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Examination of the Epping District Local Plan, 2011 

– 2033: 

MATTER 5 Issue 1: Site Selection and Viability 

The Crown Estate (119LAD0080) 

 
 

Issue 1: Have the Plan’s housing allocations been chosen on the basis of 

a robust assessment process? 

1.1.1 The Crown Estate does not consider the Epping Local Plan to be sound in its current form 

and has concerns about the assessment and allocation of sites, particularly those at Chipping 

Ongar.  The Local Plan proposes to allocate sites with significant constraints when alternative 

more suitable and sustainable sites are available, such as The Crown Estate’s land at South 

West Chipping Ongar (SR- 0112) (Appendix A).  

 

1.1.2 We object to proposed allocations at Chipping Ongar and do not believe that they have been 

appropriately assessed through the evidence base. Please refer to our previous 

representations which sets out our concerns in detail.   

 

1.1.3 We consider the Local Plan is not: 

 

• Justified; the plan proposes to allocate sites at Chipping Ongar where the Green Belt 

and landscape harm is greater than alternative sites put forward for development; 

• Effective; allocated sites will cause sprawl and a piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt 

which could be avoided through the allocation of Site SR-0012; and 

• Consistent with national policy; the Plan does not reflect the evidence base or 

national policy, including an issues such as flood risk.  

1. The Council should provide a summary of the process by which the Plan’s housing 

allocations were selected.   

 

1.1.4 The Crown Estate considers the testing of reasonable alternatives through the Site 

Assessment to support the Local Plan submission version (reference EB805P) to be unsound.   

 

1.1.5 NPPF Paragraph 182 sets out the four tests for soundness against which local plans will be 

assessed.  This includes the test of ‘justified’.  In order for the plan to meet this test the plan 

should make ‘the most appropriate strategy when considered against other reasonable 

alternatives’.  Therefore, to meet this test the Local Planning Authority must demonstrate that 

consideration has been given to other reasonable alternatives to demonstrate that the 

submitted plan is adequately justified.  Whilst the Council’s methodological approach to 

assessing competing options seemed sensible The Crown Estate does not consider that the 
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allocations in the plan, including those at Chipping Ongar in Policy P4 are justified, as the 

Council’s own methodology has not been properly applied.  

 

1.1.6 The table in Appendix B provides a summary of the scores for all of the proposed allocations 

in Chipping Ongar taken from the updated site selection evidence produced by Arup March 

2018 (EB805Fiii) and compares this with site SR-0112 which is not proposed for allocation.   

The Council’s own evidence demonstrates that The Crown Estate’s Site (SR-0112) scores more 

positively on fundamental issues such as Green Belt and landscape sensitivity and should 

therefore be allocated in preference to other sites. 

 

1.1.7 In our response to the Submission Plan (Policy P4) we demonstrate sustainable and 

deliverable options at Chipping Ongar (Site SR-0112) to assist the Council in maintaining a 

supply of housing land which could be developed without harm to the openness of the Green 

Belt. The Council has assessed this site through its site assessment report as having no 

significant constraints which would prevent development.  It could therefore be delivered to 

meet some of the shortfall in housing need.  It also provides the opportunity to safeguard 

land to meet additional development needs if other sites fail to deliver as anticipated without 

necessitating further revisions to the Green Belt boundary.   

c. What is the relationship between the SSM and the sequential approach to site selection set 

out in Policy SP2(A)?  

1.1.8 Whilst the Policy SP2(A) sets out a sensible sequential approach to allocating sites including 

allocating those which are at lowest risk of flooding (ii) and lowest value to the Green Belt 

(vi), it is clear that this approach has not been properly applied through the SSM and that the 

process is essentially flawed.     

The sequential approach to flood risk has not been properly followed 

1.1.9 Flood risk has not been adequately considered in arriving at the strategy and distribution of 

growth. The Council has not justified why its Full Objectively Assessed Housing Needs 

(FOAHN) cannot be addressed on sites at lowest risk of flooding.   

 

1.1.10 Sites at risk of flooding are allocated for development when sites at a lower risk of flooding 

are available.  Six sites proposed for allocation (identified in EB913), including land east of 

Harlow, are within Flood Zone 2 and 3 and mitigation is required to enable residential 

development on such sites. Policy SP2(A ii) (EB114) states that a sequential flood risk 

assessment will be applied “proposing land in flood zones 2 and 3 only where need cannot be 

met in flood zone 1.” The proposed allocation of sites on a district wide basis does not meet 

the Sequential Test. Our previous concerns raised about this matter have not been adequately 

addressed.   

 

1.1.11 Development should not be located in Flood Zones 2 or 3 when available and deliverable 

sites exist within Flood Zone 1 (NPPF101).  EFDC’s Sequential Test has not been applied 

correctly and therefore conflicts with national policy.  Flooding has a significant impact on 

people’s lives and property.  This is why national planning policy is clear that development 

should not be allocated or permitted in areas of medium-high flood risk if there are 
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reasonably available alternatives in Flood Zone 1 (NPPF101’s Sequential Test supported by 

NPPG para 019 & 021).   

 

1.1.12 The Sequential Test should be applied at the onset of the Local Plan process and only where 

there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 1, Local Planning Authorities may 

consider sites within Flood Zone 2 and 3.  In such circumstances an Exception Test must then 

be passed and land should only be allocated if it is demonstrated that there are wider 

sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh the flood risk.   

 

1.1.13 In responding to the Draft Local Plan (2016) the Environment Agency commented that whilst 

the Council had already undertaken a Level 1 assessment it is necessary to increase the scope 

of the SFRA to a Level 2 to justify the Council’s approach. However, the Exception Test was only 

applied in March 2018 (EB913) after the Council had published its Local Plan Submission 

Version in December 2017 (EB114).  It is clear that the Council’s approach has been pre-

determined through the longer-term selection of these sites rather than being informed by 

a thorough sequential approach on flood risk (and also on Green Belt – see below).   

 

1.1.14 Sequentially preferable and sustainable sites which otherwise accord with the sequential 

approach in Policy SP2A (including SR-0112) are arbitrarily dismissed for ‘non-flooding 

reasons’ without justification.   

 

1.1.15 In proposing sites in flood risk areas, the Council has made the errors as made in the 

Doncaster Local Plan as set out in the Inspectors Letter IL41-46 (Appendix C), summarised 

as:  

 

▪ The need for greater flexibility in site selection to avoid land at flood risk (NPPF101);  

 

▪ The sequential test is a ‘high bar’ and it should be impossible to find other sites and 

not just preferable; 

 

▪ Allocation of land at higher flood risk should be an exception and the sustainability 

case must be clear to overcome the policy objection; 

 

▪ That no objection from the EA is not the same as meeting the Sequential Test or 

balancing sustainability objectives against flood risk, as these are matters for the 

Council not the EA; 

 

▪ That the Council’s approach has been influenced by a longer-term selection of these 

sites rather than the proper application of the Sequential Test or willingness to revise 

the spatial strategy. 

Sites which would cause greater harm to the Green Belt are allocated over less harmful options 

1.1.16 Where Greenfield/Green Belt land is required, Policy SP2(A vi) seeks to guide development 

to areas of least value to the Green Belt. However, the Council’s evidence has not been applied 

consistently to guide development to areas of least harm, particularly at Chipping Ongar.     
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1.1.17 The Council’s site selection report (EB805fiii) with regard to Chipping Ongar concludes that 

site SR-0112 would be less harmful to the Green Belt than sites ONG.R1, ONG.R2, ONG.R4 

and ONG.R5 which are all proposed for allocation. These sites receive a significant negative 

score in respect of level of harm to the Green Belt.  Sites ONG.R1 and ONG.R2 require 

enhancements to boundaries to form a defensible boundary for Green Belt release (EB114A). 

Site SR-0112 is however considered less harmful as summarized in Table 1.1 below, but is not 

proposed for allocation. 

Table 1.1 Summary of Green Belt Scores for Sites in Chipping Ongar taken from site selection report 

(EB805fiii)   

 

Site  Site Suitability Assessment Conclusion  

Criteria 2.1 Level of Harm to Green Belt  

Proposed for 

allocation (Y/N) 

ONG.R1 (--) Site is within the Green Belt, where the level of harm would be 

caused by release of land would be high or very high.   

Y 

ONG.R2 (--) Site is within the Green Belt, where the level of harm would be 

caused by release of land would be high or very high.   

Y 

ONG.R4 (--) Site is within the Green Belt, where the level of harm would be 

caused by release of land would be high or very high.   

Y 

ONG.R5 (--) Site is within the Green Belt, where the level of harm would be 

caused by release of land would be high or very high.   

Y 

SR-0112  (-) Site is within the Green Belt, where the level of harm would be 

caused by release of land would be very low, low or medium.   

N 

 

 

1.1.18 The allocation of eight sites around the settlement edge many of which the Council’s evidence  

acknowledges would be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt (and are of landscape 

sensitively), would result in an incremental and piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt. This 

could be avoided through the replacement of some of these sites and a longer-term 

approach through the allocation and safeguarding of land for future development at site SR-

0012 which the assessment concludes would be less harmful to the Green Belt.  The land 

provides a sensible rounding off, of the settlement edge and is well enclosed by a strong tree 

belt. It enables the council to take a longer-term view to Green Belt release rather than 

persisting with the incremental and piecemeal erosion of the Green Belt provided by the 

current strategy.   

 

d. What was the role of the Sustainability Appraisal in selecting between the various sites?  

1.1.19 There is a clear inconsistency between the conclusions of evidence and the allocations 

proposed at Chipping Ongar. The Council’s evidence base produced by Arup (EB805Fiii) does 

not demonstrate Policy P4 is the most appropriate strategy when compared against 

reasonable alternatives.  The table in Appendix B summarises the scores for all of the 



 5 © Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited 

 

 
 

   

February 2019 

The Crown Estate (119LAD0080) 

proposed allocations in Chipping Ongar taken from the updated site selection evidence 

(EB805Fiii) and compares this with site SR-0112 which is not proposed for allocation.    

 

1.1.20 This demonstrates that the Crown Estate’s Site SR-0112 out performs four of the proposed 

allocated sites (ONG.1, ONG.R2, ONG.R4 & ONG.R5) on the level of harm to the Green Belt 

and landscape sensitivity. The Council indicates that Sites ONG.R1, ONG.R2, ONG.R4 & 

ONG.R5 are scored as having significant landscape sensitivity.  Site SR-0112 only has one 

significant negative score on agricultural land, as with all greenfield options in the town.  It 

scores equally with all other proposed allocated sites with regard to assessment criteria 

including, impact on internationally and nationally protected sites, impact on Epping Forest 

buffer land, impact on wildlife sites, flood risk and distance to employment sites.  

 

1.1.21 The Council has failed to fully justify the exclusion of this land.   The Council concluded it 

was less preferable than other sites but not undeliverable.  This appears to be based on an 

arbitrary view of proximity to services when in reality site SR-0112 performs equally with 

those proposed for allocation. The Council has not demonstrated other sustainable 

development considerations outweigh Green Belt and landscape considerations. Whilst the 

Council feels justified in allocating sites to the north of the town nearer to some community 

facilities, it has already confirmed that the southern end of Chipping Ongar is a sustainable 

location for new homes through the allocation of sites ONG.6, ONG.7 and ONG.8. 

 

1.1.22 Site SR-0112 provides a highly sustainable location for development.   The Plan in 

Appendix A demonstrates the site is located in good proximity proximity to local 

community facilities which are accessible by sustainable transport modes.  The site is only 

around 1.2km to the Town Centre and also has local convenience shops and bus stops in 

close proximity to the site.  The Council’s assessment incorrectly states that the site is 

between 1000m to 4000m from the nearest primary school.  However, the site is 

immediately adjacent to the boundary of Chipping Ongar Primary School and is connected 

via an existing footpath linking to the site. This could be upgraded as part of any 

development scheme. Schools are noted as being a key cause of peak hour traffic.   There is 

a particular advantage to locating development next to schools in order to promote 

sustainable travel and reduce peak hour car-based trips.  There is no evidence that this has 

sufficiently been considered.  

2. How were the conclusions reached about individual sites checked for accuracy and 

consistency? Were sites visited or were they assessed through a desktop process? 

What has been done to check the assessments in specific cases where their accuracy 

has been challenged e.g. Site SR-0596? (Reps 19LAD0012). 

1.1.23 As noted above, there are clear inconsistences between the scores for each of the sites.  

Document EB805P outlines the reason for not allocating site SR-0112 as: 

 

“The site was identified as available within the first five years of the Plan period, and 

there are no identified restrictions which would prevent it coming forward for 

development. However, it was considered that other sites in Ongar would enable the 

Council to focus growth to the north of the settlement, which is the preferred location 

for growth. While it is proposed to allocate a limited number of residential units in the 
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south of the settlement in order to provide the desired growth for the settlement, this 

site could only be accessed via Stanford Rivers Road. It was considered that this access 

could not be achieved without causing harm to an identified BAP Habitat. As such, this 

site was considered to be less preferable compared to other sites to the south of the 

settlement and therefore is not proposed for allocation.” 

 

1.1.24 However, there is a clear disparity between the overall conclusion above, with the site 

proformas provided in document EB805Fii.  On the issue of BAP habitats, this concludes that 

the site is ‘likely to affect BAP habitats but the effects could be reduced through mitigation’. 

Furthermore, the landscape framework which screens the site would be retained, thereby 

limiting impacts on BAP habitats. Whilst some modest vegetation removal/trimming might 

be required along Standford Rivers Road to create an access, the Government’s Magic 

Website (extract in Appendix D) shows the vegetation strip along the road as being outside 

the BAP designation. The Council’s evidence (EB708) has a slightly larger extent but also does 

not include the frontage of Standford River Road.  Furthermore, there is scope to compensate 

for any modest vegetation removal on The Crown Estate’s significant landholding in this 

location.    

 

1.1.25 There is also a clear inconsistency in the assessment of BAP habitats.   Sites ONG.R1, ONG.R2 

and ONG.R5 are also considered to impact on BAP habitats but the issue is not seen as 

insurmountable. ONG.R1 and ONG.R2 are also noted to have access constraints and could 

impact on TPO trees, but again is not seen as being insurmountable (EB114A).    

5. Now that the site selection process is complete for the purpose of making allocations in 

the Plan, is it necessary to include the sequential approach within Policy SP2(A)? 

1.1.26 As outlined above, we have serious concerns about the Council’s approach.  Whilst the basis 

of the sequential approach seems logical it has not been properly applied.  As outlined 

above, the Council has failed to fully justify the proposed allocations and sequential 

approach to site selection and the exclusion of site SR-0112 which presents a highly 

sustainable option. The Council’s evidence base identifies this as sequentially preferable 

when assessed against the criteria in Policy SP2A.  It has fewer constraints than many sites 

currently proposed for allocation and should be a priority for release particularly if further 

sites are allocated in order to meet the Council’s OAN. 

 

1.1.27 Furthermore, the Council’s own evidence suggests that level of housing proposed through 

the Submission Local Plan (11,400) will not meet its full OAN.  The Council should increase 

the rate of housing growth from 11,400 (518 dpa) to at least 12,573 homes to meet the full 

OAN.  Latest evidence demonstrates that the Council has not delivered against its target in 

the first six years of the plan period, it has a shortfall of 1,770 dwellings since 2011/12.  

The Plan therefore needs to increase flexibility and significantly boost housing supply to 

account for previous low rates of delivery and respond to future fluctuations in delivery 

(including through an over-reliance on large strategic sites in Harlow).   

 

1.1.28 This will require the allocation of further sites and therefore the principles of the policy should 

be maintained to guide further development to areas of lowest flood risk and least harm to 

the Green Belt, such as Site SR-0012.     
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1.1.29 In light of concerns on supply and delivery, the Council cannot be satisfied that Green Belt 

boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the Plan Period. The Council should also 

safeguard land to provide flexibility should sites not deliver as anticipated (NPPF 85) to meet 

longer term needs stretching well beyond the plan period.   

 

WORD COUNT: 2,918 
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Appendix A                                                     

Site Location Plan SW Chipping Ongar (SR-

0112) 
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Appendix B                                                 

Summary of Site Scores at Chipping Ongar 

                                     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Assessment Criteria

Scoring 

ONG.R1

Scoring 

ONG.R2

Scoring 

ONG.R3

Scoring 

ONG.R4 

east

Scoring 

ONG.R4 

west

Scoring 

ONG.R5

Scoring 

ONG.R6

Scoring 

ONG.R7

Scoring 

ONG.R8

South 

West 

Chipping 

Ongar 

SR-0112N

1.1 Impact on Internationally Protected Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.2 Impact on Nationally Protected Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.3a Impact on Ancient Woodland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.3b Impact on Ancient/Veteran Trees outside 

of Ancient Woodland
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (-) (-)

1.4 Impact on Epping Forest Bufferland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.5 Impact on BAP Priority Species or Habitats 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (-)

1.6 Impact on Local Wildlife Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1.7 Flood Risk (++) (++) (++) (++) (++) (++) (++) (++) (++) (++)

1.8a Impact on heritage assets 0 0 (+) (+) 0 (+) 0 0 (-) 0

1.8b Impact on archaeology (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (+) (-)

1.9 Impact on air quality (-) (-) 0 0 (-) 0 (-) (-) (-) (-)

2.1 Level of harm to Green Belt (--) (--) (-) (--) (--) (--) (-) (-) (+) (-)

3.1 Distance to the nearest rail/tube station (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-)

3.2 Distance to nearest bus stop (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) 0 (+) (+) (+) 0

3.3 Distance to employment locations (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) (+)

3.4 Distance to local amenities (+) (+) 0 0 0 (+) 0 0 0 0

3.5 Distance to nearest infant/primary school 0 0 0 0 0 (+) 0 0 0 0

3.6 Distance to nearest secondary school (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-)

3.7 Distance to nearest GP surgery (+) (+) (+) (+) (+) 0 0 0 0 0

3.8 Access to Strategic Road Network N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

4.1 Brownfield and Greenfield Land (-) (-) (-) (--) (-) (-) (-) (-) (++) (-)

4.2 Impact on agricultural land (--) (--) (--) (--) (--) (--) (--) (--) 0 (--)

4.3 Capacity to improve access to open space 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5.1 Landscape sensitivity (--) (--) 0 (--) (--) (--) 0 0 0 0

5.2 Settlement character sensitivity 0 0 (-) (-) (-) 0 0 0 (+) (-)

6.1 Topography constraints (-) (-) (-) (-) 0 0 0 0 0 0

6.2a Distance to gas and oil pipelines 0 0 0 0 0 (-) 0 0 0 0

6.2b Distance to powerlines 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6.3 Impact on Tree Preservation Order (TPO) (-) (-) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (-) 0

6.4 Access to site (+) (+) (-) (+) (+) 0 (+) (+) (+) 0

6.5 Contamination constraints 0 0 (-) 0 0 0 (-) (-) (-) (-)

6.6 Traffic impact (-) (-) N/A (-) (-) (-) 0 0 N/A (-)

Sites Proposed for Allocaton in Policy P4
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Appendix C                                          

Doncaster Local Plan Inspector’s Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 









































 11 © Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited 

 

 
 

   

February 2019 

The Crown Estate (119LAD0080) 

Appendix D                                                     

Extent of BAP Habitat 

 

Source: https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx 

 

Source: Local Wildlife Sites (LoWS) (also known as Habitats Assessment) Review (EB708) 

https://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx

