; Water Lane Area; 
and East of Harlow. The updated housing trajectory does not refer to any evidence of past 
housing delivery rates at strategic sites in Harlow to inform the delivery rates that should be 
applied at the three Garden Community Sites. Information on past housing delivery rates at 
strategic sites within Harlow be provided to inform the housing trajectory. Strategic sites within 
Harlow are still under construction or allocated and will affect delivery rates at the three Garden 
Community sites.  In combination, circa 800-900 dwellings are to be delivered in and around 
Harlow each year for a sustained period of over 10 years.  These assumptions are considered to be 
very optimistic and unrealistic. The land East of Harlow is allocated for a combined total of 3,350 
dwellings.  It is highly likely that the first part to be completed will be adjacent to the urban area 
to deliver infrastructure and connect neighbouring developments with one another. Delivery 
would be over 13 years at a rate of 200 per annum. As such, the housing at the East of Harlow site 
within Epping Forest District may not occur until 2033. 750 dwellings included in the housing 
supply from the land at East of Harlow should be deleted from the housing trajectory. A significant 
proportion of the housing supply is to be delivered towards the end of the plan period on large 
strategic sites where delivery rates are uncertain. This adds considerable risk to the development 
strategy. Pigeon remains of the view that additional, sustainable and deliverable sites should be 
identified to ensure sufficient flexibility is retained. If not, a clear commitment to an early Local 
Plan is required. 
 
Changes: It is requested that the 750 dwellings included in the housing supply from the land at 
East of Harlow are deleted from the housing trajectory and that the Council identify additional 
sustainable and deliverable sites such as that previously identified at East Epping 
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MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0019   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - SHR.R1 and SHR.R3     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the updated Housing Trajectory.  For the settlement of Sheering, this shows 
commencing in 2022/23, with completion of all sites in 2025/26.  The quantum of annual 
completions  
(ranging from 5 to 37) is achievable, is light of the fact that the allocations are made up of  three 
small sites which can be delivered simultaneously. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the updated Housing Trajectory. For the settlement of Ongar, this shows 
deliveries commencing in 2022/23, with completion of all sites in 2026/27. The quantum of 
annual completions (ranging from 38 to 186) is achievable, is light of the fact that the allocations 
in Ongar are made up of eight sites of varying scales which can be delivered simultaneously via 
separate sales outlets. Following the Developer Forum on 28th July, we were provided with the 
breakdown of the trajectory for site ONG.R1, which states that deliveries are anticipated to 
commence in 2023/24 at a rate of 33 per annum for the following three years. This is deliverable 
on the assumption that the Appendix 6 (now Part Two) site specific requirements will be 
sufficiently flexible to allow simultaneous delivery of sites ONG.R1 and ONG.R2. Whilst it is the 
intention for the sites to be delivered via one panning application, two access points are required 
to enable two points of sale and simultaneous delivery of the two sites, as envisaged by the 
trajectory. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We support the updated Housing Trajectory. For the North 
Weald Basset Masterplan Area, this shows deliveries commencing in 2023/24, completing in 
2032/33. The quantum of annual completions is achievable as the North Weald Basset Masterplan 
Area comprises five sites of varying scales which can be delivered simultaneously via separate 
sales outlets. Following the Developer Forum, we were provided with the breakdown of the 
trajectory for the North Weald Bassett Masterplan Area, which states that site NWB.R1 deliveries 
are anticipated to commence in 2023/24 at a rate of 23 per annum, rising to 40 per annum for the 
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following five years. We consider these delivery rates to be realistic and achievable. The NWB 
Masterplan Area comprises five separate sites of varying scales; all sites are able to commence 
delivery simultaneously by 2023/24 with the smaller sites competing within 1-2 years and the 
larger sites delivering over a longer time horizon, but complete within the Plan period. We have 
some concerns about the updated Traveller Trajectory. There appear to be discrepancies in the 
trajectory which doesn’t demonstrate how the supply meets the Local Plan requirement in the 
2019/20-2023/24 or 2029/30-2032/33 time periods. The Local Plan requirement is stated to be 64 
pitches plus 1 yard. However, when split out into time period columns, these only add up to 61 
pitches and 1 yard. The total supply is stated to be 70 pitches, with the time period columns 
adding up to 70. However, the pitches listed in the 2019/20-2023/24 column add up to 27, with 
the requirement shown as 33, meaning a shortfall of 6 pitches. The pitches in the 2029/30-
2032/33 column add up to zero, meaning a shortfall of 10 pitches. It therefore appears that the 
Local Plan will not meet the requirement in the time periods during which need arises. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised.  The trajectory is not set out per site so it is difficult to 
comment in relation to the SEMPA site. It is noted that there is a break of delivery development in 
the housing trajectory for Epping, we would expect continuous build time in sites across Epping. 
As set out in previous representations to the draft local plan, the trajectory of the site should be 
as follows (based on the SEMPA landowners capacity assessment):  100 homes each year between 
2023 to 2029 and 35 homes in 2030.   
Or the trajectory should be as follows, based on the Council’s minimum 450 dwellings:  100 
dwellings per year from 2023 to 2026 and 50 homes in 2027.   
This is proposed on the following assumptions: Build Out rate of 100 dwelling per year based on 
two outlets, one for EPP.R1 and one for EPP.R2; Local Plan adopted by the end of 2021; Outline 
planning application is submitted by Q1 2021; Outline planning permission granted by Q3 2021; 
Reserved Matters applications are submitted by Q4 202; Reserved Matters are approved by Q2 
2022; and Start on site Q1 2023. 
 
Changes: As set out in previous representations to the draft local plan, the trajectory of the site 
should be as follows (based on the SEMPA landowners capacity assessment): 
(Representative provides a housing delivery trajectory in tables that can be found in original 
representation letter.) 
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MM: 115  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0034   Respondent: Steven Kosky             

Organisation: Land Fund (Waltham Abbey) Limited     Supporting document:       Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Please refer to Section 2 of the attached statement responding to the Schedule of Main 
Modifications to the Epping Forest District Local Plan Submission Version 2017 on behalf of LF 
(Waltham Abbey) Ltd – September 2021, prepared by Turley. 
 
Changes: The housing trajectory predicts a major step change in recovery from 2023, 
notwithstanding a further predicted fall in housing delivery for 2021/22 compared to the last 
monitored year (2020/21). The peak of this delivery is expected to take place as early as 2023/24, 
with a supply of over 1,240 new homes, which in practical terms means that all of these new 
homes must be fully consented (outline permission, S106 signed and reserved matters) all 
conditions discharged and all significantly under construction before the end of next year (14 
months).  Given that only 149 of these homes are currently committed and have permission for 
the period 2023/24 and that the new Local Plan itself is not yet adopted, this unprecedented 
predicted 400% surge above that of the long term delivery average has little in the way of any 
credibility. It is also clear that in the remaining six years of the Plan period, starting from as early 
as 2027, the Council will not be able to meet its annual housing requirement in five of those 
remaining six years. This is quite unacceptable for a ‘new’ Plan which is unlikely to be adopted 
before 2022 and which will only have a remaining shelf life of 11 years. Our strongly held view is 
that the revised housing trajectory is not deliverable as currently proposed by these Modifications 
and needs to be augmented by the addition of further, alternative, smaller sites, as suggested by 
Action 9 of the Inspector’s 2019 letter to the Council (ED98). Please refer to Section 2 of the 
attached statement responding to the Schedule of Main Modifications to the Epping Forest Local 
PLna Submission Version 2017 on behalf of LF (Waltham Abbey) Ltd – September 2021, prepared 
by Turley. 
 

 

MM: 117  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
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achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 118  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: (p187) Welcome protection of the locally listed buildings on site and the neighbouring listed 
buildings. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 118  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 119  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0001   Respondent: Roy Warren             

Organisation: Sport England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed modification to the development 
requirements of site allocation policy EPP.R5 to make it explicit that a replacement leisure centre 
will need to be delivered that is equivalent or better in terms of both quantity and quality is 
welcomed. This modification directly responds to representations made by Sport England on the 
submission version of the plan and the modification was subsequently agreed as part of the 
completed Statement of Common Ground with the Council. This modification would help ensure 
that the allocation of EPP.R5 accords with paragraph 97 of the NPPF and Sport England’s Planning 
for Sport guidance. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 119  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EPP5 (p188) Welcome that the new leisure facility will be equivalent or better and the new 
centre should be provided before this one closes. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 120  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EPP R6: (p188) Welcome protection of the existing footpath. 
Policy DM7: (p189) Welcome protection of historic assets. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 121  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EPP7: (p189/190) Welcome request for Construction Management Statement (Part D Policy 
DM21) to demonstrate how parking disruption will be minimised during construction.) 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 122  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0138   Respondent: Henry Stamp             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: MM122 states, “[…] site may directly impact upon the 
Grade II listed Epping Civic  
Offices and/or its setting. It may also impact upon the settings […]” [emphases in bold] 
The wording is improvement on the original text, it doesn’t make clear that EPP.R8 includes parts 
of the listed Civic Offices. It says “may” not “will” in the same way it says “may” for 309 etc. High 
Street. 
At the hearing, EFDC staff weren’t sure about which parts of the Civic Offices were listed; so 
debate about one of the Inspector’s questions in this respect did not take place, despite the wish 
of other participants to do so. 
Part of site EPP.R8 comprises some of the listed buildings, immediately behind the Victorian house 
(number 323) fronting the High Street and south-east of the Conder building (i.e. south-west of 
the ‘bridge’ part of the listed building. 
The listing description highlights a reason for listing “for the high degree of survival of the original 
plan form, fixtures and fittings…”. One such is the old Planning Reception Counter on the second 
floor of the listed building within Site R8 (reverse P shaped American white ash wood counter). 
Details of the listing conclude saying “A central corridor runs the entire length of the building at 
first- and second-floor levels, with glazed panels and a sculptural staircase linking the civic offices 
to the mid-C19 house and 1970s office block at first-floor level, and to the 1970s office block at 
second-floor level (both the mid-C19 building and 1970s building are excluded from the listing as 
is clear in map).” 
The end of these corridors and the sculptural staircase are also within the listed parts of Site R8. 
These are parts of the amazing Post-Modern building that Epping is fortunate to have. 
 
Changes: The policy text needs to state that development of the site EPP.R8 WILL directly affect 
the Grade II listed Epping Civic Offices, parts of which are within the site, as well as adjoining it; 
and may affect 309 etc. 
And “their” rather than “its”. 
So revised wording would be… 
“Development of the site will directly affect the Grade II listed Epping Civic Offices, parts of which 
are both within the site and adjoin it; and their  its setting. It may also impact upon the settings of 
the Grade II listed 309, 311, 315, 317 and 319 High Street and The Black Lion Public House…” 
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MM: 122  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EPP8: Welcome protection for listed assets and conservation area close to EPP8. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 125  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: EPP11: (p191-192) Welcome protection for listed assets and conservation area close to 
EPP11. (p192). Welcome Epping Library won’t be closed and the site redeveloped until a suitable 
alternative found for Epping. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 125  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0014   Respondent: Jon Whitehouse             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the additional paragraph: “Closure of the existing Epping Library and the re-
development of this site should not take place until a suitable replacement library facility is 
delivered and is operational subject to the requirements of Essex County Council. This is to ensure 
that the public has an uninterrupted access to library services in Epping” which reflects the vote 
taken by full council in December 2017 to include this requirement in the submission local plan 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 125  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0017   Respondent: Brian Flynn             

Organisation: Pigeon Investment Management Ltd     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Main Modification MM125 provides an update to the proposed residential allocation Policy 
EPP.R11, including a requirement that Epping Library should not be closed and redeveloped for 
housing until a suitable replacement library facility is delivered and operational. It is not clear 
whether a suitable replacement site for the library has been identified or not. Pigeon has no 
particular comments on the proposed changes to the site allocation for Policy EPP.R11. However, 
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if it proves to be difficult to find a suitable site for a replacement library facility then one potential 
option is to include a library within the promoted development by Pigeon at land East of Epping. 
The promoted development at East of Epping would include a mixed use community hub with a 
local convenience store and doctor’s surgery, but could if required also include land for a 
replacement library. The East of Epping site is within walking and cycling distance of Epping Town 
Centre and Epping Station and could be an accessible location for a replacement library as part of 
a strategic mixed use residential allocation. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 126  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Welcome South Epping Masterplan now written in as a Policy P1. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 127  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 128  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 129  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0029   Respondent: Daniel Fleet             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representations are the views of Transport for London 
Commercial Development (TfL CD) as the landowner. The Inspector’s Actions 17 and 18 related to 
site allocations LOU.R1 and LOUR.2, which are within TfL ownership. TfL CD responded to EFDC 
that realistic abnormal costs have not been factored into the Council’s viability assessment, the 
main costs being a decked/multi-storey car park to retain existing commuter parking. If the site 
allocations significantly reduced commuter parking it may enable viable development to come 
forward at a density and height more in line with that envisaged by the Council, subject to viability 
assessment. Site allocations LOU.R1, LOU.R2 and EPP.R3 are being suggested for removal from the 
Plan predominately due to the heights likely to be required to make development viable given the 
requirement for re-provision of all parking. There is not specific evidence in the Council’s evidence 
base that these car parks are being used to full capacity and warrant a requirement for complete 
re-provision. The sites are highly sustainable locations and reduction of existing parking would 
achieve a more sustainable outcome in line with national policy and aspirations of the Council. A 
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proactive response from the council would have been to require a car parking survey of each site 
to identify the extent of use, which could be undertaken whilst preparing a planning application. 
There could also have been an acknowledgement that some reduction would be entertained 
regardless of use given the need for mode shift and the sustainable location. The removal of 
parking does not need to mean an unacceptable impact on the local road network. Epping Forest 
has large areas of Green Belt which should only be considered for development in exceptional 
circumstances. TfL CD consider that EFDC have not proactively sought a solution to unlock these 
highly sustainable brownfield sites. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 132  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0017   Respondent: Debra Paris             

Organisation: Loughton Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Not specified 
 
Changes: MM132 p193 Appendix 6 LOU.R6 Page 41 
Delete allocation and rubric as site has been built out. 

 

MM: 132  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0006   Respondent: David Linnell             

Organisation: Loughton Residents Association     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM132 p193 Appendix 6 LOU.R6 Page 41 
It is inappropriate to include this site as it has already been built out. 
 
Changes: Delete allocation and rubric as site has been built out 

 

MM: 144  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes EFDC’s inclusion of additional measures to promote sustainable transport at 
this site. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 149  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0126   Respondent: Benedict Russell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The new text under “Infrastructure” states “This site is identified as being within Waltham 
Abbey District Centre which is considered a sustainable location with good public transport 
accessibility.” 
This is misleading, and requires clarification. Waltham Abbey District Centre is flagged throughout 
the local plan as being in need of regeneration. Public transport consists of bus routes to a small 
number of other local towns. These buses are expensive, relatively infrequent, and travel on roads 
which are often congested at busy times. There is no good public transport link into London. The 
text should be corrected to avoid giving a false impression of the current credentials of Waltham 
Abbey, which could otherwise be used as false justification for larger development sites within the 
town. It is not expected that this change will directly impact the selection of WAL.R5 as a suitable 
site for development (given its small size), but it is nevertheless important to correct the 
inaccuracy in the text. 
 
Changes: Clarify the respects in which Waltham Abbey is considered a sustainable location, and 
the level of public transport accessibility. 

 

MM: 149  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 149  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0007   Respondent: Ben Bowles             

Organisation: Hertfordshire County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: HCC welcomes EFDC’s inclusion of additional measures to promote sustainable transport at 
this site. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 155  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (ONG.R3) Whilst welcoming the connectivity to the PROW 
to the west, this provides difficulties in designing the site to embrace the expectations in the NPPF 
2021 and National Design Guide and Code 2021. There should be a reduction in the approximate 
Net Capacity to ensure the Indicative Net Density is not above 34DpH. Unless changed, it will 
affect the character of the area, housing mix and car park provision. 
Issues include: 
• the narrow linear dimensions of the site and requirement to share an access with the Health 
Centre and provide some parking for it as well 
• depth of the hedgerow to the north must remain 
• siting of the retained trees is difficult to incorporate efficiently into the site design 
• requirement to link in to and improve the PROW, but still maintain security within the site 
• geology and slope of the site to enable suitable location for SuDS that also has natural 
surveillance (see Secured by Design) 
• close proximity of homes to the south and north east of the site and protecting their amenity, 
preventing overlooking etc. 
Reducing net capacity would enable a more appropriate housing mix, massing and height of 
buildings and parking provision. 
Amendments should be made to account for: 
Infrastructure: There should also be a reference to refer to Ongar Neighbourhood Plan policy 
ONG-CT4. Infrastructure priorities and developer contributions should be discussed and agreed 
with the local council. 
Design: Reference should be made to Ongar Design Guide and National Design Guide and Code 
2021 with an expectation that the distinctive local character will be applied including in massing, 
heights and other design details. 
Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with, and Projects and Actions Appendix 
consulted. 
Statutory Consultee (Ongar Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan representatives) should be 
involved in preapplication discussions with developers, planners and Quality Review Panel. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 156  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (ONG.R4)  
Heritage: Designated Heritage Assets are irreplaceable resources and must have strong policies to 
protect them. EFDC policies are light in this respect, relying on NPPF and Neighbourhood Plans. 
Emphasis or reference to the relevant 2021 NPPF paragraphs is needed and ONP ONG-ED3. The 
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Historic Environment department should be required to assess how the Heritage Assets and 
Settings may be affected. In the recent past, planning applications affecting Settings of Heritage 
Assets have been ignored by EFDC planners and the Historic Environment Officer not informed or 
consulted.  
Infrastructure: A number of homes along Chelmsford Road and High Ongar Road experience 
regular flooding and question whether inadequate sewer capacity contributes to this issue. A 
detailed investigatory report should be required before any applications are approved. There 
should be reference to Ongar Neighbourhood Plan policy ONG-CT4. Infrastructure priorities and 
developer contributions should be discussed and agreed with the local council or its 
neighbourhood plan representatives, as well as EFDC. 
Landscape Character: Existing homes butting ONG.R4 on Chelmsford Rd and High Ongar Rd which 
have two sides of their plots affected by new development should have additional screening as 
Landscape and Amenity Buffer Zones (see ONP Policy ONG-ED6). 
The Indicative Development Area should be reduced from 4.28Ha, being 99.5% of the gross area 
4.30Ha in line with the gross to net area ratio standard of 50-75%. This would enable well 
designed homes to be built at the edge of settlement with suitable density, housing mix and car 
park provision in character with the area. 
Design: Reference should be made to Ongar Design Guide and National Design Guide and Code. 
Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with, and Projects and Actions Appendix 
also consulted. Statutory Consultee (Ongar Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan representatives) 
should be involved in preapplication discussions. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 157  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (ONG.R5)  
Trees: There is no mention of the ancient hedgerows on the boundary with Greensted Rd. 
EPF/2627/20 removes some of the ancient hedgerow which is unacceptable. Difficult to provide 
net biodiversity gain. Repositioning the access road could be considered. It should be emphasised 
that this is an area of high landscape sensitivity, and Landscape and Amenity Buffer zones (see 
policy ONG-ED6) should be stipulated where the site borders existing homes. 
Heritage: see comments for MM156. 
Design: This should relate to the rural character at edge of settlement, with references to policies 
in Ongar Neighbourhood Plan submission version 2021 and Ongar Design Guide. 3 storey blocks of 
flats and terraces of small houses with steep roofs, including rooms in attics in EPF/2627/20 and 
supported by Quality Review Panel is not rural in character. 
Indicative Development Area cannot be the same as the Gross Area. The application does not 
comply with Essex Parking Standards Minimum car space provision or internal space standards. 
There is no indication of the main sewer crossing the site and serious surface water flooding. 
Drainage solutions will be required.  
There is existing traffic congestion and safety around the school. EPF/2627/20 did not address the 
effect of more traffic at the busy junction with the High Street. The proposed children’s LEAP 
areas are not required so close to the existing one. There was no consultation with the statutory 
body (Ongar Town Council) regarding community infrastructure contributions. Ongar 
Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with, and Projects and Actions Appendix also 
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consulted Statutory Consultee (Ongar Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan representatives) 
should be involved in preapplication discussions with developers, planners and Quality Review 
Panel. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 158  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0092   Respondent: Lynn Webb             

Organisation: Marden ask action group     Supporting document: ED98, ED133      Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Stanford Rivers Road is an extremely busy road, and 
traffic pollution in the rush hours has a significant impact on the priority habitat. This will get 
worse with the completion of the almost 800 new homes (since 2011) in Ongar, and more in the 
North Weald area, this route will be used for entry to the London Boroughs and the M11. As has 
been noted in previous iterations of local plans, there is serious concern, and potential harm to 
the heritage setting - particularly of Dyers (grade ll), due to the close proximity of this Listed 
Building to ONGR 6. In EFDC’s (dismissing this site in previous submissions); “Dyers has a 
commanding view down the valley and for travellers entering Marden Ash from the south, with 
Dyers on one side of the road and Marden Ash House (grade ll*) on the other”. The development 
of this land was dismissed by EFDC before the 2017 site allocation proposal. Reference should also 
be made to compliance with Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Policy ONG-ED3 Historic Buildings part 4. 
As has been noted for other heritage assets, a deep landscape buffer should be required along the 
border with Dyers. Amendments should be made to account for the Indicative Development Area, 
which should be reduced from 1.50Ha, being 98% of the gross area 1.53Ha in line with the net to 
gross area ratio standard of 75-90%. This would enable well-designed homes to be built at the 
edge of settlement with suitable density, housing mix and parking provision in character with the 
area, whilst still accommodating the site-specific considerations. Suitable landscape buffers 
should be excluded from the net developable area in line with recognised standards Re 
Infrastructure: this proposed site is only accessible from what is a well-known accident black spot. 
How will this be mitigated? 
 
Changes: This site must be removed from the local plan. It does not meet any of the statutory 
government requirements or guidelines 

 

MM: 158  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (ONG.R6)  
Ecology: It should be noted that the Stanford Rivers Road adjacent to the site is subject to 
congestion and pollution from traffic in rush hours which could impact on the priority habitat. This 
is likely to get worse following the completion of the expected 800 new homes in Ongar and even 
more in North Weald. 
Heritage: There is serious concern about harm to the Setting of Dyers (grade ll), due to the close 
proximity of the Listed Building, which has a commanding view down the valley, with Dyers on 
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one side of the road and Marden Ash House (grade ll*) on the other. See also comments on 
MM156. 
Reference should be made to Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Policy ONG-ED3 Historic Buildings part 
4. It should be added, as has been done for some other heritage assets that a deep landscape 
buffer should be required along the border with Dyers. 
The Indicative Development Area should be reduced in line with the net to gross area ratio 
standard of 75- 90%. This would enable appropriate well designed homes to be built at the edge 
of settlement with suitable density, housing mix and car park provision in character with the rural 
areas. Suitable landscape buffers should be excluded from the net developable area in line with 
recognised standards. 
Design: Reference should be made to Ongar Design Guide and National Design Guide and Code 
2021. Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with. 
Infrastructure: Should make reference to Ongar Neighbourhood Plan policy ONG-CT4. Ongar 
Town Council should be involved in agreeing what community based infrastructure the developer 
contributes to. Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with, and Projects and 
Actions Appendix also consulted Statutory Consultee (Ongar Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan 
representatives) should be involved in preapplication discussions. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 158  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0044   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Stonebond Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: A number of amendments to the text are proposed, in relation to ecology and heritage. For 
Ecology, the changes require demonstration of an assessment of any impacts on the nearby  
Wood Pasture, in accordance with DM1. The earlier version required development to take 
account of any impacts. We have no concerns with the amendments and support the approach.  
For Heritage, the text has been refined. We would only highlight concerns for the interpretation of 
the last part of the amended text, which states: ‘…having regard to its special architectural or 
historic interest, character, appearance and the contribution made by its setting.‘ (underlining 
identifies new text as part of the MM)  ONG.R6 has been identified as a suitable allocation for 
approximately 33 homes. In delivering the site, there will be a change to the setting of the listed 
buildings. In amending the text to refer to the contribution made by its (the Listed Buildings) 
setting, it is ambiguous how this may be resolved and whether it refers to the wider setting 
around the listed buildings, which would encompass allocations R6 and R7, or the setting of the 
listed buildings.  
It is recommended that the text is amended to refer to  ‘…having regard to its special architectural 
or historic interest, character and appearance and the contribution made by its setting‘.  
The above amendment would reduce the uncertainty in the expectations for accounting for the 
specific interests in the listed buildings.  
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 159  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0092   Respondent: Lynn Webb             

Organisation: Marden Ash Action Group     Supporting document: ED98, ED133     Attachment: 
No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: ONGR 7 is primarily a small green belt paddock, with a 
historic woodland of approx 170 established trees, and a natural pond, these are important as 
Ongar is only 6% ‘tree and wooded’ compared to 10% average in Essex. This site is predominately 
established trees and is home to much wildlife. Concerns over how the ecological requirement 
can be met. NPPF para 131 and Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Policy ONG-ED5 Environment. 
Concern about harm to the Setting, particularly of Dyers (grade ll), due to the close proximity of 
the Listed Building to this site. Reference should be made to, and compliance with, Ongar 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy ONGED3 Historic Buildings part 4. As has been for some other heritage 
assets, that a deep landscape buffer of trees and tall hedging must be accommodated around the 
border with Dyers. Amendments must be made for the Indicative Development Area, which 
should be reduced from 0.80Ha (being 100% of the gross area in line with the net to gross area 
ratio standard of 75-90%). This would enable well designed homes to be built at the edge of 
settlement with suitable density, housing mix and parking provision in character with the area. 
Landscape buffers must be excluded from the net developable area in line with recognised 
standards.  
Ongr.7. Infrastructure: The A128 (Brentwood Road) is main route between the M11 (Harlow) and 
M25 (Brentwood) junctions. Traffic pollution has a significant impact on the priority habitat. This 
will increase after the completion of the new homes in Ongar, Harlow and North Weald areas, 
using this route for entry to the London Boroughs and access to the M11 and M 25 motorways. 
Entrance to this site would be directly onto this extremely busy road, at a blind bend. No traffic 
assessments for this road access have been undertaken. 
 
Changes: This site (ONGR7) should be removed from the local plan. 

 

MM: 159  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (ONG.R7)  
Trees: Whilst acknowledging the importance of trees, the site has many trees. It is therefore 
difficult to see how this requirement can be met and still provide 17 dwellings. See also NPPF para 
131 and Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Policy ONG-ED5 Environment Heritage. There is serious 
concern about harm to the Setting particularly of Dyers (grade ll), due to the close proximity of 
the Listed Building. Reference should also be made to and compliance with Ongar Neighbourhood 
Plan Policy ONG-ED3 Historic Buildings part 4. It should also be added, that a deep landscape 
buffer of trees and tall hedging should be required along the border with Dyers and any others 
close to the boundary. 
The Indicative Development Area should be reduced in line with the net to gross area ratio 
standard of75-90%. This would enable appropriate well designed homes to be built at the edge of 
settlement with suitable density, housing mix and car park provision in character with the rural 
area. Suitable landscape buffers should be excluded from the net developable area. 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 338  
 

Design: Reference should be made to Ongar Design Guide and National Design Guide and Code 
2021. 
Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with, and Projects and Actions Appendix 
also consulted. Statutory Consultee (Ongar Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan representatives) 
should be involved in preapplication discussions with developers, planners and Quality Review 
Panel to ensure local policies, character and knowledge is applied. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 161  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0007   Respondent: Mary Dadd             

Organisation: Ongar Neighbourhood Plan Community Group     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: (West Ongar CFP)  
Design: Reference should be made to Ongar Design Guide and National Design Guide and Code 
2021. Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with. See comments to MM156 to 
ONG.R4 which apply due to the importance of the Setting of the Listed Buildings and the 
proximity of Great Stony Conservation Area.  
Trees: Loss of trees and hedgerows could be contrary to NPPF 2021. Ongar Neighbourhood Plan 
Policy ONG.ED5 requires retention of veteran trees and replacement of felled trees with suitable 
additional trees and shrubs. At the hearing sessions concerns were raised relating to the pollution 
from traffic on A414 with a suggestion from the Inspector for there to be a Landscape Buffer. The 
proposed access road via Ongar’s High Street beside existing homes with very short gardens will 
require a Landscape and Amenity Buffer zone as per Ongar Neighbourhood Plan. 
Infrastructure: There should be reference to Ongar Neighbourhood Plan policy ONG-CT4 which is 
based on EFDC’s infrastructure requirements for Ongar. Ongar TC should be involved in agreeing 
what community-based infrastructure the developer contributes to. 
The Indicative Development Area should be reduced in accordance with the net to gross area ratio 
standard of 50-75%. This would enable appropriate well-designed homes to be built with suitable 
density, heights, massing in character with the rural area. The housing mix should align with Ongar 
Neighbourhood Plan which strongly aligns with EFDC Housing Mix SHMA 2015 and ONS and 
Nomis statistics for Ongar 2011, and car park provision comply with Essex Minimum Parking 
Standards. 
Ongar Neighbourhood plan Policies should be complied with, and Projects and Actions Appendix 
also consulted. Statutory Consultee (Ongar Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan representatives) 
should be involved in preapplication discussions with developers, planners and Quality Review 
Panel to ensure local policies, character and knowledge is applied. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 161  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised: We note the change in status of Appendix 6 from 
supporting text to policy. Whilst we welcome this clarity, the concerns we voiced through hearing 
statements and sessions remain and are made acute by the confirmation that the text in Appendix 
6 is to have policy status.  
We don’t consider that all the information relating to the West Ongar Concept Framework Area is 
justified. We are concerned that some of the detail is desirable as opposed to essential. 
Consequently, it lacks clarity and does not direct applicants on how to satisfy the policy or provide 
decision makers with a clear indication of how to react to a development proposal. It would be 
more appropriate for Appendix 6 to contain essential policy requirements only, with the matters 
of detail being more appropriately determined through the Concept Framework and planning 
application processes. We’re specifically concerned with the section under On-site Constraints 
relating to site access. Both the original drafting and proposed modifications refer to “potential 
access constraints” with no explanation of what these are or how they should be addressed. 
Whilst some detail is now proposed to explain that the Council’s concerns, no evidence, or 
explanation has been provided as to why this leads to a requirement for a single point of access. 
Similarly, regarding safe access to the highway network, current guidance advises in favour of two 
access points for new residential development of this scale. At the Matter 15 hearing session, the 
Council committed to review text in Appendix 6, to add clarity and suggested “access 
arrangements need to be properly and adequately considered and addressed as part of any 
planning proposal being brought forward.” This is an amendment that we would have supported 
but it hasn’t been made. Alternative wording has been suggested, please refer to the full 
representation. 
 
Changes: In order for the Local Plan to be justified, and based on the most appropriate strategy, 
based on proportionate evidence in accordance with NPPF 2012 paragraph 182, we suggest that 
the section under On-site Constraints be amended from the original text as follows: "The sites 
have potential site access constraints. Vehicular access must ensure safe access to the sites from 
the highway network, and remove the opportunity for rat-running be limited to a single access 
point for the two sites. The access arrangements are to be Council's preference is for vehicular 
access to the Area to be from the High Street subject to properly and adequately considered and 
addressed as part of the Concept Framework Plan and planning application process, and any 
planning applications identifying an acceptable solution in relation to the Tree Preservation Oder 
trees which are located along the eastern edge of site ONG.R2. Should this not be possible, 
oOpportunites to provide vehicular access to the Area from Epping Road (A414) and the High 
Street should be explored, including the potential to upgrade the existing access points." 

 

MM: 162  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0001   Respondent: Peter Foxton             

Organisation: Buckhurst Hill Residents Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: A Council Officer has summarised - A statement has been added to address Action 25 in the 
Inspector's Interim Advice. 
Unfortunately EFDC have failed to recognise that this statement must result in a reduced number 
of new dwellings, perhaps only 10 detached houses, and not the 31 flats originally proposed and 
still retained in the Plan. In 2015 EFDC refused a Planning Application by McCarthy & Stone to 
build a Care Home on this site. EFDC refused the application because it was far in excess of limited 
infilling allowed under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) . 31 flats on the same site 
fails the same test, and by a large margin. It was also ruled by EFDC that any development must 
not adversely affect the setting of 1 Powell Road, and that is also emphasised in the Local Plan. 
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That implies that approval for a block of 31 flats would also be refused. We continue to oppose 
any development on this site, but we do welcome the statement above, which must lead to the 
number of proposed new dwellings on this site being reduced from 31 to say 10. AM 156 
describes the site as bounded by Nature Reserve Land to the east. This is not quite accurate. The 
Plan stipulates that only the two thirds of the existing garden nearest Roebuck Lane may be 
developed, with the rear third adjacent the Nature Reserve remaining Greenbelt and 
undeveloped. So the site should be described as being bounded by this undeveloped land to the 
east, and furthermore, the AM should describe what is required to be done with this land to 
preserve the integrity of the Nature Reserve. 
 
Changes: Amend number of proposed dwellings to 10. 

 

MM: 163  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0002   Respondent: Richard Foxton             

Organisation: Buckhurst Hill Residents Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Clarifications have been added in AM 157 that the number of car parking spaces in any 
development will be required to be significantly higher that currently exist. The TfL Car Parks at 
Loughton (LOU.R1) and Debden (LOU.R2) have already been removed from the Plan, to reflect the 
Inspector's Interim findings that tall tower blocks are inappropriate in those settings. 
The site at BUCK.R2 is even less appropriate for a tall tower block or a multi-storey car park. We 
continue to oppose development on this site, but welcome the clarifications as they mean that TfL 
are less likely to be able to submit an acceptable and viable design; this site should be removed 
from the Plan, as have the other Station Car Parks. 
 
Changes: Remove site from Plan 

 

MM: 164  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0002   Respondent: Richard Foxton             

Organisation: Buckhurst Hill Residents Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: At the Hearing Session on Buckhurst Hill, Cllr Neville submitted written proof from the Land 
Registry that at least 4 of the flats proposed for demolition are held on long leaseholds. EFDC have 
repeatedly failed to update their evidence base, despite being informed of this at each stage of 
the Local Plan consultations, and continue to assert that all leases are short term and end within 
10 years. EFDC are in fact themselves the Freeholders, and should not have needed to be 
informed of this. These Leaseholders have now endured five years of uncertainty, and may yet 
endure ten more years of planning blight before their homes are compulsorily purchased. Their 
final hope of avoiding losing their homes is that this site is removed from the Local Plan, and we 
strongly request that the Planning Inspector rules to do this. The cost of compulsorily purchasing 
these flats is an expense EFDC have not anticipated and will need to be taken account of in any 
development cost. Our previous comments on the Submission Version of the Local Plan describe 
the absurdity of demolishing 24 flats and businesses, with massive disruption for all occupiers, for 
a small gain of 15 new dwellings. AM 158 describes the site address as 2-7 Lower Queen's Road. 
This is not complete. The full address is 2-7 and 9-20 Lower Queen's Road. Both blocks are 
included in the Plan, not just the block containing the shops. 
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Changes: Remove site from Plan 

 

MM: 165  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the removal of references to North Weald Bassett including the Masterplan 
Maps from Appendix 6 (now Part Two) as this appendix contained no further information beyond 
that contained in Policy P6. We also welcome the rectification of the mapping inconsistencies 
between the map previously contained in this appendix and policy P6 itself. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 167  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We support the removal of references to North Weald Bassett including the Masterplan 
Maps from Appendix 6 (now Part Two) as this appendix contained no further information beyond 
that contained in Policy P6. We also welcome the rectification of the mapping inconsistencies 
between the map previously contained in this appendix and policy P6 itself. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 168  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0001   Respondent: Nigel Goulding             

Organisation: The Sisters of the Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Seeks the retention of CHIG.R7 as an allocation in the LP. 
The Council has not considered the evidence provided by the promotor which would satisfy the 
Inspectors concerns in relation to heritage assets. No site visit has taken place in light of the 
promotors' submission (Heritage Assessment). It would be wrong for the Council to support the 
removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation without having taken proper account of the information 
provided. The four reports produced by HE as part of their Enhanced Listing Procedure clearly 
describe the extent of the designated heritage assets, their significance and the contribution to 
significance made by the setting in the terms set out in the NPPF, NPPG and HE’s own guidance. 
The IHA by an experienced heritage consultant has assessed the development capacity of the site 
using the same terms and following the methodology set out by HE in GPA3. The Council has 
ignored this and seeks instead to justify the removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation by 
exaggerating the extent and significance of the designated heritage assets on the site, and 
describing the extent of potential harm in subjective and emotive language. The conclusion from 
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the specialist advice to hand is that some limited development on the CHIG.R7 site could be 
justifiable in terms of the NPPF and other policies and guidance for the protection of the historic 
environment. We therefore request that the site be retained in the site allocation of the emerging 
local plan to allow for future proposals to come forward that could be assessed and decided 
through the normal planning application process. Please note, the same response applies to a 
number of relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Retention of CHIG.R7 in the site allocation. 

 

MM: 173  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0008   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Scott Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The requirement for proposals to be advised upon via a quality review panel is provided by 
Policy DM9, which is the subject of MM56. DM9 confirms that proposals will need to be informed 
by a QRP where development is for 50 homes or 5000 square meters of employment/floorspace, 
or for other complex or sensitive schemes. We have no concerns with MM56. 
MM173 adds a new ‘Design’ modification to allocation CHIG.R5. It is not clear why this is required 
in order for the Plan to be Sound. The reason for the change as stated in the MM is to align with 
DM9. However, this is entirely unnecessary as DM9 provides the thresholds for the QRP process 
to be engaged. This is potentially confusing to an applicant, as it may imply two separate stages, 
based on different criteria (one to satisfy the CHIG.R5 allocation and one to satisfy the ‘greater 
than 50 dwellings’ criteria) and should any amendments to DM9 be made (whether through a 
future review or further Modifications prior to adoption), this would need to be reflected in 
various sections of the Plan also, causing repetition and potential conflicts. 
We are not aware of any hearing sessions that identified any particular sensitivities for the site. Its 
delivery is straightforward and there were no specific objections to CHIG.R5 that we are aware of 
which would require specific reference for a quality review panel to consider the scheme (as set 
out in the second part of DM9). 
Accordingly, it is recommended that MM173 in relation to the new Design section, is potentially 
confusing, may cause uncertainty if there are future reviews, and is unnecessary as DM9 will 
always be a consideration for any planning application submitted to the authority. The 
Modification should therefore not be made. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 174  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0001   Respondent: Nigel Goulding             

Organisation: The Sisters of the Sacred Hearts of Jesus and Mary     Supporting document:          
Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Seeks the retention of CHIG.R7 as an allocation in the LP. 
The Council has not considered the evidence provided by the promotor which would satisfy the 
Inspectors concerns in relation to heritage assets. No site visit has taken place in light of the 
promotors' submission (Heritage Assessment). It would be wrong for the Council to support the 
removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation without having taken proper account of the information 
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provided. The four reports produced by HE as part of their Enhanced Listing Procedure clearly 
describe the extent of the designated heritage assets, their significance and the contribution to 
significance made by the setting in the terms set out in the NPPF, NPPG and HE’s own guidance. 
The IHA by an experienced heritage consultant has assessed the development capacity of the site 
using the same terms and following the methodology set out by HE in GPA3. The Council has 
ignored this and seeks instead to justify the removal of CHIG.R7 from the allocation by 
exaggerating the extent and significance of the designated heritage assets on the site, and 
describing the extent of potential harm in subjective and emotive language. The conclusion from 
the specialist advice to hand is that some limited development on the CHIG.R7 site could be 
justifiable in terms of the NPPF and other policies and guidance for the protection of the historic 
environment. We therefore request that the site be retained in the site allocation of the emerging 
local plan to allow for future proposals to come forward that could be assessed and decided 
through the normal planning application process. Please note, the same response applies to a 
number of relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Retention of CHIG.R7 in the site allocation. 

 

MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0133   Respondent: Elizabeth Burn             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM180 - Policy P 8 (Theydon Bois) - THYB.R1 - Land at Forest Drive 
Please add the following amendment/modification to the ‘Site Specific Requirements’, in order to 
reflect the presence of Tree Protection Orders, which were not included in the original site 
analysis. If further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to the Modifications to MM180, or 
aspects of Policy P8: Theydon Bois, I would be happy to attend and to make a representation, as 
appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Relating to the ‘Site Specific Requirements’ (Appendix 
6) for the proposed allocation THYB.R1. The requirements were discussed by the Parish Council 
during the Hearing Session on 16th May 2019, and some of the text submitted at that time has 
now been added to form part of MM180. I spoke on behalf of the Parish Council and acknowledge 
the additions made, particularly regarding the need to retain the existing trees and hedgerow on 
the boundaries of this allocated site. However, the earlier site analysis (at the time of the 
Regulation 19) had not recognised the position of the Public Right of Way, ‘The Oak Trail’, 
adjacent to the western boundary of the site, nor its importance within the green infrastructure of 
the locality. It has been in existence for many years and, with the adjacent permissive path in the 
upper field, is the most popular footpath within the village: one which is also promoted by the 
City of London Corporation, whose Forest Buffer Lands further ascend Great Gregories Hill. In 
response to an initial planning application, in February 2021, EFDC became aware that four 
mature Oak trees, and a multi-stemmed Ash tree, adjacent to the western boundary of the site, 
together with a mature spreading Oak in the garden of 86 Forest Drive, would potentially be at 
risk from the site layout then suggested. It was therefore felt appropriate to issue Tree Protection 
Orders for these six specimen trees. I therefore request that reference be made to these 
Protected Trees within the ‘Site Specific Requirements’ and note that a number of the ‘allocated 
sites’ include similar reference to Protected Trees. For consistency, wording of a further 
Modification could be drawn from that used by EFDC elsewhere within the ‘Site Specific 
Requirements’.  
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MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0012   Respondent: Richard Carr             

Organisation: TFL     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We welcome the insertion of the new section of text under ‘Infrastructure’ which reads as 
follows: 
“The site is located adjacent to the London Underground Central line. Any future development 
proposals for the site will need to incorporate suitable access arrangements to enable the 
continued maintenance of the railway.” 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: MM180 - Policy P 8 (Theydon Bois) - THYB.R1 - Land at Forest Drive 
An amendment/modification is recommended, and specifically requested, in order to address 
an omission in the site analysis, and is intended to bring about the more effective delivery of 
appropriately-designed housing on the allocated site. 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to the Modifications to MM180, or 
Policy P8, the Parish Council would be happy to register and to make representation, as 
appropriate. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Theydon Bois Parish Council requests amendments to 
the ‘Development Guidance’ under the ‘Site Specific Requirements’, with respect to THYB.R1. 
Main Modifications to the ‘Site Specific Requirements’ were discussed at the Hearing Session in 
May 2019, and we note that some of the text submitted by Epping Forest District Council (‘EFDC’) 
has now been amended to form part of MM180.  
However, at the Regulation 19 Consultation, the information in ‘Appendix 6’ was not made 
available at that consultation, and we, therefore, took the opportunity to bring to EFDC’s 
attention the fact that the site analysis did not appear to have recorded some of the key features 
relating to the site, which we then referenced in our Representation, and also at the Hearing 
Session. 
In making further suggested amendments now to the text, and to ensure consistency within 
‘Appendix 6’ as a whole, we have drawn on references specifically used by EFDC elsewhere.  
The Parish Council believes it would be helpful, and justified, to include further reference to the 
Protected Trees within the ‘Development Guidance’ and would suggest the following addition, 
including the appropriate annotation on the site map (formerly page 146), to show the position of 
the trees adjacent to the western, and southern, boundaries.  
Suggested Modification THYB.R1 - Land at Forest Drive  
Ecology and Trees  
There are trees adjacent to the western and southern boundaries of the site which are protected 
by Tree Preservation Orders. The protected trees should be incorporated into the development 
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proposals to avoid the loss of, or damage to, them. This could include providing an appropriate 
buffer zone around the trees or incorporating them within on-site open or amenity space.  
 

 

MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Society made a detailed response to THYB.R1 in the 
original consultation. Since the Submission Version of the Local Plan there has been a Planning 
Application for this site (EPF/0292/21) that we have also made a detailed objection to. 
Tree Protection Orders on six specimen trees on this site. It would therefore be appropriate that 
the site map (previously on page 146) should be amended to show the position of the trees 
adjacent to the western, and southern, boundaries and any development on this site should have 
a condition that protects these trees. 
We note the amended section on Flood risk. While we welcome this, as surface water flooding 
was one of the main concerns we raised, we are not convinced that referencing Maps (RoFSW) 
alone is sufficient in our rapidly changing Climate Conditions brought about by Global Warming. 
As recent weather events in the UK have shown the likelihood of catastrophic Surface We would 
suggest that a further modification is made here that says that the latest science on Climate 
Change should also be taken into account with regard to flooding preventative measures.  
We note and support the new Section on Landscape Character where we also asked for further 
guidance. We would like to see a reference to the ‘Theydon Bois Dark Skies Policy' that is outlined 
in the ‘Theydon Bois Village Design Statement’ as it would not be acceptable to have street 
lighting in this development. At present there is a permissive path. We would hope that EFDC will 
ensure that this permissive right of way is retained or an alternative path is integrated within the 
development layout. The use of a main roadway as proposed in Planning Application EPF/0292/21 
is not an acceptable alternative. 
 
Changes: 1. Amend section under ‘Flood Risk’ as follows:  
In order to achieve this the  proposals should incorporate appropriate surface water drainage 
measures having regard to the Environment Agency Risk of Flooding from Surface Water Maps 
(RoFSW) and take into account the latest science on Climate Change with regard to the possible 
increased frequency of flood risk. 
Add further amendment: 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 346  
 

2. There are trees adjacent to the western and southern boundaries of the site which are 
protected by Tree Preservation Orders. The protected trees should be incorporated into the 
development proposals to avoid the loss of, or damage to, them. 
Add further amendment: 
3. Development proposals should be carefully designed to minimise harmful light pollution. Street 
lighting will not be permitted within this development. This is in line with the ‘Theydon Bois Dark 
Skies Policy’ as outlined in the Theydon Bois Village Design Statement. 
 

 

MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0011   Respondent: John Warren             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Action Group     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: Ref: P8 Theydon Bois Site THYB.R1 
Re. new section on Trees. Although this paragraph acknowledges the ‘visual amenity’ of trees and 
hedgerows, there is no mention of their importance as green corridors for wildlife. 
 
Changes: We would like to see a reference to the importance of trees and hedgerows as green 
corridors along with their contribution to the biodiversity of wildlife. The hedgerow and brook 
along the northern boundary would form the new defensible Green Belt boundary and should be 
strengthened/enhanced and maintained ‘in perpetuity’. 

 

MM: 180  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0041   Respondent: Alasdair Sherry             

Organisation: Anderson Group - THYB.R1     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: In respect of the draft allocated site at Forest Drive, 
Theydon Bois (ref: THYB.R1).  
Current Proposals  
The inclusion of site THYB.R1 for housing is supported. Anderson Group remains committed to 
delivering the highest quality scheme at this location, commensurate with the existing character 
of the village’s built environment. We are continuing to work positively with the Council, and an 
application has been submitted in order to progress the delivery of housing in line with the 
trajectory set out in the emerging Local Plan (ref: EPF/0292/21).  
The emerging design work has highlighted several opportunities and constraints at a detailed 
level, and it is sensible to capture these in the proposed modifications to the Local Plan as set out 
below; this ensures that the Plan is robust and positively prepared.  
Modifications concerning THYB.R1  
The broader schedule of modifications proposed seems to reflect comments made by the 
Inspector in their latest comments (Document ED98), and that the reasons for the changes are 
sensible.  
We note that the MM180 sets out changes specifically relating to the site at Forest Drive. Several 
of the site-specific changes reflect further work by the Council’s appointed consultants in 
reviewing the anticipated density and delivery of the site. 
The proposed modifications to the ‘Ecology’ section are also supported, as they provide 
consistency with broader updates made within the plan. The wording of the new ‘Landscape 
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Character’ section is supported, and we agree that design proposals should consider any impact 
on the wider landscape.  
The added ‘Infrastructure’ highlighting the requirement for suitable access to the railway line 
(already accommodated in the design work) is supported.  
Summary  
We will continue to work closely with the Council to deliver this logical extension to the village 
and build an attractive housing scheme that the village can be proud of.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 181  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MM181 - Policy P 8 (Theydon Bois) - THYB.R2 - Theydon Bois London Underground 
Car Park 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to the Modifications to MM181, or 
Policy P8, the Parish Council would be happy to register and to make representation, as 
appropriate. 
 
Changes: Theydon Bois Parish Council acknowledges the proposed Modifications to the Site 
Specific Requirements for this allocated site, and is particularly keen to see that the setting of The 
Bull Public House, which is Grade II Listed and one of the oldest, most widely-known, and iconic, 
buildings within the village, will be preserved, or enhanced, when any future development 
proposals are considered. Thank you for this recognition. 

 

MM: 181  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 181  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective 
 
Why: MM181 - Policy P 8 (Theydon Bois) - THYB.R2 - Theydon Bois London Underground Car Park 
The Society made a detailed response to THYB.R1 Land at Forest Drive in the original consultation 
and we note and support the New Section under Heritage with regard to the Bull Public House 
where we asked for further guidance. “Development of the site may impact upon the setting of 
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the Proposals which may impact upon the setting of the Grade II listed Bull Public House, which 
lies to the West of the site. Proposals that may affect the setting of this heritage asset Listed 
Building should sustain or preserve or wherever possible, enhance the asset's significance, having 
regard to its architectural or historic interest, character, appearance and the contribution made 
by its setting”. 
We note the amended section with regard to Flood Risk. While some distance from the site 
(THYB.R1 - Land at Forest Drive) any surface water runoff resulting from an increased amount of 
hard surfaces within this development area together possible inadequate preventative methods 
at that site, are likely to impact on Forest Drive and this site (THYB.R2) as well, which has been 
affected by flooding in the past. We would suggest that as we outlined with respect to our 
response to MM180 above that a reference to Climate Change is included in the amendment. 
We would like to see a reference to the ‘Theydon Bois Dark Skies Policy’ that is outlined in the 
‘Theydon Bois Village Design Statement’ as it would not be acceptable to have street lighting in 
this development. This and any other poorly designed lighting would also be detrimental the area 
and setting of the Grade II listed Bull Public House. 
 
Changes: 1. Amend section under ‘Flood Risk’ as follows:  
In order to achieve this the  proposals should incorporate appropriate surface water drainage 
measures having regard to the Environment Agency Risk of Flooding from Surface Water Maps 
(RoFSW) and take into account the latest science on Climate Change with regard to the possible 
increased frequency of flood risk. 
2. Add:  
Development proposals should be carefully designed to minimise harmful light pollution. Street 
lighting will not be permitted within this development. This is in line with the ‘Theydon Bois Dark 
Skies Policy’ as outlined in the Theydon Bois Village Design Statement. 
 

 

MM: 182  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0014   Respondent: Jennifer Endean             

Organisation: Theydon Bois Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MM182 – Policy P8 – THYB.R3 – Land at Coppice Row 
If any further Hearing Sessions are scheduled with respect to the Modifications to MM182, or 
Policy P8, the Parish Council would be happy to register and to make representation, as 
appropriate. 
 
Changes: Theydon Bois Parish Council requested recognition of the prominent location of this site, 
which overlooks the Village Green, especially since Coppice Row is the main access route (B172) 
through Theydon Bois. The Green lies within the ownership of the City of London, and is 
considered part of Epping Forest land, with the historic ‘Avenue of Oak Trees’, which dates from 
the Victorian era, at its centre (being also clearly visible within view of the allocated site). 
Buildings in the vicinity are predominantly of traditional design and detailing, whilst the Grade II 
Listed Baldocks Farm House is sited adjacent to the rear boundary of the allocated site. Therefore, 
these ‘modifications’, as discussed at the Examination in Public, in 2019, recognise 
the sensitivity of the location and are justified, and should be effective, in bringing forward 
sympathetic development proposals on the site. Thank you for the inclusion of these 
Modifications, which the Parish Council supports. 

 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 349  
 

 

MM: 182  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0008   Respondent: James Watts             

Organisation: Theydon Bois and District Rural Preservation Society     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MM182 – Policy P8 – THYB.R3 – Land at Coppice Row 
The Society made a detailed response to MM182 – Policy P8 – THYB.R3 – Land at Coppice Row in 
the original consultation and we note and support the New Sections with regard to Design and 
Heritage.  
We would like to see a reference to the ‘Theydon Bois Dark Skies Policy that is outlined in the 
‘Theydon Bois Village Design Statement’ as it would not be acceptable to have Street lighting 
within or around any development. This and any other poorly designed lighting would be 
detrimental to the area and setting of the Grade II listed Baldocks Farm House and views from the 
Village Green. 
 
Changes: Add further amendment:  
Development proposals should be carefully designed to minimise harmful light pollution. Street 
lighting will not be permitted within this development. This is in line with the ‘Theydon Bois Dark 
Skies Policy’ as outlined in the Theydon Bois Village Design Statement 
 

 

MM: 184  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Whilst this section lacks detail on the full suite of land contamination assessments required, 
Policy DM21 lists these in detail. Therefore we support this amendment. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 185  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Whilst this section lacks detail on the full suite of land contamination assessments required, 
Policy DM21 lists these in detail. Therefore we support this amendment. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 191  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We support the amendment to this section. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 191  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with National Policy 
 
Why: Not Sound – effectiveness / consistency with NPPF 2021 (PARA.S 160 - 161) 
Flood Risk - This section of the document is referring to the sequential test process but incorrectly 
only refers to the flood risk related to the EA flood zones and does not address wider risks 
associated with surface water flooding and flood risk from other sources. 
 
Changes: As LLFA, ECC recommends additional wording such as adding to the end of this text: 
And avoiding land subject to other identified forms of flood risk 
 

 

MM: 192  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This Council supports the proposed modification of the section under design. 
REASON: To protect Thornwood Common. 
This Council does not support the proposed modification that consideration should be given to 
access connectivity to the development site via Brookfields. Please note: The name of this road is 
Brookfield (without an s) – this should be amended 
REASON: Weald Hall Lane is already heavily congested with vehicles parking along the road to 
access the newly designated employment site (THOR.E4), and intensification of use by further 
vehicles would be detrimental to the safety of residents along both Weald Hall Lane and 
Brookfields. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 192  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0013   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The current allocation restricts the capacity of the site 
which will make 48 homes very difficult to achieve (THOR.R2). Since the site was allocated, new 
design constraints have been introduced including land take for Essex SUDS requirements, car 
parking spaces and sizes and national space standards which will reduce the number of new 
homes within the site. The allocated should be revised to provide a cohesive and comprehensive 
development. Submitted preapplication proposal show additional housing could come forward in 
an acceptable form by revising the boundary shown on the attached proposals map. The site is 
well contained and if amended could provide approx. 70 new homes in accord with policies on 
affordable homes, car parking, open space and SUDS. THOR.R2 is on the outer extremities of 
Thornwood which makes any large open space and play areas less likely to be used by the existing 
community. It would be more appropriate to upgrade existing Thornwood Common and play area 
which would then support a more comprehensive residential scheme at THOR.R2 and boost 
housing on allocated sites. THOR.R2 is very well contained with limited views due to the retained 
boundary planting as part of proposals. There is no impact to the wider purposes or functions of 
the Green Belt by amending the allocation. The boundary currently represents no logical 
development pattern or Green Belt assessment critique. They have been arbitrarily drawn and 
makes little sense by creating a new fenced boundary through an existing field (see Site Specific 
Requirements). The Inspector is advised that the Council are missing the opportunity to create a 
better policy framework for this site, and a more comprehensive, well planned residential 
development at THOR.R2. A Vision Document was submitted as part of this representation. The 
same response applies to a several relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 192  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0033   Respondent: Matthew Blythin             

Organisation: Sherrygreen Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: The proposed Main Modification MM192 (and Additional Modification AM181) that relate 
to this site and the corresponding allocation policy are noted and no objection to these are made. 
We in particular support the proposed modification to the ‘On-site Constraints’ section of the 
policy, as highways work undertaken to date has not identified a need for a connection to the 
south. Therefore, flexibility to allow this to be considered further going forward is welcome and 
will avoid any potential undue constraint to delivery of the site given it would also necessitate the 
use of third party land. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 193  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0013   Respondent: Matthew Corcoran             

Organisation: Haynes New Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared, Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The current allocation restricts the capacity of the site 
which will make 48 homes very difficult to achieve (THOR.R2). Since the site was allocated, new 
design constraints have been introduced including land take for Essex SUDS requirements, car 
parking spaces and sizes and national space standards which will reduce the number of new 
homes within the site. The allocated should be revised to provide a cohesive and comprehensive 
development. Submitted preapplication proposal show additional housing could come forward in 
an acceptable form by revising the boundary shown on the attached proposals map. The site is 
well contained and if amended could provide approx. 70 new homes in accord with policies on 
affordable homes, car parking, open space and SUDS. THOR.R2 is on the outer extremities of 
Thornwood which makes any large open space and play areas less likely to be used by the existing 
community. It would be more appropriate to upgrade existing Thornwood Common and play area 
which would then support a more comprehensive residential scheme at THOR.R2 and boost 
housing on allocated sites. THOR.R2 is very well contained with limited views due to the retained 
boundary planting as part of proposals. There is no impact to the wider purposes or functions of 
the Green Belt by amending the allocation. The boundary currently represents no logical 
development pattern or Green Belt assessment critique. They have been arbitrarily drawn and 
makes little sense by creating a new fenced boundary through an existing field (see Site Specific 
Requirements). The Inspector is advised that the Council are missing the opportunity to create a 
better policy framework for this site, and a more comprehensive, well planned residential 
development at THOR.R2. A Vision Document was submitted as part of this representation. The 
same response applies to a several relatable MMs contained within this spreadsheet. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 198  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We welcome the inclusion of changes agreed through our 
Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 198  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0022   Respondent: Rich Cooke             

Organisation: Essex County Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Support 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 201  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0011   Respondent: Alison Uncle             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: The environment of those directly affected by development of this area has been ignored 
entirely. (SHR.R1) 
 
Changes: Development of SHR R1 will have a negative impact on the environment, air quality, 
living conditions, house value, quality of life, flora and fauna of those living next to and opposite 
this proposed development. There are access issues to Daubney's Farm. The area is one of the 
very few (3), rare, cherished green spaces along this stretch of road. 
Daubney's Farm is listed, the houses either side of the farm are both approx. 200 years old. The 
farm has no foundations and contains many original features which are detailed in its listing. The 
cottages at the top of the access will be seriously negatively affected by any works undertaken 
and vehicular access during construction and afterwards very likely causing structural damage. 
Houses opposite the access are also listed. 
Additional vehicles using the access/public footpath will be devastating to the property adjacent 
to it, in terms of living conditions, air quality, noise, property value, and quality of life. The only 
access to the rear of this property is the existing farm access so that will be negatively impacted 
by area development and cannot be impeded at any time. The area currently consists of grazing 
land for horses (paddock), various grasses and other flora, trees, hedgerows and all associated 
fauna. Having less of this type of land by arable farmland could negatively affect the local crop 
output. This area of land is already in use as stated above as grazing land. Other areas are not and 
development should be chosen over this one. Other areas also are not bordered on all sides by 
listed properties and old properties. The benefit of keeping the land as it is far outweighs the 
benefit of just 10 small houses instead. It is simply profit over sense or health. 
 

 

MM: 201  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0023   Respondent: Lesley Paine             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED98, ED133        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Modifications made to the wording of MM201 water down the control on the design of 
buildings placed on the site. 
 
Changes: The word sustain has been replaced with preserve or WHEREVER POSSIBLE . I don't 
agree with wherever possible being added. The statement also 'including the contribution made 
by their settings' has been removed thus allowing for no account being taken of the surroundings 
to the existing buildings and their position within the village setting. I believe that the statement 
'Development proposals should preserve the special architectural or historic interest, character, 
appearance and contribution made by these Listed buildings and their settings.' should not be 
deleted. More importantly, I believe that the final statement of this paragraph should remain: 
'including through appropriate layout and HIGH QUALITY DESIGN/MATERIALS.' In fact, I feel 
strongly, that the statement made under MM202 that 'Development proposals for this site should 
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be considered and informed by the Quality Review Panel' should also apply to MM201. In fact, 
this is far more important here considering the location of this site within the village. Access to 
Daubneys Farm is restricted and residents have parked on the adjacent land at the entrance for 
many years as there is very little available. This is also a public footpath and must allow for 
pedestrian access to the fields. This is an ancient site shown on the 1841 Tithe map, The current 
owner did make a tentative application for the conversion of the barns to residential. To prevent 
overdevelopment and ruining the setting of these buildings, I believe that the 10 additional 
houses on this plot should allow for the potential residential conversion of the barns. 

 

MM: 201  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0035   Respondent: Jane Morritt             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the proposed development of approximately 10 homes on the land at 
Daubneys Farm, Sheering. This development will encroach on the countryside and displace the 
wildlife that inhabits it. Given the amount of development going ahead in Harlow, the addition of 
10 homes seems to be an insignificant contribution to the housing strategy. The environmental 
impact this will have on noise, pollution, traffic and spoiling the countryside does not justify the 
benefit of 10 homes. 

 

MM: 201  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0039   Respondent: Susan Dikmen             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the Change of Green belt status and use for housing of the land show in the 
documents as SP4.1, there has been no change to the conditions since the rejection of planning 
permission application 1403/86 in respect of this site. Buildings would change the appearance of 
the village and would cause disruption to wildlife. Thousands of new homes are already allocated 
to this area. 

 

MM: 201  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0136   Respondent: Maya Deering             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED128/ EB210         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: I object to the removal of any Green Belt. There is plenty of empty property throughout this 
country that could be re-organised into homes. Constructing new homes and removing green belt 
is lazy and greedy. It will solve a problem in the short term whilst creating huge short term 
damage to our ecosystem that cannot be undone. Go back to unused urban spaces and renew 
those. Stop taking away natural habitat and ruining that chances of any future generation. 
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Changes: I propose that the land in question is left as Green Belt. 

 

MM: 201  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0019   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - SHR.R1 and SHR.R3     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We note the change in status of Appendix 6 from supporting text to policy and welcome this 
clarity. We support the continued allocation of site SHR.R1 and welcome the changes to the text 
regarding heritage and access. These add clarity and consistency and remove unnecessary detail, 
which will aid applicants and decision is makers accordance with NPPF 2012 paragraph 154. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0010   Respondent: Steve Perrin             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: There's is little or no appropriate access for more housing to the this land. Access via 
Crown Close is already restricted and new access from The Street would be on a danger blind 
bend. 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0023   Respondent: Lesley Paine             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED128/ EB210   Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective,Justified 
 
Why: The amendment of the section under ecology waters down the obligation of the contractor 
to protect existing trees and habitats through a Construction Management Plan. The section on 
heritage is watered down and lacking factual content 
 
Changes: Removal of the reference to a Construction Management Plan should be omitted and 
indirect impacts arising through construction need to be taken into account. Trees should not be 
removed unnecessarily and replaced with saplings as they provide a mature barrier to the 
motorway. The removal of trees on this site is deleterious to the air quality in this area and is one 
of the only areas of deciduous woodland at this end of the village providing not only a habitat for 
creatures but also an air filter to the M11 adjacent to the site. Sound from the motorway has been 
noted as an issue within the village and this area of woodland does provide some screening to 
adjacent properties. This sound barrier needs to be replaced and upgraded to suitable levels so 
people can live so near to the motorway. I agree that the Quality Review Panel should be 
consulted on the design especially with consideration to the quality of build and the sound 
attenuation required within the properties to comply with today's standards. Although references 
to Chambers Farmhouse and pump which are listed but sited further along The Street remain but 
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are watered down, reference to Lamberts, which is of historical interest due to its links with Elinor 
Glyn and Winston Churchill should be included as a property worth noting to the south side of The 
Street and opposite this site. 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0035   Respondent: Jane Morritt             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the proposal to build approximately 62 homes on the land to the east of the 
M11. This is currently a biodiverse, wooded area, with lush vegetation, that supports a variety of 
wildlife including deer, badgers, squirrels and birds. It absorbs carbon, so improving air quality, 
and acts as soundproofing from the M11. Development of the land will damage the delicate 
ecosystems that support this wildlife. Sheering is a village with limited public transport bus 
service. The increase in traffic travelling in and out of the village to get to a train station or place 
of work will be greatly impacted by this development. There are limited services in the village, e.g. 
school, shops, GP surgery, to support this development. Given the large scale in development in 
Harlow, I do not feel that this additional development is needed or justified. 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0039   Respondent: Susan Dikmen             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the Change of Green belt status and use for housing of the land show in the 
documents. The site is within the Green Belt, The National Planning Policy Framework published 
27 March 2012 paragraph 137 onwards states; 
137. The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green 
Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential 
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. 
138. Green Belt serves five purposes: a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; b) 
to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; c) to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment; d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns; and e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land.  
140. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional 
circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of plans. 
Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt boundaries, having 
regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan 
period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt boundaries has been established through 
strategic policies, detailed amendments to those boundaries may be made through non-strategic 
policies, including neighbourhood plans. 42  
This development would create urban sprawl, encroach on the countryside, and change the 
character of the village. 
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MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0063   Respondent: Richard Forsyth             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the change of Green Belt status and use for 
housing of the land shown in the documents as SP4.3 / SP5.3. The context of the wider area 
means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes are 
planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more Green Belt land needs to be lost to housing. 
Green Belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy is to retain 
Green Belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of our 
historic villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate Street as 
a village. The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations to understand 
the landscape in which they live. Sheering as a separate village must also be protected by Green 
Belt land. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of real importance. This land has 
significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development of the land will damage ecosystems 
that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will exacerbate flooding to a 
damaging level. The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Green Belt. The land 
south of the new J7a link road should ONLY be used in conjunction with the new Hospital. 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0084   Respondent: Danni Bennett             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Adding this many houses to a small village with out changing any infrastructure will be 
detrimental to the village there is already an increase in traffic in the area and the local country 
roads are becoming dangerous. There is also not the school places for any more children as the 
local schools are already over subscribed. 
 
Changes: As above 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0096   Respondent: Charlotte Cameron-Vidler             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I object to the  
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building of 65 houses. Proposals would merge Sheering with Harlow Town. Reference to National 
Planning Policy Framework 2012 paragraph 137. Green space in this country is disappearing. 
Context of the wider area of Harlow, the surrounding villages, Sawbridgeworth and Bishops 
Stortford, means housing needs are spread across three local authorities. 25,000 plus new homes 
are planned and yet to be built. It is unproven if more green belt needs to be lost to housing. 
Green belt land should not be lost to other forms of development (e.g. new hospital) unless 
essential. 1,000s of homes are already allocated directly adjacent to the south in the Harlow Local 
Plan providing all housing needed in this area and already damaging the historic value of 
Churchgate Street. A new Hospital may be a valuable asset, but the plan does not then include the 
land that would be released by closing the current PAH. Long established EFDC policy to retain 
green belt land as green breaks between urbans areas and to preserve the definition of historic 
villages. Development of this land would mean the complete loss of Churchgate street as a village. 
The value of our historic villages must not be lost for future generations. Sheering as a separate 
village must also be protected by Green Belt. The loss of natural habitat and countryside is also of 
real importance. This land has significant natural beauty and wildlife habitats. Development will 
damage ecosystems that support wildlife. The land is a flood plain and any development will 
exacerbate flooding to a damaging level. The Buzzards and Red Kites have already lost their 
habitats from the development of the M11 J7a link road 
 
Changes: The Land north of the J7a link road MUST be retained as Breen Belt to protect the 
separation of the historic Village of Sheering and the delicate natural habit of the flood plain and 
surrounding fields and woodlands 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0108   Respondent: David Pickett             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: Is there any need to expand housing development in Sheering, It will not benefit the 
residents it will just bring buyers in from outside the area. Young people that would like to stay in 
the village probably could not able to purchase one of these properties. The trees on this site help 
to dampen the sounds of the M!! which are loud enough as it is, taking that barrier away will 
increase the noise to the existing properties along Crown Close. 

 

MM: 202  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0117   Respondent: Deborah Tennant             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Overdevelopment 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: 203  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0035   Respondent: Jane Morritt             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: None 
 
Changes: I object to the proposed development of approximately 12 homes on the rural land 
north of Primley Lane, Sheering. This development will encroach on the countryside and displace 
the wildlife that inhabits it. Given the amount of development going ahead in Harlow, the addition 
of 12 homes seems to be an insignificant contribution to the housing strategy. The environmental 
impact this will have on noise, pollution, traffic and spoiling the countryside does not justify the 
benefit of 12 homes. 

 

MM: 203  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0019   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - SHR.R1 and SHR.R3     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We note the change in status of Appendix 6 from supporting text to policy and welcome this 
clarity. We support the continued allocation of site SHR.R3 and welcome the changes to the text 
regarding heritage and the Public Right of Way. These add clarity and consistency and remove 
unnecessary detail, which will aid applicants, and decision is makers accordance with NPPF 2012 
paragraph 154. 
 
Changes: N/A 

 

MM: 209  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0026   Respondent: Adam Gostling             

Organisation: Edit Residential     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We support the sites allocation. We object to the 
modification to include the site within the green belt and to require any future application to 
demonstrate ‘very special circumstances’ (VSC’s). The approach is inconsistent with the wider 
emerging plan and with the policy contained within the NPPF (2021). The modification should be 
deleted, and the site removed from the green belt, or the requirement for any scheme to 
demonstrate VSC’s be removed. RUR.R1 fulfils none of the five purposes in the NPPF. In terms of 
a), b) and c) the site sits between existing development and forms a clear element of the built-up 
area. It does not act as a buffer between settlements, it does not prevent coalescence nor is it 
required to safeguard the countryside from encroachment. It is not an isolated site that is 
required to protect openness. As it forms part of the built-up area of Latton Common, the area of 
the green belt does not preserve the setting and character of a historic town under criterion d). 
The site is underutilised urban land so does not fulfil criteria e). To allocate the site for 
development yet retain its green belt status is inconsistent with guidance contained in the NPPF 
2012 paragraph 143. Regarding the requirement for development on the site to demonstrate 
VSC’s, this runs contrary to the NPPF and the requirement to plan for redevelopment in the green 
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belt through the local plan process. The Plan has highlighted the site is suitable for 
redevelopment. It is an unnecessary and superfluous requirement for an application to then 
demonstrate a VSC. Whilst any scheme on the site will be required to ensure it adheres with all 
relevant policies in the Local Plan, the requirement to also demonstrate a VSC is unnecessary 
owing to the sites allocation. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: 211  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This site is existing. It has been occupied since at least 2013. The 2014 appeal was called in 
by the SoS and the Inspector’s recommendation overturned in one of many Traveller decisions 
taken at that time by the Rt Hon Pickles MP who was later found to have acted unlawfully in the 
way he singled out Traveller cases in the Green Belt so that he could dismiss them.  If there is any 
possibility the site could have an unacceptable impact on sites of ecological importance it should 
not be included as an allocation.  As no such issue was taken by the Council or Natural England 
with a site at White Rose on the opposite side of Curtis Mill Lane when this was taken to appeal 
and granted permission in 2020 (the decision was then successfully challenged by the Council due 
to the failure of the Inspector to factor in the Epping Forest issue even though this was not raised 
by the Council as an issue of concern), it is far from clear what justification exists to raise this issue 
now. 
 
Changes: Sites should not be allocated if there are doubts as to their suitability. MM211 RUR.T4 
flags up issues with an allocated Traveller site which have not previously been considered. 

 

MM: 212  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0019   Respondent: Adriana Jones             

Organisation: Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers Parish Council     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This modification proposes to alter the wording associated with RUR.T6. This Council 
supports the proposed modification to the section under Heritage which requires that 
consideration should be given to layout, development form, density, height, scale […] in order to 
mitigate any impact on the Conservation Area. However this Council does NOT support the 
proposed new section on Infrastructure, specifically the wording ‘intensification of plot’. As 
specified previously, the site has already been identified as being overcrowded in the Councils 
own evidence base, and as such is unsuitable for further intensification.  
The Essex Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment dated July 
2014 identifies this as the only unauthorised Travelling Showpeople Site in the District. It also 
identifies that in July 2014 there were in fact only 9 plots consisting of 39 caravans on the site, and 
identified that in accordance with the typical growth rate for the Traveling Showpeople 
population (1%-1.5%) a further 2 plots would be needed during the period of the plan. This 
equates to a 22% increase over the period of the plan. The Parish Council SUPPORTS this 
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evidence, and draws the attention of the inspector to the more than 55% increase currently on 
the site. This is more than double the identified need within the Councils own evidence. 
 
Changes: This Council proposes alternative wording as follows: 
‘Development proposals for the site must demonstrate that necessary infrastructure of an 
appropriate size and quality, to include children play space provision, amenity, storage and testing 
space, is provided on site. 

 

MM: 215  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0002   Respondent: Alison Heine             

Organisation: Heine Planning     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: This site should not be deleted. Whilst it has been occupied for in excess of 20 years by Mr 
Joe Smith and his adult son Terry Smith,  it has still not been granted permanent permission. In 
2015 temporary permission was granted for two named households in 3 caravans on a temporary 
basis. In 2019 this was renewed for a further 12 months as, although the Council claimed to attach 
significant weight to allocated sites, it was unwilling to approve consent on a permanent basis 
until the Submitted Local Plan was passed and the land formally recognised as an allocated site. 
 
Changes: This amendment should be deleted as the site does not benfit from full planning 
permission and its temporary permission has expired.  The Council has made clear it does not 
intend to remove allocated Traveller sites from the Green Belt and will rely instead on allocation 
status to justify the very special circumstances needed for inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt. If this, or any other allocation which is already occupied/ in place, is removed, that 
special justification will no longer apply. 

 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document: ED116/EB1117         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We note that this document has been included into the Local Plan evidence base, but is not 
a policy requirement and does not invoke paragraph 58 of the NPPF 2012. We welcome the 
acknowledgement in this document that the detail of site-specific viability is a matter for 
application stage and that the weight to be given to any such assessments will be a matter for 
decision-makers. We also note the caveat that less certainty – and a higher degree of caution – 
should be attached to the document than would normally be the case and the recommendation 
that the Council keeps the assessment under frequent review. We support the decision by the 
Council to rescind the MMs that it had proposed within Homework Note 12 (ED56) regarding the 
proposed future application of NPPF 2019 paragraph 57 (now NPPF 2021 paragraph 58) when 
determining planning applications. 
ED116/ED117 
 
Changes: N/A 
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MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1    Supporting document: ED116/EB1117         
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We note that this document has been included into the Local Plan evidence base, but is not 
a policy requirement and does not invoke paragraph 58 of the NPPF 2021. We welcome the 
acknowledgement in this document that the detail of site specific viability is a matter for 
application stage and that the weight to be given to any such assessments will be a matter for 
decision-makers. We also note the caveat that less certainty – and a higher degree of caution – 
should be attached to the document than would normally be the case and the recommendation 
that the Council keeps the assessment under frequent review. We support the decision by the 
Council to rescinded the MMs that it had proposed within Homework Note 12 (ED56) regarding 
the proposed future application of paragraph 57 of the NPPF 2019 (now paragraph 58 of the NPPF 
2021) when determining planning applications. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0023   Respondent: Stuart Willsher             

Organisation: Persimmon Homes     Supporting document: ED117/EB1118        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: MMs 105-106 relate to changes to Policy D1 and refer to the Infrastructure Development 
Plan (IDP) and the need for developments to contribute to infrastructure items as set out in IDP. 
Persimmon Homes have previously submitted representations to the Inspector and Epping Forest 
Council during early stages of the Local Plan Process regarding the IDP and its accompanying 
Viability Assessment. We are concerned, therefore, that outstanding matters remain. 
In particular, we are concerned that the schedule attached to the Main Modifications consultation 
(dated September 2020) is different to the schedule, which was attached to the partial 
Infrastructure Delivery Update in July 2021. Could the Council please, therefore, clarify which 
schedule is correct as (less so for our Chelmsford Road, Ongar site – site ONG.R4) for many 
allocations, costs and requirements are different between the two schedules. We would also 
highlight to the Inspector and EFDC that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is currently using August 
2020 BCIS figures; the Inspector and EFDC will be aware that the August 2021 update is available 
and should be used to ensure costs are kept up to date. It is also noted that the IDP does not 
include any calculations/considerations given to the Building Regulations Part F/Part L 2023 costs 
or 2025 Future Homes standard. We would, as is required by Policy (the Plan is being considered 
against the 2012 NPPF) request that the Inspector and EFDC correctly identify that Policy allows 
costings to be reassessed during the planning application stage when additional information and 
costings will be available. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0043   Respondent: Alasdair Sherry             

Organisation: Woolston Manor     Supporting document: ED117/ EB1118         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: It is understood that the delivery of necessary infrastructure to support the settlement of 
Loughton will rely heavily on developer contributions and S106 receipts from the development of 
allocated sites within the Plan. Page 56 of the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) Part B 
Schedule (ref: ED117/ EB1118) shows the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule for Loughton, listing 
the projects that are proposed to come forward in the plan period, and how they are to be 
funded. It is considered that the removal of several allocated sites, and the consequent reduction 
in the number of homes to be delivered, will reduce the amount of developer contributions that 
can be expected, and therefore the ability to finance and deliver the schemes listed in the IDP. 
Should the full schedule of infrastructure need to be delivered, it is anticipated that the Council 
will need to identify further locations for growth, such as the land at Woolston Park, which can 
come forward and make significant contributions to the delivery of local infrastructure. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED120/EB1421         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Bund at Council Officer has summarised: Bund at 
motorway is 33 feet! This bank is South & West of housing, above rising ground – no mention of 
shadowing this will cast and will impair views across countryside. Map –pipeline route not shown. 
Shows the loss of a well-used playing field, despite evidence of the value of such areas. 4.3 “the 
(foot)bridge will give access to community facilities” – what are they to be? 4.6 “no strategic 
benefits of bridge” – what about the opportunity for vehicles to have several access points; in 
case of traffic, floods, emergencies; or to minimise drive time/distance. Church Langley, Harlow is 
an example of what goes wrong with one access. During Hearings, we were told a bridge was 
“essential for emergency vehicles and public safety. If there is no strategic advantage in a bridge, 
why was it proposed so strongly previously? A site visit to the bridge has shown the approach 
slopes are damaged. Work is needed to make accessible to cycles, less-mobile, prams etc. The 
Eastern part has 2 access points, but one is on a dangerous junction at the bottom of the steep 
hill, on a blind bend; the other restricted site close to the railway bridge. However, there may be a 
small benefit to traffic in Bridge Road; have residents in those specific areas been consulted? 
Western half only has one link – see 4.6 4.7 last version had several sustainable transport 
measures. All now fails the tests set in MM17, if that Modification is accepted, then South Epping 
should be re-reviewed. 4.8 public transport links reduced; sustainable development? See MM17 
4.9 the repeated false assertion that station and particularly town are convenient to walk & cycle; 
although we are pleased to see a recognition that cycling to town might be challenging! 6. 
Flooding; yes - Brook Road! 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document: ED120/EB1421         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Bund at motorway is 33 feet! This bank is South & West of 
housing, above rising ground – no mention of shadowing this will cast and will impair views across 
countryside. Map –pipeline route not shown. Shows the loss of a well-used playing field, despite 
evidence of the value of such areas. 4.3 “the (foot)bridge will give access to community facilities” 
– what are they to be? 4.6 “no strategic benefits of bridge” – what about the opportunity for 
vehicles to have several access points; in case of traffic, floods, emergencies; or to minimise drive 
time/distance. Church Langley, Harlow is an example of what goes wrong with one access. During 
Hearings, we were told a bridge was “essential for emergency vehicles and public safety. If there is 
no strategic advantage in a bridge, why was it proposed so strongly previously? A site visit to the 
bridge has shown the approach slopes are damaged. Work is needed to make accessible to cycles, 
less-mobile, prams etc. The Eastern part has 2 access points, but one is on a dangerous junction at 
the bottom of the steep hill, on a blind bend; the other restricted site close to the railway bridge. 
However, there may be a small benefit to traffic in Bridge Road; have residents in those specific 
areas been consulted? Western half only has one link – see 4.6 4.7 last version had several 
sustainable transport measures. All now fails the tests set in MM17, if that Modification is 
accepted, then South Epping should be re-reviewed. 4.8 public transport links reduced; 
sustainable development? See MM17 4.9 the repeated false assertion that station and particularly 
town are convenient to walk & cycle; although we are pleased to see a recognition that cycling to 
town might be challenging! 6. Flooding; yes - Brook Road! 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document: ED124A-G/EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: This note concludes that the GIS states that the West Katherines site is wholly outside the 
Zone of Influence and therefore no need for SANG arises. This is a point that we have consistently 
stated throughout the Local Plan process and one which we fully support. The plan on page 112 of 
the GIS shows the SANG entirely within the West Sumners site. Therefore, it should be made clear 
within the text of the document and within Policy SP5 (MM21) that the SANG is to be wholly 
delivered within West Sumners and not provision is required within West Katherines. The 
appended note (Appendix 2) also provides advice on Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) and how the 
West Katherines site will be better placed to provide a greater BNG than would be the case if it 
has to facilitate SANG due to Natural England's current position on SANG and BNG. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0057   Respondent: Robert Belson             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED124A-G/ EB159A-G         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Our infrastructure cant cope. 
 
Changes: Supporting roads inadequate. This area is Green Belt for a reason. We need green areas 
out side 
of our towns. 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document: ED124A/EB159A         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, National Policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The below references the HRA in respect of recreational 
pressure. See MM47 and MM75 in respect of HRA and air quality. 
There has been significant progress on the Strategic Access Management and Monitoring 
Strategy, Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy and identifying SANG opportunities. There is a 
need for the SANG requirement to have a quantifiable objective in the absence of concrete 
proposals. EFDC needs to identify the total requirement with reference to the full amount 
development enabled by the plan and outline, at least in principle, how this could be achieved. 
The HRA states that two infrastructure sites identified currently have recreational use - for this to 
be considered as mitigation there needs to be an assessment of potential uplift. NE welcomes 
commitment to a live list but without a specific, quantifiable objective, full assessment of 
proposed mitigation and commitment from landowners, question whether mitigation is 
deliverable. 
Main Modifications could enable the delivery of a sound strategy for the mitigation of recreational 
pressure. However, the SANG approach lacks clarity, certainty and rigour required by the Habitats 
Regulations. 
In respect of the Zone of Influence, references throughout the HRA to the 3km zone are unhelpful 
and confusing and NE does not consider the 3km zone to be based on any recognised science or 
that it has been explored in sufficient detail to warrant reference within HRA.  
The HRA makes only passing reference to the Autumn 2019 surveys which identified a marginally 
larger catchment. For the purposes of the mitigation strategy it is appropriate to continue using 
6.2km provided that the intention is to carry out further survey work. We caveat by stating that 
larger developments on the periphery will need to consider the implications of the best and most 
recent available evidence and we would have expected to see it referenced.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document: ED124E/EB159E      Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised: The provision of a SANG within SEMPA is welcomed, and 
the elongated shape along the M25 provides opportunities for a 2-3km ‘circular’ walk. 
• The Green Infrastructure Strategy Part 3 needs to make clear that paths linking the east and 
west parts of the SANG with the proposed enhanced access to the existing footbridge over the TFL 
underground line are an extension to the SANG – designed to be naturalistic/green corridors 
through housing developments. This should include suitably naturalistic ‘all weather’ paths for 
walkers and cyclists, and may for example include the planting of a line of native trees/hedgerow 
and wild flower borders – the aim is to coax residents to cross the TFL underground line and 
explore the remainder of the SANG, thereby ensuring that residents make full use of the whole 
SANG site. 
• The requirements for the South Epping SANG need to make clear that it should incorporate 
provision for ‘off lead’ dog walking, as that is a prime reason why dog walkers visit Epping Forest 
SAC. 
• The connection of the new SANG into the wider PRoW network is welcomed. However, the 
underlying clay geology in the area means that footpaths are often very water-logged and muddy 
in winter, and difficult to use, especially for young families with pushchairs. As such, when the 
ground is wet, walkers and dog walkers favour the existing ‘all weather’ surfaced paths in Epping 
Forest. 
• The specifications for the South Epping SANG should include a suitably naturalistic ‘all weather’ 
surfaced path, of at least 2.5-3km in length, such that there is a year-round route available for dog 
walkers and walkers within the SANG. 
• It is not clear how green links from the South Epping masterplan area back into Epping could be 
implemented, given the topography and town layout. Further details are needed in the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy Part 3 for there to be confidence that these ideas are implementable. 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document: ED124F/EB159F       Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: The quality of an off-site SANG will determine its success as an alternative destination to 
Epping Forest SAC. The Dorset Heathlands Planning Framework 2020-2025 
(https://moderngov.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s18336/Dorset%20Heathlands%20Appendi
x%201.pdf) includes ‘Appendix D: Guidelines for the establishment of Suitable Alternative Natural 
Greenspace (SANG) Quality Standards’ (see page 29) for the Dorset Heaths SAC and SPA. The 
Dorset Heaths SAC and SPA suffer from similar issues of recreational pressure/disturbance to 
wildlife as Epping Forest SAC. The Quality Standards document makes clear that: 
o SANGs must be perceived as natural spaces without intrusive artificial structures, except in the 
immediate vicinity of car parks. Visually-sensitive way-markers and some benches are acceptable. 
o SANGs must aim to provide a variety of habitats for visitors to experience (e.g. some of 
woodland, scrub, grassland, heathland, wetland, open water). [author’s underlining] 
o Access within the SANGs must be largely unrestricted with plenty of space provided where it is 
possible for dogs to exercise freely and safely off lead, but under control so as not to deter others. 
o SANGs must be free from unpleasant visual, auditory or olfactory intrusions (e.g. derelict 
buildings, intrusive adjoining buildings, dumped materials, loud intermittent or continuous noise 
from traffic, industry, sewage treatment works, waste disposal facilities). 
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Changes: Should be amended to include specific, measurable detail on the quality of SANGs to be 
provided, both within masterplan areas and off-site, for example a tick-list of SANG quality 
characteristics (see 
https://moderngov.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s18336/Dorset%20Heathlands%20Appendix
%201.pdf, see page 30) to ensure that the SANGs are of sufficient high quality that they fulfil their 
function of diverting recreational visits away from Epping Forest SAC. 
 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0001   Respondent: John Gardner             

Organisation:      Supporting document: EB703, ED125/EB703A         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Justified 
 
Why: The above supporting document contains an error in Table 8. The current Natural and Semi-
Natural greenspace for Chipping Ongar is identified as 10.57Ha consisting of 5 sites. The 5 sites are 
identified in EB703, Appendix 1, Table 4 as Site no's 127,166,167,169 and 170. Site 166 is a 
ploughed field used for farming so cannot be counted as Natural and Semi-Natural greenspace 
and should be subtracted from the 10.57Ha. This means that there is actually a greater deficit of 
Natural and Semi-Natural greenspace for Chipping Ongar than is stated. This is a material error 
and needs to be corrected. 
 
Changes: The above error must be corrected and the Local Plan document updated in all areas 
that are impacted by this material error. In particular the Infrastructure delivery plan. 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0023   Respondent: Stuart Willsher             

Organisation: Persimmon Homes     Supporting document: ED126/ EB212        Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The AQA, formally Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy, 
was published in December 2020. (EB212). Concerned that the wording of the mitigation required 
is currently unclear as to whether it applies to our Chelmsford Road, Ongar site - site ONG.R4. 
Currently, wording of the financial contributions required are as follows: “Residential 
Development: The Garden Communities (GCs): £232 per dwelling. North Weald Bassett 
Masterplan Area and South of Epping Masterplan Area: £641 per dwelling. Smaller sites (including 
windfall sites) and the Waltham Abbey Masterplan Area: £335 per dwelling.” Reading the above, 
we would assume that our Chelmsford Road, Ongar site - site ONG.R4 is captured under the 
‘smaller sites’ and therefore our site would incur a contribution of £54,605. No allowance is made 
for this within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and these costs need to be properly considered in 
assessing viability. Chelmsford Road, Ongar site - site ONG.R4 lies outside of the Zone of Influence 
from the Epping Forest SAC, and that on this basis the site is not required to provide any SANG. 
We question why our site would need to provide a financial contribute to mitigate on air quality 
impacts on the SANG, particularly when the policy requires the provision of sustainable transport 
measures on site, including the preparation of a Movement Strategy to be produced in 
accordance with all site promoters, to establish sustainable movement patterns and reduce 
reliance on the car. We suggest that our Chelmsford Road, Ongar site - site ONG.R4, is not 
required to make further financial contributions over and above the already very significant 
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commitments on site. At the least, we would request that further evidence and justification be 
provided to justify, and clarify, this financial contribution. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0037   Respondent: Gabrielle Rowan             

Organisation: Martin Grant Homes, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey      
Supporting document: ED126/EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes  
Soundness test failed: None with comments 
 
Why: The note in Appendix 2 sets out in detail our concerns regarding the Air Pollution Mitigation 
Strategy in relation to the West Katherines Site. Of particular concern is Section 7 which relates to 
how the strategy is to be funded. Paragraph 7.1, states that strategy should be “funded through 
the payment of financial contributions from all relevant development proposals”. The West 
Katherines site is currently subject to the tariff since it is part of The Garden Communities, but this 
is simply a collective term for these developments in the District. What is important is the likely 
effect of development at the West Katherines site on Epping Forest SAC and therefore the need 
for any planning proposal coming forward at the site to contribute to the council’s strategic 
approach. It is clear that the site is out with the ZoI for Epping Forest SAC, and on this basis the 
scheme is not required to provide SANG. If that point is accepted, as it should be, then it is not 
clear how a different logic is being applied to the mitigation of air quality effects. The scheme will 
be bringing forward a series of measures on-plot to encourage more sustainable transport in line 
with various planning policies, and of course contributing to local transport initiatives, but despite 
repeated references to the evidence base, the strategy is far from clear on the rationale for 
requiring the West Katherines site to contribute yet more funds to support the strategic approach. 
With reference to the best available evidence – that supporting Natural England’s ZoI for the SAC, 
the scheme for the West Katherines site would appear not to be a relevant development 
proposal, to use the language of the strategy, and therefore would not be required to make 
further financial contributions over and above the already very significant commitments on site 
and in the locality. In the event that this position can be justified, further detail on the calculation 
of the tariff is required. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0052   Respondent: Dorothy Paddon             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED126/ EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified  
 
Soundness test failed: Effective 
 
Why: Council officer has summarised: The Strategy is unlikely to be effective because: 
1. It fails to state its aim clearly. It is to ensure that new developments do not increase levels of air 
pollution in the Forest SAC (2021-33), to reduce current levels now and during the remaining 
lifetime of the Plan, or to measure progress in both against published air quality targets for the 
SAC? 
2. It fails to emphasise links between natural ecology and human health. 
3. It fails to examine the direct and indirect contributions of the M25 motorway 
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4. It fails to present clear and effective measures to achieve travel modal shifts. A Sustainable 
Transport Officer has only recently been appointed. Whilst site-specific measurements on new 
developments are welcome, these will represent only a small proportion of total journeys in the 
District. A significant shift by residents would require a change in provision and quality of bus 
services, but it is not clear from the Strategy that Essex County Council has undertaken this. There 
are few safe cycle lanes. 
5. It fails to present models of traffic flows on neighbouring roads when the Clean Air Zone is 
introduced. The issue of ‘reassigned’ traffic and its impacts on neighbouring roads should have 
been central to the report. 
6. It fails to outline an adequate scheme of air pollution monitoring, which should continue now, 
not from 2024. Monitoring should be extended to nearby roads to assess ‘reassigned’ traffic. 
7. It fails to include farmers and agri-businesses in the District’s air quality programmes – little is 
said about pollution from ammonia (NH3) arising from agriculture. 
8. It fails to be clear on potential costs and funding – eventual costs are unclear as well as whether 
they can be met mainly by fee income from applicants. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Until the effective of the Strategy is more certain, it 
should not be used as a basis for development decisions. 
1. Its aims and limitations should be clearly stated. 
2. It must be viewed within the context of air quality throughout the District, making clear links 
between measures for human health and for the environment. 
3. Obtain data to gauge the contribution of traffic on, and approaching and leaving, the M25 in 
the District to air pollution in the Forest and nearby areas. With cooperation from Essex County 
Council and the Conservators, open discussion with government/Highways England on mitigation 
measures. Assess whether the M11 is a net contributor to pollution in the Forest, or potentially a 
useful by-pass. 
4. Include an agreed programme of work for the Sustainable Transport Officer including research 
on residents’ experience of and attitudes to alternative modes of transport and future choices. 
Encourage cycle training in schools – and for adults. Establish joint work with Essex CC on review 
and radical improvement of bus services in and through the District with focus on journeys near 
and through the Forest. 
5. Include models of traffic flows in neighbouring roads which would arise from a Clean Air Zone in 
the Forest. These models must show estimates of air quality changes in those roads. 
6. Air quality monitoring should continue from now (2021) within the Forest and be established 
on neighbouring roads as baseline for assessing future changes. Data must be published in an 
accessible form to enable greater public awareness of air quality in the Forest and District. 
7. Include representatives of agriculture and horticulture in working / stakeholder groups within 
the Strategy. 
8. Itemise more clearly the costs of elements of an improved strategy, and possible shortfalls in 
funding from development control sources alone. 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document: ED126/EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  Comments on made on the IAPMS as follows:   
The link to the technical notes is missing.  SEMPA and all expected growth was included in 
modelling for the strategy, assessed and predictions made until 2033 so no requirement to 
resurvey as proposed in MMs in 2024/25.  It states mitigation will be secured by implementation 
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of the IAPMS and planning conditions and/or legal agreements as part of the determination of 
planning applications.   
There are other measures which would also have a beneficial role in achieving an improvement in 
air quality within the Epping Forest SAC and beyond.  The outputs will be used to inform the 
requirement to regularly review the Local Plan and in particular the indicators set out in Policy D8 
of the emerging Local Plan. The additional monitoring relates to the effectiveness of the strategy 
and the Local Plan review, and not a mechanism relating to the restriction on timing of releasing 
the SEMPA sites. 
Based on current evidence a CAZ would need to be put in place in 2025. Prior to that date a 
significant amount of practical work needs to be undertaken which the Council will need to do in 
partnership with Essex County Council as the highway authority. Therefore, the requirement for 
further monitoring also appears to relate to justifying the need for the CAZ, confirmed in ED127. 
It is legally required to undertake a review of its Local Plan every five years. A planned approach to 
air quality monitoring is set out in IAPMS. The additional monitoring proposed in the AQMS 
relates to the effectiveness of the strategy and the Local Plan review, and the possibility of 
needing a CAZ and is not proposed as a mechanism to control the release of the SEMPA site. 
 
Changes: “ Any application for planning permission made subsequent to the endorsed Strategic 
Masterplan should be accompanied by an assessment of potential air quality impacts 
demonstrating compliance with J. above, Policy DM2 and Policy DM22 and the Council’s adopted 
Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy. Such an assessment must take into account the results of 
monitoring in 2024/2025 which is to be undertaken in accordance with the Council’s adopted Air 
Pollution Mitigation Strategy. Accordingly no application for permission should be determined 
prior to such monitoring results being available.” 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0031   Respondent: Louise Steele             

Organisation: Barwood Land     Supporting document: ED127         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Question 1 notes the most appropriate course of action to 
address any underachievement, could include further mitigation measures and “if necessary 
whether the granting of new consents must cease. That is the ultimate fallback to ensure 
protection of the EFSAC.” It is not understood why SEMPA is being singled out by a delay in 
delivery and ‘no new consents’ are the fallback.    
The Inspector does not relate timing of delivery to air quality. The MMs reduced the quantum of 
development and therefore there is no need for a further delay to delivery.  SEMPA site is close to 
EFSAC but other developments will generate traffic through EFSAC; it is not a strong enough 
reason to treat the site differently.   The ‘other factors’ are not clearly explained.  
Council’s response why development is expected to come forward before the introduction of the 
CAZ is not a “maximum” amount provides many reasons why development should not be delayed.   
SEMPA should not be delayed: the Plan up to 2033 has been assessed for HRA purposes; the 
testing of an interim (2024) was to be able to monitor the effects of development on EFSAC to 
inform the five-year review of the Plan; would undermine the purpose of having the IAPMS;  and 
flexibility has been built into the Plan to enable the Council to respond to changing circumstances.  
It is not appropriate for policies to specify precise amounts of development that can come 
forward on one site.  It is ultimately the total quantum of development allocated in the Plan that 
is considered to be the maximum that can be developed without an adverse effect on EFSAC.  The 
Council response states that some limited additional further growth prior to introduction of a CAZ, 
could potentially be allowed provided additional mitigation was secured. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0138   Respondent: Henry Stamp             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED127/EB212         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Justified, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: ED127 Residents don’t want Clean Air Zone (CAZ) charging 
in 2025; it will cause ‘rat-running’ through non-forest roads; they don’t want the quantities of 
development; there are other locations for development available that would be more 
appropriate; and the ‘trajectory’ could be more ‘back-loaded’ to avoid pollution pressures. 
There are doubts over proposed CAZ and effectiveness of mitigation measures.  
Changes to permitted development (PD) rights has not been accounted for.  
It is “ultimately the total quantum of development allocated in the Local Plan to 2033 […] without 
an adverse effect on the EFSAC”. But this averages-out the ups and downs in between.  
Some effects on the SAC might be temporary, but any replacement trees planted will not grow to 
the same maturity by 2033. 
Appendix 3 table reproduced in ED127 is “Initiatives to support walking, cycling and increased 
public transport use”. New employment land allocations have been made; central town centre 
sites in Epping should be allocated for all the main town centre uses rather than housing; there 
are alternative housing land sites that could far a variety of reasons do less harm in their 
occupation to the SAC; and there are major landowner/developers who have promoted a mix of 
business and housing on suitable large sites. 
The end of EB212 there’s a table of itemised costing for each measure, but no corresponding 
figures of where the funds for each would come from and the amounts. There is no mention of 
what the £ amount of an incentive to existing car users.  
I take the legal point that a competent authority does not have to be completely certain about the 
effectiveness of measures to protect the SAC. But it seems EB212 doesn’t even provide 
reasonable certainty. 
This representation includes MM78, but is not exclusive to that. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: 
A) Re-designate sites EPP. R8 and R9 for employment uses and withdraw PD rights for residential 
conversion/redevelopment for these sites and for EPP.E1, E2, E3, and E4, to encourage and 
facilitate journeys by means other than the car and to reduce journeys through the most 
vulnerable parts of the SAC.  
B) Designate sites EPP.R4, R6, R7, and R.11 for mixed use, comprising main town centre uses and 
to encourage and facilitate journeys by means other than the car; and to reduce journeys through 
the most vulnerable parts of the SAC. Also remove PD rights for EPP.R11. 
C) To do similarly for other towns in the district where it has been assumed that residential 
redevelopment would generate less trips within and between settlements by petrol and diesel 
engine cars. 
D) Reduce or remove B1 allocations from new employment sites, and provide some live/work and 
residential development within these allocations where environmentally appropriate to 
absolutely minimise distances for walking and cycling to work. Sites EPP. R8 and R9 are allocated 
for housing that would be better in business use. This will minimise the need to travel long (i.e. 
more-than-local) distances to work from existing and new housing, especially by petrol and diesel 
engine cars.  
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E) In addition to (A) to (D) above, re-examine other housing sites/locations, and change phasings 
of development, that could deliver housing without the harmful effects on the SAC. There is a 
need to reduce, to acceptable levels, harmful effects on the SAC, not just over the whole Plan 
period to 2033, but also in periods before then. There are significant concerns over the ability of 
the mitigation measures and their delivery. 
F) As necessary, return to Duty to Cooperate discussions with neighbouring and sub-regional 
authorities to reduce effects on the SAC. 
 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0021   Respondent: Jamie Melvin             

Organisation: Natural England     Supporting document: ED129A/EB211A         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Justified, National Policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The below references the HRA in respect of recreational 
pressure. See MM47 and MM75 in respect of HRA and air quality. 
There has been significant progress on the Strategic Access Management and Monitoring 
Strategy, Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy and identifying SANG opportunities. There is a 
need for the SANG requirement to have a quantifiable objective in the absence of concrete 
proposals. EFDC needs to identify the total requirement with reference to the full amount 
development enabled by the plan and outline, at least in principle, how this could be achieved. 
The HRA states that two infrastructure sites identified currently have recreational use - for this to 
be considered as mitigation there needs to be an assessment of potential uplift. NE welcomes 
commitment to a live list but without a specific, quantifiable objective, full assessment of 
proposed mitigation and commitment from landowners, question whether mitigation is 
deliverable. 
Main Modifications could enable the delivery of a sound strategy for the mitigation of recreational 
pressure. However, the SANG approach lacks clarity, certainty and rigour required by the Habitats 
Regulations. 
In respect of the Zone of Influence, references throughout the HRA to the 3km zone are unhelpful 
and confusing and NE does not consider the 3km zone to be based on any recognised science or 
that it has been explored in sufficient detail to warrant reference within HRA.  
The HRA makes only passing reference to the Autumn 2019 surveys which identified a marginally 
larger catchment. For the purposes of the mitigation strategy it is appropriate to continue using 
6.2km provided that the intention is to carry out further survey work. We caveat by stating that 
larger developments on the periphery will need to consider the implications of the best and most 
recent available evidence and we would have expected to see it referenced.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0020   Respondent: Lois Partridge             

Organisation: Sworders - ONG.R1     Supporting document: ED133         Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We are supportive of the Council’s direction of travel. We support the decision not to 
allocate further sites or amend the spatial strategy as this is not necessary for Plan soundness. The 
proposed allocations, as amended by these Main Modifications, are sufficient to meet the housing 
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requirement and mitigate any adverse effects on the integrity of Epping Forest Special Area of 
Conservation (EFSAC). 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0027   Respondent: Rachel Bryan             

Organisation: Sworders - NWB.R1 and NWB.T1     Supporting document: ED133    Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: None 
 
Why: We are supportive of the Council’s direction of travel. We support the decision not to 
allocate further sites or amend the spatial strategy as this is not necessary for Plan soundness. The 
proposed allocations, as amended by these Main Modifications, are sufficient to meet the housing 
requirement and mitigate any adverse effects on the integrity of Epping Forest SAC. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM:   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document: EB1101B         Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Adjustments required to ensure the IDP is still applicable for Epping Parish. 
• The ‘Quietway’ has a high priority and high cost, it is questionable in light of the MMs whether 
this still warrants such a high priority compared with works to mitigate South Epping housing. 
• The Highways proposals Brook Rd, Bridge Hill, Bower Hill, Ivy Chimneys should be raised from 
Desirable to Essential and given an identified timescale. 
• South Epping requires technical solutions. Infrastructure requirements must be identified to 
make the development sustainable. ECC may need to commit capital funding to top-up developer 
contributions. 
• Will the school and integrated health facility at South Epping still be implemented as detailed 
despite the reduced housing numbers? This is an absolute must. 
• The ‘greenways’ connections to the Forest need to be deleted to reflect the MMs. 
• The list of recreation proposals, play equipment and local green spaces should reflect local 
views. This will be captured in Epping Town Council’s Neighbourhood Plan through Local Green 
Space designations. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0002   Respondent: Steve Dean             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I would like to submit comments on the Epping Forest District Council Local Plan following 
identification of the main modifications, as follows. 
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This Plan proposes to allow the building of several thousand new homes on Harlow's borders with 
Epping Forest District Council (EFDC) on what is effectively Harlow’s Green Belt. Harlow residents 
have not been consulted about these plans. There will not be a single Council home built to 
address the real housing need in the area. All the New Homes Bonus, business rates and Council 
Tax will be paid to EFDC but there will be a huge increase in traffic and therefore maintenance 
costs for Harlow's roads. This huge increase in traffic will cause unprecedented and unreasonable 
delays for journeys on Harlow roads such as Rye Hill Road, Paringdon Road and Southern Way.  No 
account has been taken of the extra noise and pollution that will be experienced by Harlow 
residents as a result of the increase in traffic. New Planning Applications (windfall sites) will mean 
that 3,000 more homes will be built in Harlow than required by Government. New estimates in 
respect of the growth in household numbers and immigration clearly show that the number of 
new homes needed is far lower than was envisaged even just a few years ago. As a result, there is 
no need to build new homes on Harlow's borders. No account of these windfall sites has been 
taken by those providing public services such as school places and health services, which can only 
mean they will be stretched even further than they are now. I request that my comments are 
given serious consideration and solutions identified and implemented prior to the EFDC Local Plan 
being commenced. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0004   Respondent: Lee Tennant             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: My concerns with the changes. Removing the Green Belt between Sheering Village and 
Harlow along the M11 corridor incorporating Junction 7A with the mixed developments including 
the new Harlow PA Hospital will urbanise Sheering Village. Sheering has already lost Green Belt 
land adjoining this future proposal for development to comply with the local plan I am not 
opposed to some changes and developments but Sheering Village needs a Green Buffer. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0017   Respondent: Helen Wilson             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Objection to the removal of the Green Belt designation in 
the area known as SP4.3. Not only have we seen the detrimental construction work of the new 
M11 junction 7a on our doorstep, with increased air and noise pollution and a reduction in the 
once enjoyed wildlife, together with the destruction of the once enjoyed view of the valley, but 
the Council's intention to remove this Green Belt area would put pressure on existing traffic 
congestion and air quality on the B183, and also local infrastructure such as doctors surgeries and 
schools.  750 new homes will equate to a significantly higher number of cars in the area, 
impacting traffic congestion and air and noise quality.  The environmental aspects for the planet 
must be at the forefront of any considerations made, and should be taken into account by the 
Council going forward. I would also be very interested for you to advise us of any Calls for Site of 
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the landowners for this site. It saddens me to see the impact that the current construction of the 
M11 Junction 7A has on the wildlife which was always so visible and a joy to see in the area.  It 
feels as though there is no consideration to the local residents, the wildlife, pollution, traffic 
congestion and safety, and the quality of life of those in the immediate vicinity. I request instead 
that the space remains as open countryside, or is developed as an open green area and parkland 
for local people. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0037   Respondent: John Rymer             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I do appreciate the reduction in the number of new homes to 450 in this area, but I can 
foresee problems to the present local community, and the new added community. The following 
are examples. 
Traffic 
• There was a vehicle bridge in the original plans, but this is withdrawn. The narrow and bendy 
Brook Road and Bridge Hill are already unsuitable for the level of traffic and the resulting 
congestion caused by motorist’s regular use of this route as a cut through to avoid the daily 
congestion in Epping High Road. With the added traffic from the new 450 homes this problem will 
only escalate unless the bridge is re-instated. 
• Due to the original design and lack of off-street parking for properties along Brook Road and 
Bridge Hill most residents’ parking options are restricted to parking in the road. This adds to the 
considerable congestion and danger. 
• This area must have the appropriate highway infrastructure to accommodate the additional 
traffic. 
HealthCare 
• The modified plan states that appropriate community and healthcare facilities must be 
provided.  The current local GP facilities are stretched and the addition of residents for the 450 
new homes demands new GP/Health hub within South Epping area. 
Primary School 
• The modified plan states that a new school must be provided. Ivy Chimney Junior and Primary 
School is already a full capacity and new applicants for the school are often declined and have to 
travel to Coopersale or to Epping Primary School.  This will add to traffic congestion at school 
times which is already bad. 
Play Area 
• The grassed area at Flux’s Lane opposite Brook Road is extensively used by residents for exercise 
and play for their children. A local junior football team practices on this park regularly and during 
the summer holidays this area is extensively used. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0054   Respondent: Roger Anthony             

Organisation:      Supporting document: ED117 / EB1118       Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
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Why: Council Officer has summarised: Parish of North Weald Bassett - The entries for the Villages 
of North Weald and Thornwood in Part 2 of the Plan should be amended. The proposed Main 
Modifications give no recognition to the impact of developments in the Parish of North Weald 
Bassett. The Parish is required to provide a minimum of 1050 homes in North Weald, 172 homes 
in Thornwood, an employment estate on North Weald Airfield, increased aeronautical use of the 
Airfield and the removal of at least 13% of Green Belt. I cannot see how this complies with 
Sustainability criteria. 
Infrastructure Delivery Schedule - I do not feel this is of any real value as part of the Local Plan 
because it is so thin on actual detail. The costings are at best sketchy and I doubt would be 
accepted in any business plan. It probably reflects a general approach to public sector plans 
involving the underwriting by public funds. I do however, think it should be possible to be far 
more detailed in terms of the costs and sources of revenue, given the amounts of funding you are 
expecting from Developers. It is far from meeting any definition of Soundness. 
Maps - Your review of the Green Belt has resulted in you changing some of it to District Open 
Land. Your Plan provides a map of the Green Belt, but I can’t see any inclusion of a map showing 
what you are now allocating as District Open Land. I think it is essential that Maps should clearly 
identify such land which has technically been removed from the Green Belt. Incidentally, I am not 
aware that your consultation concerning your review of the Green Belt included wider public 
consultation. Did it go beyond Town and Parish Councils? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0056   Respondent: Jane Engelsman             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Ivy Chimneys Road is too narrow and congested and cannot 
cope with current traffic . There can be no two way traffic on rubbish day especially when 
buses/emergency services are trying to pass. The school is at capacity - where will future children 
attend school? Where will the new school be located? 
Doctor's surgery is at capacity with long waiting times. EFDC is one of the worst counties for 
healthcare. Current services should be improved for exiting residents. A new health hub at the 
bottom of a steep hill is not suitable. 
I moved here because of the wonderful green spaces - I will now be facing houses to block my 
view. We have wonderful wildlife here and our Green Belt has to be protected. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0061   Respondent: David Rogers             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The MMS prepared in response to the Inspectors queries 
on SEMPA are unsatisfactory and question the soundness and viability of the site. There is no 
credible transport statement to support SEMPA and the proposed capacity increase in this already 
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constrained area. No consideration of transport and access – Inspector raised concern that the 
‘essential’ bridge over the railway is a key consideration and response now is to remove the 
vehicle bridge within the Capacity Analysis. Additional vehicles using the bridge would be for the 
new development and would not create a ‘rat run’. Ivy Chimneys Road is already a ‘rat run’ at 
peak times. The bridge is required to make the masterplan work, but its inclusion makes the 
masterplan unviable due to costs. David Locke Associates confirmed access and agrees from the 
two parcels had not been considered with no technical back up.  EPP.R1 has one access point 
which is reliant on properties being demolished which would create further congestion. EPP.R2 – 
the suggestion there would be an access point adjacent to rail bridge is beyond belief. DLA 
confirmed that a transport plan is required to make the proposal ‘sound’. Questions over how 
effective the greenspace identified will be in diverting people away from the Forest. New 
occupiers will choose the Forest or Bell Common over a small greenspace next to the M25. 
Question whether the proposals in the APMS are deliverable. Basic infrastructure provisions 
(school and healthcare) are not clear.  
There are other sites available which are less constrained and could deliver housing more 
effectively.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0075   Respondent: Scott Passfield             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Object to revised plans for 450 new homes. I moved to 
Epping to provide a better, cleaner, up bringing for my family. Part of the appeal was the green 
space surrounding the area. Green spaces are not only important to maintain the integrity of the 
local area and its historic market town status, but also for the residents physical and mental 
wellbeing. The area is already heavily congested.  The road, which serves two schools, Coopersale 
Hall, Ivy Chimneys, Epping Golf Club and small business estate is already a heavily used, narrow 
road. The development puts an incredible strain on the local area and the entirety of Epping, 
contributing to poor air quality and a serious threat to the general wellbeing of current residents.  
Standards will diminish considerably with approximately 900 additional cars plus additional 
service/ trade traffic.  As council tax payers your responsibility should be to current residents first. 
The representation notes schools are oversubscribed and surgeries are almost impossible to 
obtain appointments. The proposed area is neither close enough to local amenities nor to the 
train station. Concern at impact on mental health due to fear of this development, there are very 
few details, and long construction phase with noise, dust and poor air quality. There are many 
sites in which developments would have less impact on such a small community and it is 
irresponsible to push through such a scheme regardless of its impact to the local area and its 
residents. Consider points raised and reconsider ruining the lives of so many people to 
accommodate a few more. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0080   Respondent: Charles Swift             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
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Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I wish to object to the proposals as an apparent disregard for the people of Epping and 
particularly those who live on Brook Road and surrounding  areas and in particular the destruction 
of Green Belt for greed and council wealth. The proposal is poorly conceived. No new schools are 
planned  
No new Doctors surgery to cater for the new and existing residents as the existing surgery can not 
cope with the existing  demand. There are no more shop proposed. The police service in this area 
is particularly poor do you plan to expand the service to cope with the increases in population and 
the problems that will arise , I think not ? 
The infrastructure is totally inadequate the local roads cannot function without congestion now 
Brook Road will be a dangerous  Road it is only fit for the residents of Brook Road now other tragic 
should be banned. Epping Is a lovely town that will be decimated for ever I settled here some 6 
years ago because this is what I wanted to be part of Now my investment in this area will 
destroyed by a large influx of people. I have always voted for the conservative principles but if this 
goes through I’m afraid you will have destroyed my trust in your s the Conservative Government. I 
would ask that you consider the impact of the construction period for this development  and it’s 
impact on the already congested Roads. In summery I would ask the you take notice of my 
objections properly and reject this proposal. 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other    Stakeholder ID: MMRES0087   Respondent: Judith Handford             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: There will be approximately 450 new homes built on the 
area just south of Allnutts Road. We are estimating that there will be between 400 and 1300 extra 
cars all potentially fighting to get out of Epping and back to Epping at commuting times. Originally, 
a vehicular bridge was intended to be put in place to ease the huge amount of extra traffic from 
the new house occupants. This bridge idea has been removed. We would be horrified if it’s 
removal from this current plan was because of these financial reasons, with finance unethically 
being put before regard to safety and benefit for the residents. Currently our doctors, dentists and 
schools are all overcrowded to bursting, they are drastically oversubscribed. We walk our dog in 
the fields opposite Brook Road, in the absence of any nearer green fields. We are supposed to be 
retaining hedgerows, not cutting them back, is it actually sensible for us to not do our bit for the 
environment and to get rid of such green areas. Increasing the south side of Epping by 450 houses 
would change the area to a larger urban sprawl. Adding 450 houses to the south will increase the 
struggle and fight for parking spaces in the High Road when we want to support our local shops. 
The current lack of parking for High Road shops is already detrimental to us residents a mile away 
using the shops and since the new restrictions in Kendal Avenue have come into force; it makes it 
impossible to use the shops in the same way as benefitted the residents before. We need more 
green spaces. Removing greenery is not what the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England 
and other sensible and ethical conservation societies are advising.  
 
Changes: None 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0089   Respondent: Julia McNamara (Godfrey)             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
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Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We have formed a group of Waltham Abbey residents who 
are objecting about the new building master plan for the Abbey. I’d like to put through a formal 
complaint regarding this process to object to the new build at Parklands. I did forward you my 
objections, but you told me that I had to fill in the very complicated form. The form is overly 
complex if you are not a planning officer. There are pages and pages of information to go through 
and I just wanted to make my particular points. I spent hours last night trying to come to grips 
with this form and I have completed the best that I can. This is designed to put people off from 
participating in their legal right to be part of the consultation process. I nearly did give up but I do 
feel strongly about the plan to take parklands out of the Green Belt. It really is unrealistic for 
people to go through pages and pages of complicated information to make their point. I feel that 
this is done to purposely put through changes without having any objections. I’ve spoken to other 
people who have felt exactly the same way.This is really disgraceful. The form is impossible to fill 
in. I want my objections known!! The form is asking questions I cannot answer and no one else in 
our group will be able to either. Just checked and a couple have tried with no success!! This is not 
democracy. It is written in a way that people cannot put forward their objections. I’ll pass this 
information on to our group. I’d been informed to just email you my objections. There must be 
another way we can respond. We’ve only got until 23/09/21. Can you please pass on my 
complaint to the Inspector. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0101   Respondent: Vivien Temple             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I strongly object to the extremely complicated form for 
responding with any comments regarding the Local Plan. It is hardly possible for a member of the 
resident public whose lives will be most affected by  any decisions to complete even having noted 
the required MM and ED references etc. This form does not easily allow for transparency or 
inclusion by non-Council or Government members used to such terminology and style. I find it 
very sad to feel excluded in this manner by this type of uncompromising bureaucracy and jargon. I 
had made notes luckily with the requisite reference numbers but found the online form so 
complex and not user-friendly that after several attempts to comment I have given up (which I 
feel is the desired effect). I will have to hope and rely on some common sense and consideration 
by others and just accept the implications whatever they may be from decisions on this Plan. My 
main objections are:  
Moving 5 traveller pitches from Latton Priory to the Water Lane area. This area is already 
so continually lacking in infrastructure it cannot always meet the basic needs of existing residents;  
Decimating even further this hamlet on Common Road, Broadley Common so its identity is  
further eroded as it is absorbed by plans into other areas; and Planning on building so many 
houses e.g. Water Lane area when the area cannot support it on many levels. 
 
Changes: Not Specified 
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MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0107   Respondent: Victoria Richards             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: I have just submitted my comments on the Main 
Modifications to the Local Plan. Having reviewed the documentation and participated in the 
consultation, I don’t feel that it was a fair consultation. The documents are voluminous and the 
proposed modifications are difficult to follow. It would’ve been useful to have red line version of 
the 2017 plan to be able to see all the amendments in context in a single document. The form was 
also difficult to complete. The form asks if the amendments are sound or lawful but there is no 
explanation or link to the relevant laws and tests of soundness. I don't believe many residents 
impacted by the consultation will understand the documentation or be able to participate. The 
responses received by you won’t represent the local community. There has been little publication 
of the consultation. Other than on the EFDC website, I haven’t seen it referenced anywhere. The 
deadline isn’t apparent from the EFDC website home page. Many residents won’t be aware the 
consultation is taking place.  The responses received by you won’t be representative of the local 
community that is impacted by the proposals. I therefore do not believe that the consultation is 
valid. On a separate note, there have been changes to the National Planning Policy Framework 
which were introduced on 21 July 2021: Updates - National Planning Policy Framework - Guidance 
- GOV.UK (www.gov.uk). I do not believe that the Local Plan complies with the updated 
framework, in particular in relation to the requirements in relation to the period of the Local Plan 
(a period of 30 years must be considered) and requirements to protect green belt land. Please 
confirm when the Local Plan will be reconsidered in the light of these updates to the framework.  
 
Changes: Not Specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0113   Respondent: Kim Metson             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I am emailing you, as I am struggling with the form for efdc local plan, I am extremely 
concerned regarding the proposed building of over 700 home at Parklands, Waltham Abbey and 
would like my concerns to be noted, I am total against the plan for Parklands and extremely upset 
and angry that there has been no public meeting for the people to express there views and 
concerns. The form appears to be purposely difficult to put people off objecting or expressing 
there opinion about the local plan, I would like my objection to the Parklands proposed build to 
be included. I feel it is unfair due to the lack of publication of the planning and the complexity of 
the form, it is as if the consultation process has been made as difficult as possible to achieve the 
best outcome for the developers. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0115   Respondent: Laura Moore             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
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Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The congestion during peak times puts an incredible strain 
on the local area as it is, contributing to poor air quality.  
With the revised plan of 450 new homes, the quality of air and standard of life for current 
residents will diminish considerably, the traffic, air pollution and general wellbeing of current 
residents is under serious threat, and as council tax payers for many years your responsibility 
should be to current residents first. The schools are already oversubscribed, doctors surgeries are 
almost impossible to obtain appointments, the footfall is already considerable, and the proposed 
area is neither close enough to local amenities such as shops etc, nor within easy walking distance 
to the train station – which means, in general, more cars on the road throughout the entirety of 
Epping, an area which is already heavily congested. 
Many people are now working from home, the construction of the new development will cause a 
lot of disturbance with noise, dust and poor air quality due to the nature of the works.  
Green spaces are important to maintain the integrity of the local area and its historic market town 
status, but also for the residents physical and mental wellbeing. There are many sites in which 
developments would have less impact on such a small community and it is irresponsible to push 
through such a scheme regardless of its impact to the local area and its residents.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0118   Respondent: Andrew Hacker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I am writing to express my concerns and voice objections to the proposed residential plans 
for South Epping (at the bottom of Station Road near Bridge Hill/Coopersale Hall School). From 
what I understand, the plan involves the construction of 450 new homes and my major concern is 
the impact that the huge increase in residents will have on the existing residents and the 
surrounding infrastructure. 
If this plan is to be successfully implemented surely several things need to be taken into 
consideration. 
• Originally, a vehicular bridge was included in the plans, which would ease congestion and I 
understand that in the current iteration of the plans this has been removed. The existing roads in 
the area are extremely narrow, bendy and congested and surely will not cope with the significant 
uplift in usage that the arrival of 450 new homes would create. This is a major concern specifically 
in relation to emergency service, waste disposal, delivery and operational vehicle access to the 
area. 
• The current proposals say that ‘appropriate’ community healthcare facilities must be provided. 
The existing GPs cannot cover the current population. A GP/health hub is an absolute necessity at 
South Epping, particularly given the location being at the bottom of a steep hill, away from the 
current healthcare providers.  
• The current proposals say that a new school must be provided. Ivy Chimneys is already at 
capacity. A new school is an absolute must! 
• The necessary green infrastructure must be provided to support not only South Epping but also 
Epping Forest. 
It really is imperative that the aforementioned points are considered as the consequences if they 
are ignored will put incredible pressure on the whole town with doctors, dentists, school places 
becoming oversubscribed and road congestion and air pollution increasing significantly. 
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Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0121   Respondent: Clifford Mitchell             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Please see our comments on the Main Modifications Consultation 2021.  We are member of 
The Epping Society and fully support the comments made by them and repeated below.  We also 
strongly believe that EFDC should adopt the suggestion made by the Plan Inspector that more 
recent ONS reports on Population and Housing Need as this would reduce the requirement for 
new homes by nearly half to circa 6,500. 
By adopting this reduced target the Council would have a realistic plan with the potential for over 
achievement while meeting one of its objectives of giving development of the Green Belt a low 
priority.  Given the reductions of Jessel Green, Epping south and other areas as well as the issues 
raised by Harlow Council on the Latton Priory development this becomes more important. 
It is better to have a realistic achievable Plan that the alternatives of: 
i) a plan with numbers that are difficult to meet where the Council are constantly playing catch 
up. 
ii) A plan imposed on the Council by the Government. Or 
iii) No plan at all that would involve a free for all of development applications. 
We as like many residents of Epping would like to preserve the history and character of Epping 
and protect the forest and green belt land. 
We trust you will give real consideration to our comments and those of The Epping Society.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0131   Respondent: Wayne Le Carpentier             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Considering the constraints of the project (the use of green 
belt area, noise and air pollution from the close proximity to the M25 and power lines), as well as 
the necessary provision of a vehicular bridge across the railway line, necessary improvements to 
the infrastructure of the local area will be needed to accommodate an increase in both pedestrian 
and vehicles that will occur. Ivy chimneys Road is a busy road and is used by both the public and 
emergency services to bypass Epping. The road in parts narrows significantly to nearly a single 
lane where cars must mount a narrow foot path to pass each other making it unsafe for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 
Having an access point EPP.R1 by demolishing several properties close to Ivy Chimneys school 
would cause further disruption to the area. The suggested access points for EPP.R2 seem both 
dangerous and not well thought about.  There will be an increase of vehicles on the road as there 
is poor public transport in this area. Concerns for the future ecology of Epping Forest. The 
increase in pollution from both the new housing, increase in traffic, gases and light pollution 
emitted from the houses themselves and during construction and development of the sites, and 
number of people using the forest will have a negative effect on both the fauna and flora of the 
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forest. Even though open green spaces will be provided, it will unreasonable to assume the 
residents are going to use those when there is the forest with all its beauty in proximity.  
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0132   Respondent: Vicky Berry             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Concerns about the dangers on both Brook Road/Ivy 
Chimneys with increased traffic, especially the blind spot driving under the railway bridge into 
Brook Road. The drive up to Ivy Chimneys each morning is very difficult with the traffic which has 
been increased by the council recently added parking bays into the road outside Ivy chimneys 
junior school. This has made a busy road into a single lane, making it very dangerous with school 
children crossing the road. Meanwhile the residents outside the school are still parking up on the 
pavement so we have no pavement to walk on. It will be difficult for residents to live in a road 
where there will be an increased car traffic onto this road with the new houses. I moved to this 
area to live in a greenbelt borough, now there will be far too many houses and a lack of green 
space. I use both fields daily to walk my dogs, I am now expected to drive up to the forest as we 
will no longer have any green space for leisure, this will increase congestion further. Doctors are 
already oversubscribed, with the increase in new homes will make this worse. I appreciate there is 
a lack of housing but as residents we bought into Epping to enjoy the almost village life with lots 
of green areas and not a concrete jungle, it saddens me that councillors are not considering the 
local residents. There will be more car pollution and more rubbish in the area, old people that live 
in Brook Road will no longer be able to walk their pets unless on the streets. I object to you 
building so many new homes in a greenbelt area and increasing the local. You have now removed 
a linking bridge to ease congestion. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0134   Respondent: Paul Handford             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  The current version of the plan says that approximately 
450 new homes will be built on the area just south of Allnutts Road. This is quite probably the 
noisiest and dirtiest part of Epping due to its proximity to the M25 and M11 interchange. Parking 
in Epping is an ongoing problem with the number of places to park steadily and inexplicably being 
reduced and yet this plan will inject maybe 1400 extra cars. If the new housing does not come 
with adequate off-street parking, this is going to cause chaos with the displaced cars looking for 
places to park around the town.  It is not the case that you can rely on buses and trains to get 
around in Epping. Originally, a vehicular bridge was intended to be put in place to ease the huge 
amount of extra traffic from the new house occupants. We understand that this bridge idea has 
been removed. Can you explain why the bridge has now been scrapped and what is being 
proposed in its place? Earlier proposals provided for extra community and healthcare facilities, 
but the current proposals still lack actual detail. The doctors, dentists and schools in the town and 
adjoining towns and villages are all oversubscribed. We as a nation are supposed to be planting 
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trees, not cutting them down to slow down climate change. This land would be more socially and 
environmentally beneficial if it was reforested, not built on. Removing greenery is not what the 
Campaign for the Protection of Rural England and other sensible and ethical conservation 
societies are advising. The drains in south Epping are often overflowing and were not built to carry 
the amount of sewage that they are now, so are there plans to upgrade the drains to deal with 
the extra load? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0141   Respondent: Maria Wilson             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: South Epping strategic master plan EPP.1 EPP.2. 
My name is Maria Frances Wilson and I live at ….Redacted…... 
I strongly object to the proposed development for Epping south on these grounds. Brook Road is 
an extremely busy road already with traffic to both Ivy Chimleys and Coopersale Hall schools 
already very busy and the thoughts of another 300/400 cars Is utter madness.  Brook road is aptly 
named as it has a brook and at times with flux’s lane floods.I have witnessed this problem the last 
time the golf club had to use a pump to enable me to walk to the local shop. The playing field in 
flux’s lane is used by many organisations for recreation ( football etc) and is used by local people 
where they can walk with their children for play. Nowadays with so much concerns about obesity 
and children’s mental health to take this  facility away in my option is unbelievable. Pollution is 
another big concern we need to keep our green open spaces and our forests. This is so important 
for both physical and mental health. The doctors surgeries are already over stretched also local 
schools so to add 450 more homes is again utter madness. In Fluxs lane there is a electric sub 
station,with all the extra traffic this development will bring, this is just another area of concern if 
an accident happened. People walk to Epping gold course and the concern would be that with the 
extra traffic this development would bring would put people of walking to the golf course. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0142   Respondent: S Featherstone             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I am writing to object to the above proposed plan, I am strongly against this application on 
the following grounds. 
1   The proposal for 450 properties is unacceptable due the the area already being very busy with 
a high traffic volume, Ivy Chimneys school area is sometimes at a standstill with the traffic let 
alone adding more vehicles. The private school in Fluxs Lane, where the proposed new entrance 
will be is ludicrous and could pose a real danger, plus there is a sub station at this junction. 
2   Schooling, Ivy Chimney's school is already at it's limit how can more children be 
accommodated. 
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3. Doctor's Surgeries, Epping has had two large developments, one next to St. Margaret's Hospital 
and the other one on the St. Johns School site, no extra facilities were added, how can Epping  
cater for another 450 homes. 
4   The playing field as the entrance to Fluxs Lane was donated to the children of Epping, how can 
this be taken away, when many local children use this daily . 
5   If this development does go ahead, an alternative entrance must be made, with either a bridge 
or tunnel linking the two sites, and a new entrance coming across from Centre Drive  and not 
Fluxs Lane,this will allow many trees and the playing field to remain, helping with the pollution. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMRES0144   Respondent: Michael Benbow             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: EFDC's DLP approach was unsound by being consultant lead rather than taking 
sufficient account of 1077 Loughton households (33% of respondees in the whole 
district) who submitted to Reg 18 with the plea: 'please don't build on our last remaining 
Green Open Spaces. It was the Inspector who saved Jessel Green not EFDC who prefer 
that developers profit from Loughton development at the expense of existing resident's 
amenity. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: EFDC's DLP approach was unsound by being consultant 
lead rather than taking sufficient account of 1077 Loughton households (33% of responders in the 
whole district) to save last remaining Green Open Spaces.  
Green open sites in Loughton have been in-filled and built. Loughton has reached saturation for: 
Road traffic congestion, air pollution, parking spaces, Central Line capacity, school places, open 
spaces for exercise, recreation facilities, police enforcement, and doctors. 
The Forest SAC is legally protected so building large numbers of new homes in Loughton is 
a contradiction to the protection of the SAC.  
The DLP could be made sound by the removal of LOU.R4, half the number of new homes, a larger 
public park and a new primary school which will be needed. 
The daily traffic congestion made worse by the 19 green open sites that now have new houses 
and flats built on them in recent decades. 
Loughton has the Underground Central Line dividing the town in half but there are only two roads 
going under it. West of Loughton is Epping Forest with only three small roads out of Loughton 
which pass through the SAC area. These 5 roads are usually congested with traffic. While the ULEZ 
will make London a better place it will create more congestion just outside the zone. Loughton 
and the surrounding area cannot take any new residents without significantly degrading the lives 
of current Loughton residents. 
SAC Road charging (Clean Air Zone) - a plan to charge cars going to Epping or Waltham Abbey. 
Residents are against this 'Interim Air Quality Mitigation Strategy' because people would drive a 
bit further to avoid the charging zone costs and this would create more pollution. 
Two appeals recently relating to SAC and air quality.  
Appeal Ref APP/J1535/W/18/3203410 - EPF/2499/17 
Allowed Appeals Ref APP/J1535/W/20/3258787 & APP/J1535/W/20/3263876 EPF/2905/19  
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MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMRES0145   Respondent: Tracy Cody             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: I would like my views on this shared, and therefore forwarded to the council to be taken 
into account. Seeing as there wasn’t anywhere on the consultation that led you to be able to raise 
this as a concern which was a concern in its self. 
I find myself writing this email out of frustration at the latest parklands master plan consultation 
format , once again this is not user friendly and I do not class myself as an uneducated person 
either ! However the form is confusing and not clear on certain points. This whole process has 
been an absolute shambles to the community of Waltham abbey and right from the first 
consultation has not been a fair one to incorporate all residents to allow them to have their say. 
This whole process appears to have made it as difficult as possible for people to respond/ express 
their views which can only be of  benefit to the proposed developers. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0003   Respondent: Christopher Johnson             

Organisation: National Grid     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Representation is on behalf of National Grid, identifying 
that one or more proposed development sites (EPP.R1 and EPP.R2) are crossed or in close 
proximity to National Grid assets. A plan showing details of the site locations and details of 
National Grid’s assets is attached to this letter. National Grid is happy to provide advice and 
guidance to the Council concerning their networks.  
The guidance in respect of electricity assets states: Developers of sites crossed or in close 
proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it is National Grid policy to retain existing 
overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there may be exceptional circumstances that 
would justify the request where, for example, the proposal is of regional or national importance. 
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’ 
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation 
of well-designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can minimise 
the impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment. The statutory safety 
clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must not be infringed. Where 
changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is important that changes 
in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed. National Grid can, on request, 
provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the height of conductors, above 
ordnance datum, at a specific site. If we can be of any assistance to you in providing informal 
comments in confidence during your policy development, please do not hesitate to contact us and  
wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of plans and strategies which may 
affect their assets.  
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0005   Respondent: Andrew Marsh             

Organisation: Historic England     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised:  We note that several the modifications in the Plan refer to 
‘preserve and enhance’ in relation the historic environment. We recommend reference to 
‘conserve’ rather than ‘preserve’.  Conservation is the (active) process of maintaining and 
managing change to a heritage asset in a way that sustains and enhances its significance. The 
references to ‘preserve’ should be amended to remain consistent with the Framework. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: An effective response on infrastructure requires EFDC and ECC to work together. There 
seems to be a disconnect between the Local Plan/Infrastructure/Main Modification and the Essex 
County Council capital programme and this must be connected. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Many of the modifications are still so vague that they offer little reassurance. What we need 
is more consultation leading to concrete proposals. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0006   Respondent: Beverley Rumsey             

Organisation: Epping Town Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Town Council have received numerous complaints 
about the inaccessibility of the Main Modifications Consultation. The documents total over 2700 
documents and are not user friendly or accessible to the majority of residents. What about those 
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without online access? This is not very accessible for those people. Is not user friendly for 
residents, for many not understandable. 
There is no summary or signposting for the public to understand and access the documents of 
most interest. This will significantly deter members of the community from engaging and makes 
the notion of a truly public consultation a rather moot point. A document needs to be uploaded to 
the website which sets out the main changes to the plan in a clear and accessible format, with 
signposting to more detailed documents for those who wish to read further. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0008   Respondent: George Lloyd             

Organisation: Environment Agency     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Part J of P6 -  The amendment was suggested to strengthen the policy that we already found 
sound.  We still suggest this is incorporated. 
 
Changes: Inaccordance with Policy DM15, development on residential or traveller allocations 
must be located wholly within Flood Zone1, taking into account climate change allowance. 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0011   Respondent: Michael Hardware             

Organisation: Harlow Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The new Conservative administration would like to 
reiterate its opposition to development south and west of Harlow, and express its reservations 
over development to the east. This is a position it has held for over a decade, since the party was 
last in power in 2012. A motion was passed at the Harlow full council meeting last Thursday (17 
September) reiterating that position and the chief executive will be writing to express the position 
of the council, as described in the motion, shortly.  It is noted that the majority of Modifications 
relate to the Epping Forest SAC. This is supported and  provides further clarity in respect of the 
evidence base that underpins the Plan and the mitigation  strategies coming forward to protect 
the Forest. It is clear that the Modifications proposed have taken into consideration the 
Inspector’s post examination note and various evidence base and technical work undertaken since 
the hearing sessions took place. However the Council has set out a number of changes to the 
Modifications in this response that we believe will make the EFLP sound and ensure the Garden 
Communities, if they all come forward, and the Garden Town are delivered sustainably. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0013   Respondent: Zoe May             

Organisation: East of England Ambulance NHS Trust     Supporting document:      Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not Specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: This letter outlines the backing information on behalf of 
East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust (EEAST) in relation to the consultation on the Epping 
Forest Consultation on Main Modifications in relation to health services funding. 
EEAST hopes to engage with Epping Forest Council and developers. EEAST requests any 
developments adopt the jointly created emergency services Design Guide for Essex, link as 
follows:  Engaging with the Emergency Services | Essex Design Guide 
(https://www.essexdesignguide.co.uk)  
We’d welcome discussions with the Inspector and the Council around how we can mitigate the 
impact of housing and infrastructure developments across health services serving EFDC and the 
surrounding area. 
EEAST are in the process of developing a mechanism to identify the impact of population growth 
for housing and infrastructure developments on ambulance services.  EEAST together with CCGs 
and Integrated Care Systems would welcome further discussions around how the infrastructure 
will impact the Epping Forest District Local Plan. 
EEAST’s Estates Strategy (2020-2025) summary position is to provide cost effective and efficient 
premises of the right size, location, and condition to support the delivery of clinical care to the 
community served by the Trust.  
EEAST estates and development plans consider growth in demographics of population changes 
and therefore any increase in requirements to meet these changes will require modelling to 
account for the required increased workforce, equipment and vehicles. 
The provision of health and social care services out of hospital care into community and social 
care via diagnostic hubs and community locations will require changes to patient transport 
services.  
We hope this information provides a useful indication to the Inspector of the expected impact on 
health services for East of England Ambulance Services on the proposals in the Epping Forest Local 
Plan.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0016   Respondent: Asa Pamphlion             

Organisation: Chelmsford City Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Thank you for consulting Chelmsford City Council (CCC) on Epping Forest District Council’s 
Main Modifications Consultation document. CCC welcomes the focus on sustainable transport 
choices and the new sustainable transport corridor in Harlow and Gilston. CCC has no other 
comments to make. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Community Choices consultation identified a 
preference for the Spatial Option 1 meaning development is distributed evenly across the District 
subject to constraints. MM11/15 and newly updated figures shows North Weald Bassett Parish 
will be receiving 27.04% of the total housing. 
Factors have contributed towards disproportionate distribution, such as the Epping Forest SAC. 
Whilst some factors are valid and understood, it remains that development will be pushed to the 
more rural areas of the District that are not sustainable and rely on the car. To locate large 
numbers of homes in one small area, without realistic plans for sustainable infrastructure, will 
cause future problems.  
The only sustainable transport possibilities are buses. Creating suitable cycling routes between 
villages and into Epping is cost prohibitive and restricted by the forest. The Parish is not served by 
rail. Even if developers fund buses, reliance on a car will remain.  
However, this Council understands the position of EFDC to adopt this plan. We are forced not to 
object as the alternative position is twice as bad i.e. the Government’s standard method of 
calculating local housing need will apply.  
The focus and reliance on a modal shift in travel behaviour deemed essential to make these 
developments acceptable in planning terms is short sighted and unachievable. There are 7 Villages 
and towns in this District which have the benefit of rail or tube stations, excellent community 
facilities with frequent and reliable bus services. They are more sustainable than North Weald 
Bassett, and almost all of them have seen housing allocations decrease as part of this 
consultation. The Parish Council feels strongly that the implications arising from the 
disproportionate level of new housing allocated to this Parish, combined with the substantial 
commercialisation of the airfield without the necessary infrastructure, will be seen as unfair by 
residents.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0018   Respondent: Susan De Luca             

Organisation: North Weald Bassett Parish Council     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: It seems there has been a move from specifying that new development should provide for 
either primary or secondary school buildings / land, and instead wording has been changed 
throughout all policies to state ‘education provision’. Whilst this Council supports this particular 
amendment for the NWB Masterplan site (as intensification of St Andrews is the preferred option 
subject to vehicular access north of the school), having a blanket approach leaves the District 
Council exposed, in that potentially no buildings or land will be provided for new schools. 
It is noted that amended Map 2.2 of the Latton Priory Masterplan site does not have a ‘Traveller’ 
allocation (indicated by the mixed red and orange lines). This should be amended as the policy 
requires a Gypsy and Traveller allocation be located on the site. 
 



  Representations to Main Modifications Consultation  
 

Page | 391  
 

Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMSTAT0019   Respondent: Adriana Jones             

Organisation: Moreton, Bobbingworth and the Lavers Parish Council     Supporting document:          
Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: The Travelling Showpeople site is so large that it dominates 
the Green Belt settlement of Moreton. There has been a substantial increase in the number of 
caravans/mobile homes in a 10 year period. This is corroborated by local residents who noticed a 
significant increase in activity in 2014 and raised concerns with Enforcement. The Parish Council  
also reported to Enforcement  in 2015. The increase in caravans/mobile homes in such a short 
period is evidence that the site is being used more as a Commercial Mobile Home Park than a 
Travelling Showpeople site.  
APP/J1535/A/1018929 placed a condition requiring the implementation of a restoration scheme 
for the pond ensuring the retention and enhancement of its best features of wildlife interest, 
which has never been implemented. The area is now being used for Plots and communal storage.  
In 2006 there was a play space provided, however this is now being used for plots and 3 sheds. 
There was a large area of land to the front of the pond designated for the testing of Showground 
rides and equipment, however this is now occupied by Mobile Home 1 with a large area of land 
around it.  
EPF/0499/18, (yet to be decided) submits a site plan as at 19/07/18 detailing and identifying the 
numbers of Caravans, Mobile Homes and Ancillary Buildings. This identifies a total of 53 Caravans, 
9 Mobile Homes, sheds, 2 offices, 2 workshops and a Container. Therefore in 2018 there were a 
minimum of 62 forms of housing accommodation on this site as well as ancillary buildings. 
Analysis also revealed Plot 5 was empty as it was away travelling and a number of plots not 
identified at all. This corroborates that this site does not need further intensification, and 
regularising of the site in its current state would represent overcrowding. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0010   Respondent: Judith Adams             

Organisation: Epping Forest Heritage Trust     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Epping Forest Heritage Trust welcomes the Main 
Modifications and considers them broadly inline with the requested changes made by the 
Conservators at the Examination and during subsequent negotiations. We support the 
Conservators’ view that further resolution should be sought outside of the consultation process 
and in close liaison with Natural England. The HRA has been significantly amended and updated in 
relation to air pollution issues and likely recreational impacts on the Forest. 
We are pleased to see Policy DM2A has been broadened to include protection for the whole of 
the Forest, its biodiversity and landscape. Also, the specific provision under the Habitats 
Regulations for the SAC has been separated. Policy DM2B now specifies each of the separate 
mitigation measures.  
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There remains the need to address the significant housing proposed by allocations outside of the 
Masterplan areas. The SANGS provision in this case is not adequate. The Place Policy has been 
amended to be clear about on-site SANG at Epping South but the future quality of this next to the 
M25 remains questionable. In respect of SAMMS, although wording of DM2B is now good, the 
actual delivery of SAMMS and when it will begin is uncertain with the SAC Oversight Group still to 
agree the division of costs and the governance arrangements. Policy DM2C now encompasses the 
likely effects of urbanisation which we welcome. In respect of buffering of the Forest with a 400m 
zone, this has been addressed through the requirement of project-led HRAs. This is not a perfect 
solution as they will struggle to address in-combination impacts. This issue is likely to require close 
working with EFDC planning officers to set out clear guidelines and enable them to understand 
the key issues and what would constitute an appropriate assessment of adverse impacts.  
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0012   Respondent: Patricia Moxey             

Organisation: CPRE Essex     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: On behalf of CPRE Essex I would fuly support the representations made by the City of 
London Epping Forest Department concerning matters relating to the MMs for the emerging Local 
Plan, in particular the concerns over Habitat Regulations Assessment, SAMMS, SANGs and the 
APMS. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other    Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0015   Respondent: Paul Stalker             

Organisation:      Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: As ward councillor for the area designated SP 4.3 I make the following comments. All of the 
representations I have received on this proposal make similar points. The removal of the Green 
Belt status from this land effectively removes any buffer zone between Harlow and the historic 
village of Sheering. In excess of 25000 new homes are already planned for the locality and further 
destruction of green space is neither necessary nor desirable. I believe that the parish council 
have collated local representations and have responded to the MM consultation separately. I 
supported the development of the new hospital on this parcel of land as it was essential. I had no 
say in the new M11 j7A which is also under construction there. In my view the need for separation 
between rural villages and urban sprawl is an essential objective of the Green Belt and have 
always resisted any erosion of such use unless a compelling case has been made. At present I can 
see no such case here. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other    Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: We are not certain all Actions raised by the Inspector have 
been approached.The consultation was difficult to follow and limited public accessibility and is 
only penetrable to professionals and the very-determined. The task would have been impossible 
for those without IT making the consultation unfair. We are anxious that the AMs are not being 
consulted on. It is odd that documents such as EB 1421 are bundled in this package. If the 
Inspector is satisfied with the LP in general, it then conveys a measure of approval on e.g. the 
South Epping Master Plan – which could constrain the future planning process. “We can’t change 
it now; the Inspector has approved it”. 
A very major omission from the documents is a high level of concern and immediate action for 
Climate Change. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Removal of SP1 to NPPF makes sense 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We note the removal of “EU” (etc), often replaced by “international”. That is not an 
equivalent substitution. EU Regulations were legally binding, whereas international circumstances 
are only advisory to an independent UK. The interpretation of the latter is not the responsibility of 
a Local Authority, but for national Government. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMOTH0016   Respondent: Roger Lowry             

Organisation: The Epping Society     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not Specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Reference to Green infrastructure; all should be corrected to “Green & Blue”? 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0008   Respondent: Richard Clews             

Organisation: Scott Properties     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We are concerned about commentary within the IDP in relation to 4.10 and CHG2 of the 
IDP. The items identifies that: 
Potential diversion of gas mains which pass through proposed development site CHIG.R5. 
Alternative is to retain in position and design the site around an easement along the pipes. The 
potential easement / diversion will be dependant on the type of main - the options for these sites 
should be considered on a site-by site basis, in consultation with Cadent Gas. 
The promotor (Scott Properties) notified the LPA in 2020 that there are no gas mains passing 
through site CHIG.R5. The references in the IDP do not appear to have been updated and 
therefore we are unclear if this has been addressed and corrected, nor the implications for a 
decision maker if it is not corrected prior to the adoption of the Plan. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0011   Respondent:               

Organisation: Trinity Hall     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: We note that Policy SP2 of the Regulation 19 Plan has now been renamed Policy SP1. Trinity 
Hall continues to support Policy SP1’s proposed allocation of approximately 23 hectares of new 
employment land at appropriate locations across the District, as set out in detail in policy E1. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0011   Respondent: Ben Pridgeon             

Organisation: Trinity Hall     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Trinity Hall continues to support Policy E1 (Employment). As confirmed in the Regulation 19 
consultation, with the exception of a small parcel of land on the northern boundary which is 
owned by Epping Forest District Council (and which is not critical to its delivery) the land proposed 
for allocation is within a single land ownership and is available for development immediately. 
Indeed, Trinity Hall and Next Plc have jointly submitted a planning application for the 
development of the site in line with the aspirations of the emerging allocation which is currently 
pending consideration by the Local Planning Authority (EPF/1413/18). Trinity Hall intends to 
continue working with its commercial partners, the Council and other stakeholders to enable the 
delivery of the site as soon as possible. The site is suitably located for commercial development 
with close proximity to Waltham Abbey and other towns housing a considerable potential 
workforce and it is adjacent to the M25, the A121 and the wider strategic transportation network. 
The site’s strategically advantageous location on the M25, close to north London and with links to 
the M11, A1 and M1 towards the north of the country makes it ideally placed to accommodate a 
proposed distribution centre. Trinity Hall considers the site to be entirely suitable for its proposed 
use. 
 
Changes: Not specified 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0011   Respondent: Ben Pridgeon             

Organisation: Trinity Hall     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Trinity Hall continues to support the Council’s conclusion that exceptional circumstances 
exist to justify a revision to the Green Belt boundary. The emerging Local Plan’s evidence base 
demonstrates that there is insufficient land outside of the Green Belt to meet the objectively 
assessed need for new employment land established in the Functional Economic Market Area 
(FEMA) Assessment. A revision to the Green Belt boundary is a necessity to ensure that the Plan is 
able to meet identified need for employment land in Epping Forest and the wider FEMA, and to 
ensure sustainable patterns of development are delivered. Trinity Hall supports the proposed 
removal of the site from the Green Belt. Removing the whole site and using the M25 and A121 to 
enclose the new Green Belt boundary will ensure that it is clearly defined, readily recognisable 
and likely to be permanent, in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0011   Respondent: Ben Pridgeon             

Organisation: Trinity Hall     Supporting document:          Attachment: yes 
 
Legally compliant: Yes 
Soundness test failed: Effective, Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised.: Trinity Hall continues to support the proposed allocation 
for employment uses as part of WAL.E8 and there is an urgent need to confirm the allocation to 
meet strong demand. It supports the modifications including the removal of restrictions on the 
operating hours of HGVs servicing the site as part of a route management plan.  A planning 
application is currently pending consideration by the LPA. Supports the Council’s conclusion that 
exceptional circumstances exist to justify a revision to the Green Belt boundary. Some of the 
amendments requested at the Examination have not been included in the Council’s modifications, 
despite verbal assurances given by Planning Officers at the hearings and urge the Inspector to 
consider our continued requests carefully before the Plan is adopted, to ensure it can be 
considered effective and sound. We note the new policy requirement to deliver a cycle 
connection over the M25 to Round Hills assuming that this connection would utilise an adaption 
to the existing pedestrian bridge and would object to a second bridge. The indicative net floor 
space capacity of 40,000sqm is derived from an indicative plot ratio of 0.4 combined with the 
allocated site area of 10ha. This does not take into account mezzanines being installed, increasing 
the net capacity without increasing the footprint and could therefore be misleading. Suggested 
amendments are proposed. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised: Amend policy wording in respect of site capacity to rely 
on the 10ha of land allocated by WAL.E8 to control the amount of development that comes 
forward, or to confirm that the ‘approximate net capacity’ of the allocation, derived from a plot 
ratio, excludes potential mezzanine floorspace. Amend policy WAL.E8’s infrastructure 
requirements to clarify that the cycle connection required over the M25 to Round Hills should be 
provided via an adaptation to the existing pedestrian bridge serving Round Hills, not a second 
bridge over the M25. 

 

MM: Other  Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0035   Respondent: Tom Cole             

Organisation: Quinn Estates     Supporting document:          Attachment: Yes 
 
Legally compliant: No 
Soundness test failed: Positively prepared,Effective,Justified,Consistent with national policy 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: There are a number of significant concerns, arising since 
the examination, regarding both the proposed spatial strategy, the draft plan’s ability to meet the 
objectively-assessed needs, and the process that was followed to prepare the Plan. The issues, 
detailed in the report, state that the plan should not be found ‘sound’ or ‘legally compliant’.  The 
issues include lack of 5 year housing land supply, harm to SAC, lack of robust air quality mitigation 
strategy, sites reliant on mitigation and Harlow’s objection to the plan. The Council has not 
undertaken a meaningful review of its site allocations or spatial strategy in light of the SAC issue. 
It has not followed the hierarchy of avoiding harm before mitigating harm, not established a 
clearly strategy for mitigating the effects of any development. Second, the failure of the Council to 
grant planning permission for sufficient new homes has already created a backlog, and the delays 
in bringing forward allocations means it does not provide sufficient land to deliver the homes 
needed. The only reason the draft Local Plan apparently provides for sufficient housing land 
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within the plan period is because the Council has re-engineered delivery timescales – without any 
robust evidence or justification. Such manipulation of the data should dismissed out of hand; if it 
is not, the Local Plan will flounder in no time at all. The Green Belt and SAC constraints will, in 
effect, make it virtually impossible for any other housing development of any significance to be 
approved. Thus, the already-well-ingrained pattern of under-delivery will compound. The Council 
should revisit the spatial strategy, set out how to mitigate unavoidable impact and identify 
sufficient land to meet needs. The site at North Weald should be allocated or granted planning 
permission without delay. 
 
Changes: Council Officer has summarised.  The Council must revisit its spatial strategy and ensure 
it has maximised opportunities to avoid harm to the SAC. It must then set out how it will mitigate 
any unavoidable impacts by consulting potential SANG sites and providing evidence that sufficient 
SANG land will be deliverable. It must acknowledge that simply rearranging the numbers in the 
housing trajectory will not promote housing delivery  
However, without the further work and modifications that we have identified, the draft plan is 
neither sound nor legally-compliant. The live planning application for North Weald has no 
significant objections from consultees and can deliver new homes, including 40% affordable 
housing, within less than 2 years if consented. It is clear to us that North Weald should be 
allocated within the Plan or granted planning permission without delay to provide the much 
needed new homes that will not be delivered by the allocations proposed. 
 

 

MM: Other   Stakeholder ID: MMLAD0045   Respondent: Taylar Vernon             

Organisation: Redrow Homes     Supporting document:          Attachment: No 
 
Legally compliant: Not specified 
Soundness test failed: Not specified 
 
Why: Council Officer has summarised: Savills write on behalf of their client Redrow Homes 
registering their disappointment that a previously proposed site for 121 new homes at Land North 
of Abridge Road, Theydon Bois (site SR-026C), has been given no further consideration as part of 
the Main Modifications. They also note their disappointment at the process that led to the 
deselection of this site and the lack of proper consultation and engagement in reaching that 
decision by the Council. In their representation Savills address issues raised in regard to site SR-
026C by the Local Community and the Conservators of Epping Forest including issues related to 
SANG. They also note Harlow Council’s opposition to the amount of homes proposed for the 
Garden Communities around Harlow and address conclusions on alternative site allocations.  
At present, Savills’ have significant concerns as to the soundness of the Local Plan being put 
forward. Savills is concerned about the adopted methodology of the Council in seeking to meet its 
housing need. Savills believe that the number of new homes the Council is envisaging from 2025 
onwards is unrealistic and unachievable. Savills feel that there exists a clear need to allocate 
further sites for housing, to address both existing unmet need and future housing needs. There 
also exists a need to allocate sites which are more realistically capable of coming forward early in 
the plan period. Site SR-026C firmly meets that criteria. Savills believe that site SR-026C’s 
development would result in the appropriate release of Green Belt land, in order to provide much 
needed housing on an unconstrained site in a highly sustainable location. SR-026C has the 
potential to accommodate a number of dwellings whilst providing on site mitigation of the impact 
on the Epping Forest SAC through the provision of SANGs. Savills see no justifiable reason why site 
SR-026C was deselected. 
 
Changes: Not specified 
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