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0 | Individual Chr | Eagl Not SP3 | Not | Not Stated No | Justified, | consider the Castlepoint Plan No No A Itis not consistent with | Objects that Y - Policy
0 isin | esto Stated Stat Consistent Regulation 19 draft to be national policy, it housing target SD3(3)
8 e ne ed with National unsound. It fails the test of doesn’t meet the not met, while
3- policy soundness for justified and housing target for also saying the 3.
0 consistent with national policy. Castlepoint and the current plan Proposals
0 Itis not consistent with national site ignores allows for the must
0 policy, it doesn’t meet the Greenbelt/Greybelt over demonstr
1 housing target for Castlepoint against new NPPF developmentof | ate how
and the site ignores guidelines. Castlepoint,esp | the SuDS
Greenbelt/Greybelt against new The plan needs ecially Canvey feature(s)
NPPF guidelines. The plan amending, current plan | Island. reflect
needs amending, current plan allows for the over Infrastructure and
allows for the over development development of Infrastructure respond
of Castlepoint,especially Canvey Castlepoint,especially | matters are to the site
Island, there is a lack of Canvey Island, thereis | covered by circumst
infrastructure, sewerage and alack of infrastructure, | policies INFRA1- | ances,
drainage, along with flooding sewerage and 6 and the landscap
implications. Flooding, is of a drainage, along with supporting e
concern due to be victims of flooding implications. Infrastructure character
surface water and sewage in Flooding, isof a Delivery Plan and the
2014, [REDACTED] Also no concern due to be (IDP). green-
mention of extra access on and victims of surface Flooding: Flood blue
off the Island. water and sewage in risk covered in infrastruc
2014, [REDACTED} policies and the | ture
Also no mention of supporting network,
extra access on and off | Strategic Flood and have
the Island. Risk Assessment | regardto
(SFRA). Essex
Canvey Access County
The plan has Council’s
been subject to SubDS
detailed Design
Transport Guide for
Assessment, Essex
including and the
Canvey, Castle
assessing Point
impacts and Strategic
recommending Flood
interventions. Risk
The Essex Assessm
Transport ent
Strategy ‘ A (SFRA).
Better
Connected

Essex’ has set
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out a range of
initiatives to
improve access
links to Canvey.
Scheme Details
can be foundin
Appendix A.
South Essex
Implementation
Plan
1 | Individual Chr | Eagl SP3 | No | Thisistheresponse No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Planis unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
3 isti | esto from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | —Government Schedule
0 ne ne Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
1- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard in relation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt/ Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Hou5 sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over 10 6,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has
no credible five-year
housing land supply.

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines
state development
should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for

less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery
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Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canveyis not resident
led

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC setout the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
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Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
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Individual

Chr
isti
ne

Eagl
esto
ne

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5
Policy states, new park
homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold

Policy HOUS5 should
make provision for
improved site
environment for the
local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
the sites
environment
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weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Chr | Eagl C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
3 isti | esto homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
0 ne | ne at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
1- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
1 | Individual Ste | Edge SP3 | No | Thisistheresponse No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Plan is unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
1 phe | wort from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | — Government Schedule
9 n h Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
4- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard inrelation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt / Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Hou5 sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a"no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over 10 6,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no thatthisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines

less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing




1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
no credible five-year 3316 urban homes for Canvey is state development need but

housing land supply.

not resident led

should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canveyis not resident
led

considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
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Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
coveredin
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
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The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5

Policy HOUS5 should

make provision for
improved site

environment for the

local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
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0 Policy states, new park the sites
2 homes will only be environment
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Ste | Edge C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
1 phe | wort homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
9 n h atrisk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
4- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
0 | Individual Kar | Edw Yes Who | Yes | DearSir/Madam | Ye Not No A Castle Point Plan is Support Noted N
1 en | ards le support the Castle S Stat sound and legally
1 Plan Point Plan Regulation ed compliant,
0- 19 Draft Consultation |
0 consider the draft plan
0 to be legally compliant
0 | consider the draft
1 planto be sound |
consent to my full
name being published
alongside my
comments for this
consultation.
0 | Individual Jay | Edw Yes Who | Yes Ye Not | Not | Not Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
8 ards le S Ans | Ans | Ans sound and legally
8 Plan wer | were | wer compliant,
5- ed d ed

= O O O
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0 | Individual Kar | Edw Yes Who | Yes Ye No | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
9 en | ards le s Ans | Ans sound and legally
7 Plan were | wer compliant,
9- d ed
0
0
0
1
1 | Individual Alla | Edw Yes Who | Yes Ye Not | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
0 n ards le S Ans | Ans | Ans sound and legally
3 Plan wer | were | wer compliant,
6- ed d ed
0
0
0
1
1 | Not Alla | Edw Not SD5 | Yes Ye SD5 - Net Zero Carbon Expanding the No | Not A Supports policy SD5 Noted N
0 | Answered n ards Answe S Development (Embodied scope of the Ans but identifies a missed
3 red Carbon) is sound. However, SD5 - Net Zero were opportunity in smaller
6- given the plan seeks to maximise | Carbon d sites so requests it be
0 the delivery of homes by Development applicable to sites of
0 increased urbanisation and (Embodied 24 homes or more
0 hence in some cases use smaller | Carbon) policy
2 sites there is a missed to residential
opportunity to seek a reduction sites of greater
in embodied carbon across the than 24 homes
borough by applying the policyto | and an
smaller sites. appropriately
smaller area of
commercial
space, would
deliver greater
sustainability
across the
borough.
1 | Individual We | Edw Hou The Houb Policy states, new park No Policy HOUS5 should Comments N
3 ndy | ards 5 homes will only be supported on make provision for noted. Policy
6 existing Park Home sites. All our improved site HOUS does not
4- homes are robust, make environment for the restrict
0 provision for cold weather and local residents improvement to
0 risk from flooding, but the Hou5 the sites
0 policy should allow further environment
1 development which improves the

overall site environment for the
local residents.
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1 | Individual We | Edw SP3 | No | consider the Castle No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | The following No No five year housing Five Year Y - Policy
3 ndy | ards Point Plan Regulation Consistent policy, it doesn't meet the modifications land supply Housing Land SD3(3)
6 19 Draft to not be with National housing target for Castle Point, are necessary North West Supply
4- legally compliant, as it Policy and site selection ignores to make the Thundersley shgould The Councilis 3.
0 has failed to consider Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Castle Point have been included currently relying | Proposals
0 strategic alternatives NPPF guidelines. It is not Plan Regulation Approach to on the 1998 must
0 like North West justified, the site selection 19 Draft legally Green/Grey Belt Adopted Local demonstr
2 Thundersley and it has strategy is biased and compliant and NPPF guidelines state Plan which does | ate how
no credible five-year predetermined towards a "no sound. Add development should not have up to the SuDS
housing land supply. Greenbelt build policy", itis North West be directed away from | date policieson | feature(s)
solely based on the "over Thundersley areas at highestrisk of | housing supply, | reflect
development of Brownfield site, 187 Ha, as flooding, consequently, and
sites", has not considered all a Greenbelt, SUDS measures are the five-year respond
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Grey Belt, not appropriate for housing land to the site
Belt sites added, and the Brownfield site Canvey Island's unique | supply position circumst
exclusion of the North West option for 7500 geography and is calculated ances,
Thundersley site, the NPPF homes. Reduce drainage using the landscap
guidelines state development the urban infrastructure. Government’s e
should be directed away from housing target Standard character
areas at highest risk of flooding, to 3500 from method. and the
SUDS measures are not 6200, with However, once a | green-
appropriate for Canvey Island's Canvey at new planis blue
unique geography and drainage 1050. Total place, the infrastruc
infrastructure, the proposed housing target housing targetis | ture
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | of 11,000. set by that plan network,
not resident led. and not the and have
Government’s regard to
Standard Essex
method. The County
five-year housing | Council’s
land supply SuDS
position is Design
calculated from | Guide for
that target. Itis Essex
therefore and the
important that Castle
we continue to Point
progress the Strategic
Castle Point Flood
Plan. The Castle | Risk
Point Plan will Assessm
provide arolling | ent
5year housing (SFRA).

land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis

10
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common for
stepped
increasesin

housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
Inthe first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West

11
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Thundersley
North West

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by

12
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strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has

found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local

13
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highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.
Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean thatitis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Flooding

Flood risk
coveredin
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA),
including in
relation to
Canvey.

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
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design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual We | Edw C4 The number of Canvey West No Development at West The safety of all N
3 ndy | ards homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
6 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
4- evacuation procedures procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
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0 | Individual Jan | Effe Yes SP3 No Failed to consider N | Justified, The draft local planis not Add Northwest | No | Not | Not Lack of Five Year Five Year N
7 et ny strategic alternatives 0 Consistent justified with national policy. Thundersley Ans | Ans Housing Land Supply Housing Land
7 like North West with national Doesn’t meet the housing target | site.187Ha were | wer Green/Grey Belt not Supply
8- Thundersley. No policy for castle point. Greenbelt/Grey | Agreenbelt d ed considered The Councilis
0 credible 5 year belt against new NPPF Grey belt North West currently relying
0 housing supply. guidelines. The draft local planis | brownfield site Thundersley on the 1998
0 not justified. Site selection option for 7500 Flood Risk on Canvey Adopted Local
1 strategy is biased and homes .Reduce Emergency Evacuation | Plan which does
predetermined towards a “no the urban Concerns not have up to
greenbelt built policy “Site housing target date policies on
selection is based on the to 3500 from housing supply,
overdevelopment brownfield 6200 with consequently,
sites. Not all sites considered Canvey at1050 the five-year
.No greenbelt/grey belt sites Total housing housing land
added and with the exclusion target of 11000 supply position
Northwest Thundersley NPPF homes. is calculated

guidelines state development
should be directed away from
area s at highest risk of
flooding.SUDS measures are not
appropriate for Canvey Island
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure. The 3316 urban
homes for Canvey is not resident
led Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East of Canvey
at risk with emergency
evacuation procedures.

using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
positionis
calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
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common for
stepped
increasesin

housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
Inthe first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Green/Grey Belt
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Mods

Required

The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
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Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
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2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Flooding on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
atrisk of
flooding, itis not
functional flood
plainasitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
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infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
cyplanning/
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0 | Individual Ann | Eldri Yes SP3 No Failed to consider No | Justified, The draft local planis not Add North West | Yes A No 5YHLS and failedto | 5YHLS N
6 dge strategic alternatives Consistent consistent with national policy. Thundersley consider strategic The Councilis
0 like North West with national Doesn't meet the housing target | site, 187 Ha, as alternatives like North currently relying
0 Thundersley. No policy for Castle Point. a Greenbelt, West Thundersley. on the 1998
- credible five-year Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ | Grey Belt, Not consistent with Adopted Local
0 housing land supply. Grey Belt against new NPPF Brownfield site national policy and is Plan which does
0 guidelines. option predetermined to not have up to
0 The draft local plan is not for 7500 towards no greenbelt date policies on
1 justified. homes. Over development of housing supply,
Site selection strategy is biased Add the brownfield sites consequently,
and predetermined towards a Greenbelt/ No Green/Grey Belt the five-year
"no greenbelt build policy". Grey Belt site of sites considered housing land
Site selection is based on the Kings Park Canvey west homes supply position
"over development of Brownfield | HO31. put Canvey East homes | is calculated
sites". Reduce the atrisk with emergency | usingthe
Not considered all sites, no urban housing evacuation procedures | Government’s
Greenbelt/ Grey Belt sites added, | target to 3500 Need for a third road to | Standard
with the exclusion of North from 6200, with be included in the plan. | method.
West Thundersley, and HO31. Canvey at However, once a
The policy is based on the total 1050. new planis
over development of urban sites, | Total housing place, the
especially on Canvey. target of housing target is
The 3316 urban homes for 11,000. set by that plan

Canvey is not resident led.
Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

There are 870 homes on Kings
Park with approximately 1,400
residents; we have

serious concerns as to how they
would be able to evacuate the
island in the event of a

flood or major incident. Our
position on the island means that
we would have great

difficulty getting off the park and
onto the main route off the island
as they would

already be gridlocked. Then there
is the issue of those residents
who are disabled,
house-bound/bed-bound. This
would obviously increase the
time needed for

and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
positionis
calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
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evacuation. This highlights once increases in

again the need for a third road off
of Canvey and itis

our opinion that this must form
part of the Local Plan. The
majority of Canvey's

residents are of the same
opinion.

housing delivery
to be setout and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Strategic
alternatives
North west
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Thundersleyisin
the Greenbelt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPBC and ECC
and also the
August 2025
North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
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undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
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impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were

promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates that a
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
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cyplanning/
Third Road
The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and

recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
for those access
improvements.
The bulk of the
demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
However, the
strategic need
for access
improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
Essex Local
Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
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Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.

o O O o

N O O o !

Individual

Ann

Eldri
dge

Yes

Hou

The plan has included Thorney
Bay development for 173 homes,
so what make the H031

site any different.

Policy Houb5 states, new park
homes will only be supported on
existing Park Home sites. All

our homes are robust, make
provision for cold weather and
risk from flooding, but Hou5
should allow further
development which improves the
overall site environment for the
local

residents.

The plan allocates 173
homes at Thorney Bay
so Kings Park should
be allowed

HOU5 should allow
further development
which improves the
site environment for
local residents

Thorny Bay

The 173 homes
at Thorney Bay
are as a result of
an existing
planning
permission and
are not allocated
as part of this
Plan as they
already have
permission. They
are however
included within
the existing
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commitments.
Full details of
the 480 existing
commitment
can be found
within the
housing
trajectory at
Appendix 2 of
the Housing
Topic paper
(August 2025).

Kings Park
Within the
withdrawn local
plan, the site
adjacentto the
eastern
boundary of
Kings Park was
included as a
housing
allocation.
However, that
plan was
withdrawn and
that site remains
within the extent
of the Green
Belt.

That site was not
promoted for
consideration
forinclusion
within the Castle
Point Plan, and
is not therefore
available for
development
purposes.
Separately, it
has been
identified
through the
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Open Space
Assessment and
the Green and
Blue
Infrastructure
Strategy as a
potential site for
the delivery of
Biodiversity Net
Gain which the
landowner
intends to bring
forward.
0 | Individual Ann | Eldri Yes Fore I would like to introduce myself A Kings Park residents Comments N
6 dge word as Chair of the Kings Park Village feel discriminated noted. The
0 Residents against during the council has
0 Association. Our committee have consultation as they do | prioritised
- recently been: inundated with not have accesstothe | inclusivity for the
0 enquiries from internet and felt events | consultations.
0 residents asking how they can were poorly advertised. | Further details of
0 object to the building of 3,316 thisisincluded
3 homes in Canvey Island inthereg 18
and emphasise the need for a consultation
third road off the island. As you statement and
must be aware we are a reg 22
retirement park, and as such consultation
many of our residents do not statement.
have access to social media
or the internet where the majority
of the information on this matter
has been published
and the meetings were poorly
adveliised. The residents feel
that they are
discriminated against in that they
are limited in having a say in
these matters and the
committee are in agreement with
them.
1 | Individual Ann | Eldri Hou The Hou5 Policy states, new park No Policy HOUS5 should Comments N
3 dge 5 homes will only be supported on make provision for noted. Policy
7 existing Park Home sites. All our improved site HOUS does not
9- homes are robust, make environment for the restrict
0 provision for cold weather and local residents improvement to
0 risk from flooding, but the Hou5 the sites

policy should allow further

environment
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0 development which improves the
1 overall site environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Ann | Eldri SP3 | No | consider the Castle No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | The following No No five year housing Five Year Y - Policy
3 dge Point Plan Regulation Consistent policy, it doesn't meet the modifications land supply Housing Land SD3(3)
7 19 Draft to not be with National housing target for Castle Point, are necessary North West Supply
9- legally compliant, as it Policy and site selection ignores to make the Thundersley shgould The Councilis 3.
0 has failed to consider Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Castle Point have been included currently relying | Proposals
0 strategic alternatives NPPF guidelines. It is not Plan Regulation Approach to on the 1998 must
0 like North West justified, the site selection 19 Draft legally Green/Grey Belt Adopted Local demonstr
2 Thundersley and it has strategy is biased and compliant and NPPF guidelines state Plan which does | ate how
no credible five-year predetermined towards a "no sound. Add development should not have up to the SuDS
housing land supply. Greenbelt build policy", itis North West be directed away from | date policieson | feature(s)
solely based on the "over Thundersley areas at highestrisk of | housing supply, | reflect
development of Brownfield site, 187 Ha, as flooding, consequently, and
sites", has not considered all a Greenbelt, SUDS measures are the five-year respond
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Grey Belt, not appropriate for housing land to the site
Belt sites added, and the Brownfield site Canvey Island's unique | supply position circumst
exclusion of the North West option for 7500 geography and is calculated ances,
Thundersley site, the NPPF homes. Reduce drainage using the landscap
guidelines state development the urban infrastructure. Government’s e
should be directed away from housing target Standard character
areas at highest risk of flooding, to 3500 from method. and the
SUDS measures are not 6200, with However, once a | green-
appropriate for Canvey Island's Canvey at new planis blue
unique geography and drainage 1050. Total place, the infrastruc
infrastructure, the proposed housing target housing targetis | ture
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | of 11,000. set by that plan network,
not resident led. and not the and have
Government’s regard to
Standard Essex
method. The County
five-year housing | Council’s
land supply SuDS
position is Design
calculated from | Guide for
that target. Itis Essex
therefore and the
important that Castle
we continue to Point
progress the Strategic
Castle Point Flood
Plan. The Castle | Risk
Point Plan will Assessm
provide arolling | ent
5year housing (SFRA).

31




X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increases in
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Planis adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
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paper.
North West
Thundersley
North West

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
inthe Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
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guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
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additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.
Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Flooding

Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA),
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
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circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual Ann | Eldri C4 The number of Canvey West No Development at West The safety of all N
3 dge homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
7 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
9- evacuation procedures procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
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0 | Individual Eliz | Ellis Yes SP3 | No | How on earth cana N | Positively I am not expert in public/national | Provision of No |Not | Not | A No Evidence of Alternative sites | N
7 abe layman member of the | o prepared, policy so cannot commentasto | evidence of Ans | Ans alternative sites being | Allreasonable
6 th public legitimately Effective, whether the plan presented is objective were | wer considered option sites were
4- answer this question. | Justified consistent with it. However I can | assessments of d ed Timescales of delivery | considered in
0 would refer to the say | see no evidence of all key matters, not provided the Strategic
0 comments of Rebecca objectively assessed needs in evidence of Not meeting housing Land Availability
0 Harris MP on the plan the plan. I do not see evidence of | alternative targets Assessment
1 and do not believe the consideration of proposals and Change the start date (SLAA) and the

that sufficient
evidence of testing for
legal tests of
soundness and
compliance are not
demonstrable.

proportionate alternatives and |
do not believe the plan can and
will be effectively delivered in the
plan period. The housing sites for
example are piecemeal and
unlikely to achieve anywhere
near the target figures.

As a minor point the plan period
needs to be clarified or amended
itis non sensical to have 2023 as
a start date.

approaches,
proposed
timescales for
delivery which
housing
developments
for example will
be delivered in
5years? 10
years? A most
basic timeline
could and
should be
provided for all
elements.

as 2023 is nonsensical

Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).

Timescales of
delivery

Policy SP3
provides a
timeline for the
delivery of
homes
throughout the
plan period.

Not Meeting
Housing Targets
The Council
undertook a
Local Housing
Needs
Assessmentin
December 2023
which identified
aneed for
around 255
homes per year
in Castle Point.
Changes to the
NPPF in
December 2024,
removed the
ability for
Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.
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However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
inthe NPPF
2025.

Change the start
date
The start date
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has been
ammended to
2026.
0 | Individual Eliz | Ellis Yes SP3 | No | lam notableto N | Positively Please also refer to previous No | Not A No evidence of DTC DTCis N
7 abe comment on legality o prepared, comments regarding soundness. Ans addressed in the
6 th this is a moot point. Effective, were Duty to
4- Justified, No evidence of objective d Cooperate
0 However the plan Consistent assessment of needs. Statement and
0 does not show with national supporting
0 evidence of policy No evidence of alternatives Statements of
2 consultation with Common
neighbouring No evidence of even the most Ground. The
authorities. basic timeline and therefore Council has
cannot be sure the plan can be worked
effectively delivered within its collaboratively
timeline. with all to ensure
that the Duty to
How | assess whether it is Cooperate has
consistent with national policy is been met.
totally unclear but | would again
defer to Dame Rebecca Harris
MP's formal response to the plan
for details on this | fully support
her response.
0 | Individual Dia | Ellis Yes Who | Yes Ye Not | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
8 ne le s Ans | Ans | Ans sound and legally
4 Plan wer | were | wer compliant,
9- ed d ed
0
0
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0
1
0 | Individual Cliv | Ellis Yes SP3 | No | The council have failed | N | Positively The NNPF clearly states that grey | We shouldaim | No | Not | Not | A North West Housing Need N
9 e to give fair o] prepared, belt should be considered as part | for at least 70% Ans | Ans thundersley The Council
6 consideration to Justified, of the plan development to of the required were | wer No five year housing undertook a
3- strategic opportunities Consistent achieve the number of houses housing d ed land supply Local Housing
0 of the use of grey belt with national required, no true consideration numbers as set Not meeting housing Needs
0 sites on the mainland policy of respecting these numbers out. target Assessmentin
0 in Benfleet / requested have been considered | a 3rdroad Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 Thundersley as only just over half have been scheme must Flood risk on canvey which identified
under the NPPF Guide achieved be putin place Infrastructure aneed for
lines The draft local plan is not for the Third road onto Canvey | around 255

totaly ignored the
required numbers
issued by the housing
minister.

consistent with national policy.
Doesn't meet the housing target
for Castle Point. . The draft local
planis not justified. Site
selection strategy is biased and
predetermined towards a "no
greenbelt political stand point".
Site selection is based on the
"over development of Brownfield
sites". Not considered all sites,
no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites
added, with the exclusion of
North West Thundersley. NPPF
guidelines state development
should be directed away from
areas at highest risk of flooding.
SUDS measures are not
appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure. The 3316 urban
homes for Canvey is not resident
led. Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedure

no further development of
Canvey Island should take place
until a 3rd access is completed.

Canvey’s
further
developmentto
absorb the
additional 20 -
30% in the final
years of this
plan this gives
time to acton
the roads and
infrastructure
of Canvey
enablingitto
copeinthe
later part of the
plan.

homes per year
in Castle Point.
Changes to the
NPPF in
December 2024,
removed the
ability for
Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
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Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
inthe NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
on the 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
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housing target is
set by that plan
and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is
calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
Inthe first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
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delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
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Thundersley
transport
evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
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value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean thatitis
an appropriate
development
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site for those
reasons set out
above.

Flood Risk on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
at risk of
flooding, it is not
functional flood
plainasitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
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and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Third Road onto
Canvey

The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
for those access
improvements.
The bulk of the
demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
However, the
strategic need
foraccess
improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
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Essex Local

Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.
Infrastructure
Infrastructure
matters
(including
healthcare and
education) are
covered by
policies INFRA1-
6 and the
supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).
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0 | Individual kim | ellis Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, The draft local planis not Add northwest | No | Not | Not | A Not meeting housing Housing Need N
9 strategic alternatives, | o | Consistent consistent with the national thundersly, and Ans | Ans target The Council
8 like north west with national policy. It does not meet the certain statigic were | wer No five year housing undertook a
5- Thundersly, and policy housing target for castle green/greybelt d ed land supply Local Housing
0 certain greenbelt infill point.Site selection ignores infill sitesin North West Needs
0 sites in and around Green/grey belt against NPPF Benfleet Thundersley Assessmentin
0 Benfleet. No credible guidelines. Reduce the Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 five year housing plan. The local plan is not justified. urban housing Flood risk on Canvey which identified
Site selection stategyis target to 3500 Overdevelopment of aneed for
biasedand predetermined from 6200, brownfield sites around 255
towards a "no greenbelt policy". with canvey homes per year

Site selection is based on the
"over development of brownfield
sites."

Not considered all sites, no
greenbelt/greybeltsites added,
withthe exclusion of North West
Thundersly.NPPF guidelines
state development should be
directed away from areas at high
risk of flooding. SUDS measures
are not appropriatefor Canvey
Islands uniquegeographyand
drainage infrastructure. The 3316
urbanhomes for Canvey is not
resident led. Canvey west homes
puts residents in the east at risk
with emergency evacuation
procedures.

Island at 1050.

in Castle Point.
Changes to the
NPPF in
December 2024,
removed the
ability for
Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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provision for
around 364 new
homes ayear
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
on the 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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above.

Flood risk on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
at risk of
flooding, it is not
functional flood
plain asitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
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relation to
Canvey.
Density
The density for

sites allocated
within the plan
has been
informed by the
Density and
Capacity Study
July 2025,
please see this
for further
details.

56



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
1 | Individual Ste | Ellis SP3 | No This is the response No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Plan is unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
2 ve from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | —Government Schedule
4 Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
8- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard inrelation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt/ Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt/ Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Houb sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over 106,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt/ Grey Belt considerably
strategic alternatives appropriate for Canvey Island's sites added, and the less housing
like North West unique geography and drainage exclusion of the North | than the
Thundersley and it has infrastructure , the proposed West Thundersley site, | Standard
no credible five-year 3316 urban homes for Canvey is the NPPF guidelines Method housing
housing land supply. not resident led state development need but

should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canvey is not resident
led

considers based
on the evidence
that thisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
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All reasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.

Flooding
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Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).
SUDs
Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual Ste | Ellis Hou The plan has included Policy HOUS5 should Comments N
2 ve 5 Thorney Bay make provision for noted. Policy
4 development for 173 improved site HOUS does not
8- homes, so what makes environment for the restrict
0 the HO31 site any local residents improvement to
0 different. The Hou5 the sites
0 Policy states, new park environment
2 homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Ste | Ellis C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safetyofall | N
2 ve homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
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4 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
8- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
1 | Individual Jill | Ellis SP3 | No | Thisistheresponse No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Planis unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
2 from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | - Government Schedule
4 Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
9- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard in relation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliantand doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. Itis not Thundersley selectionignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt / Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Hou5 sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to0 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over t0 6,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has
no credible five-year
housing land supply.

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is

not resident led

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines
state development
should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316

less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
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urban homes for the Housing
Canveyis not resident | Capacity Topic
led Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites

All reasonable
option sites were
consideredin
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
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under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
coveredin
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

Lp-bm»—\

N ©O OO

Individual

Jill

Ellis

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5
Policy states, new park
homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development

Policy HOUS5 should
make provision for
improved site
environment for the
local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
the sites
environment
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which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Jill | Ellis C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safetyofall | N
2 homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
4 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
9- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
0 | Individual Tra | Emp Yes SP3 | No | consider the Castle No | Justified, | consider the Castle Point Plan The following No No It has failed to consider | North-west Y - Policy
1 cey | son Point Plan Regulation Consistent Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications strategic alternatives Thundersley was | SD3(3)
0 19 Draft to not be with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary like North West considered but
7- legally compliant, as it policy soundness, justified and to make the Thundersley which not preferred for | 3.
0 has failed to consider consistent with national policy. Castle Point should be added as a reasons set out Proposals
0 strategic alternatives Itis not consistent with national Plan Regulation Greenbelt, Grey Belt, inthe SOCG must
0 like North West policy, it doesn’t meet the 19 Draft legally Brownfield site option between CP and | demonstr
1 Thundersley and it has housing target for Castle Point, compliant and for 7500 homes. ECC set out the ate how
no credible five-year and site selection ignores sound. Add No credible five-year reasons site not | the SuDS
housing land supply. Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West housing land supply. currently a feature(s)
NPPF guidelines. Itisnot Thundersley Itis not consistent with | preferred reflect
justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as national policy, it alternative for and
strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, doesn’t meet the allocation) and respond
predetermined towards a 'no Grey Belt, housing target for alsothe August | tothe site
Greenbelt build policy', it is Brownfield site Castle Point, and site 2025 North West | circumst
solely based on the 'over option for 7500 selection ignores Thundersley ances,
development of Brownfield sites', | homes. Greenbelt / Grey Belt transport landscap
has not considered all sites, with | Reduce the against new NPPF evidence. e
no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites urban housing guidelines. Sustainability character
added, and the exclusion of the target to 3500 The site selection Appraisal (Policy | and the
North West Thundersley site, the | from 6200, with strategy is biased and SP3 option 4) green-
NPPF guidelines state Canvey at predetermined towards | outlines why blue
development should be directed | 1050. Remove a "no Greenbelt build North West infrastruc
away from areas at highestrisk of | Charfleets policy", itis solely Thundersley was | ture
flooding, SUDS measures are not | Industrial based on the "over not preferred. network,
appropriate for Canvey Island’s Estate site from development of Green Belt/Grey | and have
unique geography and drainage the plan. Total Brownfield sites", has belt covered regard to
infrastructure, the proposed housing target not considered all under policy Essex
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | of 11,000. sites, with no GB2. County
notresident led. The inclusion of Greenbelt / Grey Belt All reasonable Council’s
the Charfleets Industrial estate sites added. sites considered | SuDS
as a brownfield site for The NPPF guidelines in both the Design
developmentinto a mixed use state development supporting SLAA | Guide for
housing and industrial area has should be directed and SA Essex
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not fully considered the impact away from areas at processes. and the
on micro, small, medium and highest risk of flooding, | Flooding: Flood Castle
large businesses currently SUDS measures are risk covered in Point
operating on the estate that are not appropriate for policies and the | Strategic
currently renting property or own Canvey Island’s unique | supporting Flood
their own site, there is no geography and Strategic Flood Risk
assessment of how they will be drainage Risk Assessment | Assessm
able to operationally or infrastructure, the (SFRA). ent
financially continue to operate, proposed 3316 urban SUDs: Policy (SFRA).
should they be forced to move to homes for Canvey is SD3 covers SuDs

new premises or have
restrictions placed on their
existing operations in the future,
due to the proximity of new
residential properties. This policy
is not evidence based, as |
believe there has been poor
engagement verging on negligent
engagement, and officers have
not engaged with the majority of
the businesses on the Charfleets
Industrial estate. The future
plans for Charfleets Industrial
estate needs a fully supported,
full economic regeneration of the
estate, and there is no reasoned
justification for using the
Charfleets Industrial estate for
housing, with businesses
integrated with residential
homes.

not resident led, and
the number of Canvey
West homes puts
residents in the East at
risk with emergency
evacuation
procedures.

Reduce the urban
housing target to 3500
from 6200, with
Canvey at 1050. Total
housing target of
11,000.

Charfleets: Objects to
inclusion of residential
and lack of
engagement,

and part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
Charfleets:
Charfleets
Industrial Estate
isincluded
within Policy E1
which includes
the statement’
the Council will
seek to provide
and retain Class
E(g), B2 and B8
use classes or
other ‘sui
generis’ uses of
a similar
employment
nature unless it
can be
demonstrated
that there is no
reasonable
prospect for the
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site to be used
for these
purposes
0 | Individual Tra | Emp Yes C4 No | The numberof Canvey | No | Not Stated No No The number of Canvey | Needs of N
1 cey | son West homes puts West homes puts emergency
0 residents in the East at residentsin the Eastat | services
7- risk with emergency risk with emergency considered in
0 evacuation evacuation procedures | the supporting
0 procedures. Infrastructure
0 Delivery Plan
2 (IDP).
0 | Individual Tra | Emp Yes SP3 | No | FAILED TO CONSIDER N | Justified, THE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN ISNOT | DRAFT No | Not | Not | A Lack of Five Year Five Year N
7 cy son STRATEGIC o Consistent CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL DOCUMENT Ans | Ans Housing Land Supply Housing Land
8 ALTERNATIVES FOR with national POLICY. IT DOESNT MEET THE NEEDS TO BE were | wer Green/Grey Belt not Supply
2- INSTANCE NORTH- policy HOUSING TARGET FOR CASTLE LEGALLY d ed considered The Councilis
0 WEST THUNDERSLEY POINT. COMPLAINT North West currently relying
0 NO CREDIBLE 5 YEAR SITE SELECTION IGNORES AND/OR Thundersley on the 1998
0 HOUSING LAND GREENBELT/GREYBELT AGAINST | SOUND Flood Risk on Canvey Adopted Local
1 SUPPLY NEW NPPF GUIDELINES INCLUDING Emergency Evacuation | Plan which does
THE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN ISNOT | ANY REVISED Concerns not have up to
ALSO | CANNOT SEE JUSTIFIED AND THE SITE WORDING. date policies on
ANY EVIDENCE OF THE SELECTION STRATERGY IS ADD NORTH housing supply,
DRAINAGE BEING BIASED AND PREDETERMINED WEST consequently,
UPGRADED SINCE THE TOWARDS A 'NO GREENBELT THUNDERSLEY the five-year
2014 FLOODS WHEN BUILD POLICY'. SITE 187Ha, A housing land
THEY WERE DEEMED SITE SELECTION IS BASED ON GREENBELT/G supply position
IN NEED OF UPGRADE THE 'OVER DEVELOPMENT OF REYBELT/BRO is calculated
BROWNFIELD SITES WNFIELD SITE using the
| CANNOT SEE NOT CONSIDERED ALL SITES - OPTION FOR Government’s
EVEDENCE OF FLOOD NO GREENBELT/GREYBELT SITES | 7,500 HOMES Standard
CHECKS IN WEST ADDED WITH THE EXCLUSION REDUCE THE method.
CANVEY SPECIFICALLY OF NORTH WEST URBAN However, once a
WHERE THE BULK OF THUNDERSELY. NPPF HOUSING new planis
HOUSING IS PLANNED GUIDELINES STATE TARGETTO place, the
DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE 3,500 FROM housing target is
DIRECTED AWAY FROM AREAS 6,200 WITH set by that plan
AT HIGHEST RISK OF FLOODING. | CANVEY AT and notthe
SUDS MEASURES ARE NOT 1,050 Government’s
APPROPRIATE FOR CANVEY Standard
ISLANDS UNIQUE GEOGRAPHY | TOTAL method. The
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AND DRAINAGE
INFASTRUCTURE. THE 3316
URBAN HOMES FOR CANVEY IS
NOT RESIDENT LED. CANVEY
WEST HOMES PUTS RESIDENTS
IN THE EAST AT RISK WITH
EMERGENCY EVACUATION
PROCEDURES.

HOUSING
TARGET 11,000

five-year housing
land supply
positionis
calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
Inthe first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
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rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
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value of the
natural

environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
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reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic

Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPandECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Flooding on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
at risk of
flooding, itis not
functional flood
plain asitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
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developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
cyplanning/
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0 | Individual TO | Emp Yes SP3 | No | FAILED TO CONSIDER N | Justified, THE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN ISNOT | DRAFT No | Not | Not | A Lack of Five Year Five Year N
7 NY | son STRATEGIC o] Consistent CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL DOCUMENT Ans | Ans Housing Land Supply Housing Land
8 ALTERNATIVES FOR with national POLICY. IT DOESNT MEET THE NEEDS TO BE were | wer Green/Grey Belt not Supply
3- INSTANCE NORTH- policy HOUSING TARGET FOR CASTLE LEGALLY d ed considered The Councilis
0 WEST THUNDERSLEY POINT. COMPLAINT North West currently relying
0 NO CREDIBLE 5 YEAR SITE SELECTION IGNORES AND/OR Thundersley on the 1998
0 HOUSING LAND GREENBELT/GREYBELT AGAINST | SOUND Flood Risk on Canvey Adopted Local
1 SUPPLY NEW NPPF GUIDELINES INCLUDING Emergency Evacuation | Plan which does
ALSO | CANNOT SEE THE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN ISNOT | ANY REVISED Concerns not have up to
ANY EVIDENCE OF THE JUSTIFIED AND THE SITE WORDING. date policies on
DRAINAGE BEING SELECTION STRATERGY IS ADD NORTH housing supply,
UPGRADED SINCE THE BIASED AND PREDETERMINED WEST consequently,
2014 FLOODS WHEN TOWARDS A'NO GREENBELT THUNDERSLEY the five-year
THEY WERE DEEMED BUILD SITE 187Ha, A housing land
IN NEED OF UPGRADE POLICY'. GREENBELT/G supply position
| CANNOT SEE SITE SELECTION IS BASED ON REYBELT/BRO is calculated
EVEDENCE OF FLOOD THE 'OVER DEVELOPMENT OF WNFIELD SITE using the
CHECKS IN WEST BROWNFIELD SITES OPTION FOR Government’s
CANVEY SPECIFICALLY NOT CONSIDERED ALL SITES - 7,500 HOMES Standard
WHERE THE BULK OF NO GREENBELT/GREYBELT SITES | REDUCE THE method.
HOUSING IS PLANNED ADDED WITH THE EXCLUSION URBAN However, once a
OF NORTH WEST HOUSING new planis
THUNDERSELY. NPPF TARGETTO place, the
GUIDELINES STATE 3,500 FROM housing target is
DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE 6,200 WITH set by that plan
DIRECTED AWAY FROM AREAS CANVEY AT and not the
AT HIGHEST RISK OF FLOODING. | 1,050 Government’s
SUDS MEASURES ARE NOT TOTAL Standard
APPROPRIATE FOR CANVEY HOUSING method. The
ISLANDS UNIQUE GEOGRAPHY TARGET 11,000 five-year housing
AND DRAINAGE land supply
INFASTRUCTURE. THE 3316 position is

URBAN HOMES FOR CANVEY IS
NOT RESIDENT LED. CANVEY
WEST HOMES

PUTS RESIDENTS IN THE EAST AT
RISK WITH EMERGENCY
EVACUATION PROCEDURES.

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
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common for
stepped
increasesin

housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
Inthe first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Green/Grey Belt
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The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
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Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
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2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Flooding on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
atrisk of
flooding, itis not
functional flood
plainasitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
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infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
cyplanning/
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0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes SP3 | No The draft plan is not No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | As No A Fails to consider Duty to N
3 tin | and legally compliant as it consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meettwo of | Thundersley Hea strategic alternatives, Cooperate
1 fails to consider national policy | the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as d of like North West addressed in the
0- strategic alternatives, standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, the Thundersley. Duty to
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, Save Infrastructure Delivery | Cooperate
0 Thundersley, which has Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site Hadl Plan has not identified | Statement and
0 been excluded, the only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 eigh the infrastructure supporting
1 biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. Far required to meet the Statements of
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the mla demands of new Common
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ nd developmentin NW Ground.
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites Gro Thundersley. The Consideration of
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park up | Councilhave made no | AllSites
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. woul attempt to work Allreasonable
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the d positively with option sites were
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site like developers and consideredin
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of to landowners, the Strategic
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading put neighbouring Land Availability
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA the authorities, Essex Assessment
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. case County Council, and (SLAA) and the
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the forw infrastructure Sustainability
predetermined.You using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing ard providers throughout Appraisal (SA).
only need to examine the exclusion of North West target to 3500 asto the planning processto | North-West
the credentials of the Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with why consider the viability of | Thundersley
local plan board claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at our NW Thundersley Northwest
councillors to realise sites have been added, despite a | 1050, Benfleet site The biodiversity and Thundersley was
the biased ideology six month delay to review, alack | at347, is environmental considered but
they have brought to of evidence that our area cannot | Thundersley at still protection needs not preferred.
this local plan process. meet the high housing target, and | 643, and at strengthening. The SOCG
The obviously contrived the gap has not been robustly Hadleigh at risk There is no credible between CP and
errorin the Reg 19 justified, the NPPF guidelines 305, keeping with five-year housing land ECC set out the
local plan state development should be Existing a supply, nor does it reasons why the
consultation, having to directed away from areas at Commitments local meet the housing siteisnota
opened the process up highest risk of flooding, SUDS 480, and plan target for Castle Point. | preferred
again, is legally measures are not appropriate for | Windfall that Lack of evidence on alternative for
incompetent, with no Canvey Island’s unique Allowance 675. will cross-boundary allocation and
justification except a geography Total housing be infrastructure with a also the August
politically motivated and drainage infrastructure, the target of foun duty to cooperate. 2025 North West
manipulation of the proposed 3316 urban homes for | 11,000 d The policy of not Thundersley
results, which needs Canveyis not resident led, and uns building on the transport
investigating. the number of Canvey West Dredge Canvey oun Greenbelt is biased evidence. In
homes puts residents in the East | Lake d, and addition,
at risk with emergency Revise Had4 whic predetermined.Greenb | Sustainability
evacuation procedures. Scrub Lane h elt sites need total Appraisal (Policy
The plan needs amending as this | development to will protection from SP3 option 4)
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, | 20 homes. then government outlines why
will put all Castle Point Remove the lead intervention. North West
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Greenbelt sites at risk to Had3 Hadleigh to The planis based on Thundersley was
speculative development and all | Clinic site from spec the total over not preferred.
our precious Greenbelt sites the local plan5 ulati development of urban Housing
need total protection from Remove Manor ve sites policy acrossthe | Numbers
government intervention. The Trading deve borough, especially on | Through robust
planis based on the total over Industrial lop Canvey, which was not | technical
development of urban sites Estate site from men resident led. This over evidence as
policy across the borough, the plan. t development policy outlined in the
especially on Canvey, which was | Remove acro will affect the highways | Housing
not resident led.The Reg 19 Local | Charfleets SS and traffic, the lack of Capacity Topic
Plan Consultation document, Industrial our infrastructure, sewage | Paper August
published in July 2025 does not Estate site from prec and drainage, and 2025, CPBC has
comply with the IDP document the plan. ious flooding implications. identified
issued in May 2025. For example, | Remove the Gree Add North West through a
the IPD document states 1000 Thun3A nbel Thundersley site, 187 housing strategy
homes max for Canvey West, but | Thundersley t Ha, as a Greenbelt, of urban
two months later that has been Clinic site from sites Grey Belt, Brownfield intensification
increased to 2700 homes, the local plan . site option for 7500 and regeneration
without any evidence. The IPD Also homes. sufficient sites
document states 80 homes for , the Add the Greenbelt / 10 6,196 homes
Scrub Lane, but two months later over Grey Belt sites of Kings | through the
that has been increased to 114 deve Park HO31. planned period.
homes, without any evidence. lop Add the Greenbelt site | CPBC realises
This was never resident led. This men of Land East of Manor that thisis
over development policy will t Trading S0145 SHLAA considerably
affect the highways and traffic, with 2018. less housing
the lack of infrastructure, sewage this Reduce the urban than the
and drainage, and flooding plan housing target to 3500 | Standard
implications.The Councils will from 6200, with Method housing
proposal for 6,196 homes on caus Canvey at 1050, need but
Brownfield only is urban e Benfleet at 347, considers based
destruction, and unsustainable. unto Thundersley at 643, on the evidence
The Borough already has major d and Hadleigh at 305, thatthisis a
issues where the roads are issu keeping Existing realistic housing
gridlocked, with traffic lights, esto Commitments 480, delivery
road works, water pipe leaks, the and Windfall Castle Point’s
sewage system failure, gas pipe local Allowance 675. approach to the
leaking, powers surges, flooding, urba Total housing target of | site review is
drainage blocked, the doctors n 11,000 outlined within
are full, there are no dentists, no area the Housing
school places, and the residents S, Capacity Topic
complain constantly. This needs whe Paper August
to be addressed with a new site n 2025.
to be considered in North West ther Housing Supply:
Thundersley. Adding the North eare See housing
West Thundersley site as an viabl topic paper. Plan
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alternative, gives us the housing e to provide for
numbers required, and we can sites rolling 5 year
reduce the over development of avail housing land
our urban sites.The DAC able supply
Planning Grey Belt document whic Green Belt/Grey
states the North West h belt covered
Thundersley site is not viable, but have under policy
they were told by officers in the not GB2.
council to add a note “not to bee The Green Belt
consider” North West n Assessment July
Thundersley. There were also two seri 2025 reviewed
NWT Dove Reports published on ousl all potential
the Council’s own website, with y sites within
maps and plans for NWT, but cons Castle Point’s
they have mysteriously been ider Green Belt,
removed from the website ed, these sites were
recently. This makes the removal like then considered
of evidence worse than the lack NW against further
of evidence. Thun criteria
There is no justifiable reason to ders including:
not consider North West ley. environmental
Thundersley. Also and heritage
,as designations,
a flood risk,
Com highways issues
mitt which impact
ee viability,
Me sustainability as
mbe well as having
r for regard for the
the Essex LNRS and
Frie strategic
nds opportunity
of areas for
Can biodiversity
vey improvements.
Lake Any potential
grou grey belt sites
pl identified within
woul the Green Belt
d Assessment July
like 2025, were
to reviewed.
put However, none
the were considered
case suitable for
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forw development as
ard outlined in the
asto Housing
why Capacity Topic
our Paper August
lake 2025.
is Flooding and
still infrastructure
at covered by
risk policies and
with supporting
this evidence in the
plan form of the SFRA
that and IDP,
puts includingin
over relation to
thre Canvey.
e Highways
thou Impacts
sand The plan has
S been subject to
hou detailed
ses Transport
on Assessment,
Can including
vey Canvey,
Islan assessing
d, impacts and
but recommending
whe interventions.
n
foun
d
uns
oun
d,
will
lead
to
spec
ulati
ve
deve
lop
men
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like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
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0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes Had | No No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Had2, for the Hadleigh | Policy Had2 N
3 tin | and 2 consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea Farm area needs comments
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of protection as an open noted
0- standards, which are meeting the the space, promoting the Agricultral Land
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save heritage value with the | See Policy ENV6
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl Castle, and whateveris | and supporting
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh planned for this sitein | evidence
2 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far the future does not ‘Agricultural
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla have a significant Land in Castle
guidelines. nd impact on the Point' (June
Gro landscape or the 2025)
Itis not justified as your site up | Greenbelt.
selection strategy is biased woul We need a C6 Policy
towards a "no greenbelt build d (Green lung) for this
policy", is solely based on the like farmland, the South
"over development of Brownfield to Hadleigh Green Lung +
sites", you have not considered put protection as Local
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the Green Space.
100 homes were excluded, sites case Agricultural land: As
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw stated in the
using only Brownfield sites, and ard agricultural land
the exclusion of North West asto document date June
Thundersley undermines the why 2025, just over twenty-
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our one percent of Castle
sites have been added, despite a site Point’s land is in
six month delay to review, a lack is agricultural use, and
of evidence that our area cannot still the remaining
meet the high housing target, and at agricultural areas in
the gap has not been robustly risk the Castle Point are
justified. with increasingly fragile but
a contribute greatly to
The plan needs amending as this local the Borough’s
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, plan character and will be
will put all Castle Point that important to preserve.
Greenbelt sites at risk to will Also, given that the
speculative development and all be purpose of
our precious Greenbelt sites foun preservation is long-
need total protection from d term food security, the
government intervention. The uns benefit of preserving
planis based on the total over oun agricultural land
development of urban sites d, applies regardless.
policy across the borough, whic Once the graded
especially on Canvey, which was h agricultural land is lost
not resident led. This over will to development, itis
development policy will affect then lost forever.
the highways and traffic, the lack lead
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of infrastructure, sewage and to
drainage, and flooding spec
implications. Adding the North ulati
West Thundersley site as an ve
alternative, gives us the housing deve
numbers required, and we can lop
reduce the over development of men
our urban sites. t
acro
| do totally agree with the policy SS
Had2, for the Hadleigh Farm our
area, which talks about this site prec
as environmental, recreational, ious
nature recovery (LNRS), Gree
biodiversity (APIBs), agricultural, nbel
farming activities, nature t
conservation, Site of Specific sites
Scientific Interest, Ramsar site, .
East Coast Flyway World Also
Heritage site, ecological , the
restoration, habitat creation, and over
connectivity. This site needs deve
protection as an open space, lop
promoting the heritage value with men
the Castle, and whatever is t
planned for this site in the future with
does not have a significant this
impact on the landscape or the plan
Greenbelt. will
caus
| concur that the Had2 policy is e
about protecting this greenbelt unto
site as not suitable for d
development, with respect to issu
urban sprawl, itis a buffer zone, esto
the effect on the highways and the
traffic, the lack of infrastructure, local
protecting our farmland, urba
protecting the wildlife, out of n
character, open space, heritage, area
archaeology, promoting the S,
historic links, and that we should whe
use grey belt first. Any n
development on this site effects ther
both Hadleigh and the eare
neighbouring area of Leigh on viabl
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Sea. This is confirmed by the e
Housing Capacity Topic Paper - sites
August 2025, which confirms avail
sites GB8 A&B are not Potential able
Grey Belt, with that the complete whic
site or sub-areas are not h
recommended for further have
consideration. | can fully support not
this Had2 Policy with no housing bee
development ever on this n
farmland site, and | hope the seri
Salvation Army agree with this ousl
direction. The Salvation Army y
and their developers should be cons
told in no uncertain terms that ider
this farmland is not for ed,
development ever. like
NW
We need a C6 Policy for this Thun
farmland, the South Hadleigh ders
Green Lung. The south Hadleigh ley.
Green Lung will be protected and Also
enhanced as a strategic green ,as
infrastructure asset between a
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea. Its Com
key role will be connecting mitt
ecological networks, protecting ee
its ecological value, provide a Me
strategically important mbe
ecological corridor, securing a r for
high level of biodiversity net gain, the
have no adverse impact on the Frie
integrity of nearby habitats sites, nds
support the creation of new of
habitats, through Biodiversity Net Can
Gain, Countryside Stewardship, vey
to support the habitat priority Lake
measures, with the nature grou
recovery strategy and as an area pl
of particular Importance for woul
Biodiversity. The Plan’s approach d
to biodiversity and environmental like
protection needs strengthening to
and developments should not put
proceed where it results in the
significant harm to biodiversity or case
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protected sites unless that harm forw
can be fully mitigated. ard
asto
As stated in the agricultural land why
document date June 2025, just our
over twenty-one percent of lake
Castle Point’s land isin is
agricultural use, and the still
remaining agricultural areas in at
the Castle Point are increasingly risk
fragile but contribute greatly to with
the Borough’s character and will this
be important to preserve. Also, plan
given that the purpose of that
preservation is long-term food puts
security, the benefit of preserving over
agricultural land applies thre
regardless. Once the graded e
agricultural land is lost to thou
development, it is lost forever. sand
S
This complete site should be hou
included for neighbourhood ses
plans and local green space on
designation. This is based on the Can
listed assets of community vey
value, visitors, conservation Islan
areas, registered historic site, d,
local nature reserve, Sites of but
Special Scientific Interest, whe
footpaths and cycle routes, n
country parks, rural footpaths foun
and nature trails, and public d
rights of way. This site has areas uns
of special architectural or oun
historic interest the character or d,
appearance of whichitis will
desirable to preserve or lead
enhance. to
spec
| can fully support this policy ulati
Had2 with no housing ve
development ever on this deve
farmland site, but an unsound lop
plan makes this site a high risk. men
Adding the North West t

86



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
Thundersley site as an acro
alternative has been consistently sS
dismissed by councillors, on our
social media, and their own prec
website, without foundation, as a ious
scheme for road access was Gree
positively discussed by CPBC, nbel
ECC and Basildon Council many t
years ago, see attached photo. sites
Our councillors say it is not ,
viable, but they have not with
proposed any plan for this site for the
ECC to review and object to. addi
tion
As a campaign, the Save al
Hadleigh Farmland Group have hou
their own views and opinions, ses
which have been constantly on
abused by councillors on social our
media, to discredit me and the Grey
campaign, which continued Belt
during the consultation process, sites
even into the last week. The SHF on
campaign group held a social Can
event, at 2.15pm on Saturday vey,
20th September, to discuss whe
various points including the local n
plan consultation, and residents ther
were intimidated by three PIP eare
councillors that turned up viabl
outside, in an attempt to e
discredit our opinions, who were sites
handing out their own leaflets avail
was a blatant attempt to able
undermine public participation in whic
the consultation, to deter h
residents from providing their have
views and engaging in the not
consultation process, thus bee
weakening the plan's justification n
and effectiveness, see attached Seri
photos. This means they only ousl
want responses from the y
community that they approve of cons
and their own leafletwas a ider
fabricated biased view of ed,
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political ideology, with like
predetermination setin most NW
paragraphs, if you accept one Thun
piece of Greenbelt, you accept ders
them all, and political parties ley.

and councillors are fully entitled
to have views, which is
predisposition, but when that
agenda and those views affect
your decisions making process it
is predetermination, see the
leaflet attached. This should be
investigated by the inspector.
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0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes Had | No No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Objecting to Had4 due | Traffic Capacity | N
3 tin | and 4 consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea to: Any application
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of Traffic capacity on forhomes on
0- standards, which are meeting the the Scrub Lane this site will have
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save Parking capacity on to comply with
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl Scrub Lane policy T6 which
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh Density out of ensures that
3 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far character development
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla proposals offer
guidelines. nd safe access to
Gro the highway. Any
Itis not justified as your site up | proposal will
selection strategy is biased woul also have to
towards a "no greenbelt build d comply with T5
policy", is solely based on the like to ensure
"over development of Brownfield to sufficient
sites", you have not considered put highway impact
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the mitigation.
100 homes were excluded, sites case
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw Parking Capacity
using only Brownfield sites, and ard Any application
the exclusion of North West asto for homes on
Thundersley undermines the why this site will have
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our to comply with
sites have been added, despite a site policy T7 which
six month delay to review, a lack is requires the
of evidence that our area cannot still EPOA Parking
meet the high housing target, and at Guidance (Part 1
the gap has not been robustly risk and 2) to be
justified. with implemented.
a
The plan needs amending as this local Density
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, plan The density
will put all Castle Point that chosen for this
Greenbelt sites at risk to will site was
speculative development and all be informed by the
our precious Greenbelt sites foun Density and
need total protection from d Capacity Study
government intervention. The uns July 2025,
planis based on the total over oun please see this
development of urban sites d, for further
policy across the borough, whic details.
especially on Canvey, which was h
not resident led. This over will
development policy will affect then
the highways and traffic, the lack lead
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of infrastructure, sewage and to
drainage, and flooding spec
implications. Adding the North ulati
West Thundersley site as an ve
alternative, gives us the housing deve
numbers required, and we can lop
reduce the over development of men
our urban sites. t
acro
The Had4 Policy is a perfect SS
example of the over development our
urban policy, with an unrealistic prec
proposal for 114 homes, using ious
the Castle Point Density and Gree
Capacity Study, and a 100dph nbel
urban guide, in a residential area t
of housing currently having sites
homes at 20dph. Housing on this .
site at 100dph would equate to Also
six blocks of flats, four flats per , the
floor, and four stories high, which over
is out of character for the area. deve
The statement that the frontage lop
of the development is designed men
to reflect the character of Scrub t
Lane, is a complete fabrication, with
as the houses opposite relates to this
approx. 15dph and it will never plan
match the current street scene. will
The addition of 114 homes, and caus
over 200 cars, would cause e
major issues at the Scrub Lane / unto
Rectory Rod traffic lights. This d
resident led local plan said issu
protect the Greenbelt and use esto
the Brownfield sites, but the the
resident's responses did not say local
to destroy those areas like Scrub urba
Lane with over development. This n
policy is the perfect reason why area
you need to add the North West S,
Thundersley site as an whe
alternative site, that gives us the n
housing numbers required, ther
driven by an infrastructure first e are
policy and we can reduce the viabl

90



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

over development of our urban
sites across the borough.

sites
avail
able
whic

have
not
bee

seri
ousl

cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
Also
,as

Com
mitt
ee
Me
mbe
r for
the
Frie
nds
of
Can
vey
Lake
grou
pl
woul

like
to
put
the
case

91




X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

forw
ard
asto
why
our
lake

still
at
risk
with
this
plan
that
puts
over
thre

thou
sand

hou
ses
on
Can
vey
Islan

but
whe

foun

uns
oun

will
lead
to
spec
ulati
ve
deve
lop
men

92



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

acro
SS
our
prec
ious
Gree
nbel

sites

with
the
addi
tion
al
hou
ses
on
our
Grey
Belt
sites
on
Can
vey,
whe

ther
e are
viabl

sites
avail
able
whic

have
not
bee

Seri
ousl

cons
ider
ed,

93



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
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like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes Had No | Justified, It is not consistent with national Yes | As No A Remove the Had3 Noted N
3 tin | and 3 consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea Hadleigh Clinic site
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of from the local plan
0- standards, which are meeting the the
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh
4 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla
guidelines. nd
Gro
Itis notjustified as your site up
selection strategy is biased woul
towards a "no greenbelt build d
policy", is solely based on the like
"over development of Brownfield to
sites", you have not considered put
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the
100 homes were excluded, sites case
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw
using only Brownfield sites, and ard
the exclusion of North West asto
Thundersley undermines the why
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our
sites have been added, despite a site
six month delay to review, a lack is
of evidence that our area cannot still
meet the high housing target, and at
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the gap has not been robustly risk
justified. with
a
The plan needs amending as this local
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, plan
will put all Castle Point that
Greenbelt sites at risk to will
speculative development and all be
our precious Greenbelt sites foun
need total protection from d
government intervention. The uns
planis based on the total over oun
development of urban sites d,
policy across the borough, whic
especially on Canvey, which was h
not resident led. This over will
development policy will affect then
the highways and traffic, the lack lead
of infrastructure, sewage and to
drainage, and flooding spec
implications. Adding the North ulati
West Thundersley site as an ve
alternative, gives us the housing deve
numbers required, and we can lop
reduce the over development of men
our urban sites. t
acro
The Had3 Policy is a perfect SS
example of the over development our
urban policy, with an unrealistic prec
and unwanted proposal for 14 ious
homes. The Hadleigh Clinic is Gree
used by many local elderly nbel
residents from Hadleigh, who t
have no transport available, who sites
walk to these clinics, and there .
will be no local alternative Also
provided elsewhere nearby. The , the
levels of health service provision over
must be maintained or improved deve
with a local health hub but not lop
removed. There is no justification men
to close this clinic, to re-provide t
the same service elsewhere in with
the Hadleigh area, and we have this
no local health hub. This local plan
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Policy Infra3, Improving Health
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community clinics in Castle
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there is currently a deficitin GP
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and as new residential
development is permitted, new
healthcare space is required,
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Thun3A policies.

will
caus

unto
d
issu
esto
the
local
urba

area
whe

ther
e are
viabl

sites
avail
able
whic

have
not
bee

Seri
ousl

cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
Also
,as

Com
mitt
ee
Me

96



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

mbe
r for
the
Frie
nds
of
Can
vey
Lake
grou
pl
woul

like
to
put
the
case
forw
ard
asto
why
our
lake

still
at
risk
with
this
plan
that
puts
over
thre

thou
sand

hou
ses
on
Can
vey
Islan

97



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

but
whe

foun

uns
oun

will
lead
to
spec
ulati
ve
deve
lop
men

acro
Ss
our
prec
ious
Gree
nbel

sites

with
the
addi
tion
al
hou
ses
on
our
Grey
Belt
sites
on
Can
Vey,
whe

ther

98



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

eare
viabl

sites
avail
able
whic

have
not
bee

seri
ousl

cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.

99



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes Cc7 CPBC Plan Page No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Dredge Canvey Lake Policy C7 Y - Policy
3 tin | and 46+)559 consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea Policy C7 Agrees with comments SD3(3)
1 4.01 Extract from the 6- national policy | the national planning policy d of improving the Canvey noted
0- Point Plan for Canvey standards, which are meeting the the Lake area being master | Flooding and 'Proposal
0 Island, concerning housing target of 11,662 for Save planned as a multi- infrastructure s must
0 Canvey Lake. Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl functional well-used covered by demonstr
0 “The Section 19 F+J559 only 53% of the target, and site eigh green space. policies and ate how
5 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far supporting the SuDS
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla Development should evidence in the feature(s)
guidelines. nd be directed away from | form of the SFRA | reflect
Gro areas at highestrisk of | and IDP, and
Itis not justified as your site up | flooding, SUDS including in respond
selection strategy is biased woul measures are not relation to to the
towards a "no greenbelt build d appropriate for Canvey | Canvey. constrain
policy", is solely based on the like Island’s unique SUDs ts of the
"over development of Brownfield to geography and Policy SD3 specific
sites", you have not considered put drainage covers SuDs and | geograph
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the infrastructure, the part 3 states ic
100 homes were excluded, sites case proposed 3316 urban they must reflect | location,
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw homes for Canvey is and respond to site
using only Brownfield sites, and ard not resident led, and site circumst
the exclusion of North West asto the number of Canvey | circumstances ances,
Thundersley undermines the why West homes puts and have regard | landscap
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our residents in the Eastat | tothe ECC SuDS | e
sites have been added, despite a site risk with emergency design Guide for | character
six month delay to review, a lack is evacuation Essex. Canvey and the
of evidence that our area cannot still procedures. SuDS options green-
meet the high housing target, and at Over development have been blue
the gap has not been robustly risk policy will affect the considered infrastruc
justified, the NPPF guidelines with highways and traffic, through the ture
state development should be a the lack of SFRA. network,
directed away from areas at local infrastructure, and have
highest risk of flooding, SUDS plan sewage and drainage, regard to
measures are not appropriate for that and flooding Essex
Canvey Island’s unique will implications. County
geography and drainage be Council’s
infrastructure, the proposed foun SuDS
3316 urban homes for Canvey is d Design
not resident led, and the number uns Guide for
of Canvey West homes puts oun Essex,
residents in the East at risk with d, the
emergency evacuation whic Castle
procedures. h Point
will Strategic
The plan needs amending as this then Flood
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, lead Risk

100



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
will put all Castle Point to Assessm
Greenbelt sites at risk to spec ent
speculative development and all ulati (SFRA)
our precious Greenbelt sites ve and
need total protection from deve recomme
government intervention. The lop ndations/
planis based on the total over men advice
development of urban sites t from
policy across the borough, acro statutory
especially on Canvey, which was SS bodies
not resident led. This over our (includin
development policy will affect prec SEA,
the highways and traffic, the lack ious Essex
of infrastructure, sewage and Gree LLFA).'
drainage, and flooding nbel
implications. Adding the North t
West Thundersley site as an sites
alternative, gives us the housing .
numbers required, and we can Also
reduce the over development of , the
our urban sites. over
deve
| do agree with Policy C7 about lop
improving the Canvey Lake area men
and will be master planned as a t
multi-functional well-used green with
space. This will deliver an this
increased capacity of the Lake plan
from dredging for flood water will
storage (attenuation area), caus
reducing flood risk to those living e
on the periphery of the lake, a unto
long-term management plan of d
the lake to ensure the flood issu
mitigation remains effective, esto
improvements to water quality, a the
long-term management plan to local
maintain high quality water urba
standards, enhancements to the n
habitat surrounding the lake, an area
environment to create an S,
attractive and functional area, whe
and also identified as an area of n
particular importance for ther
biodiversity within the Essex eare
Local Nature Recovery Strategy viabl
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which is protected and where e
possible enhanced. sites
avail
| concur with the many able
statements made within this whic
policy, that Canvey Island suffers h
from high levels of surface water have
flood risk, and during times of not
higher rainfall Canvey Lake bee
becomes an important n
depository for excess rainwater, seri
that poor water quality is unsafe ousl
for users, animals and y
biodiversity to thrive, we need to cons
further improve the natural ider
environment in this area and ed,
achieve the best outcomes for like
the natural environment, and NW
that further work should be Thun
undertaken into the functionality ders
of the lake and how water ley.
quality, with surface water runoff Also
contaminates, should be ,as
managed and maintained in the a
future, that the Canvey Island 6 Com
Point Plan was undertaken in mitt
2015, which identified Canvey ee
Lake as animportant assetin Me
managing flood water on the mbe
Island, particularly during storm r for
events, and recommended that the
the capacity of the lake should Frie
be investigated, addressed, and nds
achieved through dredging and of
re-profiling the banks of the lake Can
to provide additional storage vey
capacity, with planned regular Lake
maintenance, which would grou
provide huge benefits for the pl
surrounding homes, which are woul
impacted by flooding in this area, d
and that Canvey Lake acts as a like
habitat to many different wildlife, to
including waterbirds and some put
aquatic life, there are risks to the
wildlife due to the water quality, case
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however, there are huge
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0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes Hou No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Policy Houb: Park Homesand | N
3 tin | and 5 consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea Concentrations of Pressures on
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of older people increases | Health Services
0- standards, which are meeting the the pressure on health Noted.
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save services but HO31
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl could offer a doctor's
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh surgery as part of the
6 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far 5106 agreement.
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla All our homes are
guidelines. nd robust, make provision
Gro for cold weather and
Itis notjustified as your site up | risk from flooding.
selection strategy is biased woul The Houb Policy states,
towards a "no greenbelt build d that the siting of most
policy", is solely based on the like park homes on the
"over development of Brownfield to existing sites
sites", you have not considered put will not require new
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the planning consent as
100 homes were excluded, sites case their provisionis
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw permitted under the
using only Brownfield sites, and ard existing consents for
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the exclusion of North West asto the use of the site as a
Thundersley undermines the why caravan park. We can
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our fully support a
sites have been added, despite a site policy that adds homes
six month delay to review, a lack is to the local plan, in the
of evidence that our area cannot still right place, but the
meet the high housing target, and at Houb Policy
the gap has not been robustly risk should allow further
justified, the NPPF guidelines with development which
state development should be a improves the overall
directed away from areas at local site environment for
highest risk of flooding, SUDS plan the residents. The local
measures are not appropriate for that plan hasincluded
Canvey Island’s unique will Thorney Bay
geography and drainage be development for 173
infrastructure, the proposed foun homes, so what makes
3316 urban homes for Canvey is d the HO31 site any
not resident led, and the number uns different.
of Canvey West homes puts oun
residents in the East at risk with d,
emergency evacuation whic
procedures, and there is no h
emergency evacuation will
procedure for Canvey Island. then
lead
The plan needs amending as this to
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, spec
will put all Castle Point ulati
Greenbelt sites at risk to ve
speculative development and all deve
our precious Greenbelt sites lop
need total protection from men
government intervention. The t
planis based on the total over acro
development of urban sites SS
policy across the borough, our
especially on Canvey, which was prec
not resident led. This over ious
development policy will affect Gree
the highways and traffic, the lack nbel
of infrastructure, sewage and t
drainage, and flooding sites
implications. Adding the North .
West Thundersley site as an Also
alternative, gives us the housing , the
numbers required, and we can over
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reduce the over development of deve
our urban sites. lop
men
The Hou5 Policy states, new park t
homes will only be supported on with
existing Park Home sites, and this
concentrations of older people plan
increases pressure on health will
services but HO31 could offer a caus
doctor's surgery as part of the e
S106 agreement. All our homes unto
are robust, make provision for ld
cold weather and risk from issu
flooding. The Hou5 Policy states, esto
that the siting of most park the
homes on the existing sites will local
not require new planning consent urba
as their provision is permitted n
under the existing consents for area
the use of the site as a caravan S,
park. We can fully support a whe
policy that adds homes to the n
local plan, in the right place, but ther
the Hou5 Policy should allow e are
further development which viabl
improves the overall site e
environment for the residents. sites
The local plan has included avail
Thorney Bay development for able
173 homes, so what makes the whic
HO31 site any different. h
have
not
bee
n
seri
ousl
y
cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
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0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes B8 No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Policy B8 Manor Manor Trading N
3 tin | and consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea Trading Estates (MTE) Estate: Policy B8
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of inclusionas a part 6 states 'A
0- standards, which are meeting the the brownfield site for programme of
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save developmentinto a renewal of the
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl mixed use housing and | industrial and
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh industrial area hasnot | commercial
7 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far fully considered the building stock
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla impact on micro, within the estate
guidelines. nd small, medium and with the overall
Gro large businesses aim of an
Itis not justified as your site up | currently operating on increase in floor
selection strategy is biased woul the estate that are space of at least
towards a "no greenbelt build d currently renting 10%'
policy", is solely based on the like property or own their Paragraph 9.28
"over development of Brownfield to own site, thereis no states'Itis not
sites", you have not considered put assessment of how the intention of
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the they will be able to the Master Plan
100 homes were excluded, sites case operationally or toresultin aloss
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw financially continueto | of employment
using only Brownfield sites, and ard operate, should they on this site.
the exclusion of North West asto be forced to move to Overall, the
Thundersley undermines the why new premises or have Master Plan
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our restrictions placed on should seek a
sites have been added, despite a site their existing modest increase
six month delay to review, a lack is operations in the in the floor
of evidence that our area cannot still future, due to the space available
meet the high housing target, and at proximity of new for industrial and
the gap has not been robustly risk residential properties. | commercial
justified. with uses to support
a economic
The plan needs amending as this local growth. This will
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, plan be secured
will put all Castle Point that through the
Greenbelt sites at risk to will revised
speculative development and all be approach to
our precious Greenbelt sites foun design and
need total protection from d parking.'
government intervention. The uns
planis based on the total over oun
development of urban sites d,
policy across the borough, whic
especially on Canvey, which was h
not resident led. This over will
development policy will affect then
the highways and traffic, the lack lead
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Comm exa plie
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of infrastructure, sewage and to
drainage, and flooding spec
implications. Adding the North ulati
West Thundersley site as an ve
alternative, gives us the housing deve
numbers required, and we can lop
reduce the over development of men
our urban sites. t
acro
The inclusion of the Manor SS
Trading Estate (MTE) as a our
brownfield site for development prec
into a mixed use housing and ious
industrial area has not fully Gree
considered the impact on micro, nbel
small, medium and large t
businesses currently operating sites
on the estate that are currently .
renting property or own their own Also
site, there is no assessment of , the
how they will be able to over
operationally or financially deve
continue to operate, should they lop
be forced to move to new men
premises or have restrictions t
placed on their existing with
operations in the future, due to this
the proximity of new residential plan
properties. will
caus
This B8 policy is not evidence e
based, as | believe there has unto
been poor engagement verging d
on negligent engagement, and issu
officers have not engaged with esto
the majority of the 120 the
businesses on MTE. The B8 local
Policy for MTE will result in urba
restricted economic growth, n
reduction in protected area
employment area, S,
unemployment, force business whe
to move to Canvey, and housing n
over employment is not an ther
option. This policy is not e are
evidence based, but records viabl
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show poor engagement verging e
on negligent engagement, and sites
officers have not engaged with avail
the majority of the 120 able
businesses on the MTE. CPBC whic
vision is to create an h
environment that promotes have
business on MTE, by removing a not
25% of its employment space for bee
housing. This vision will mean n
MTE businesses will be forced to seri
move to Canvey employment ousl
zones, as previously suggested y
that any increase in commercial/ cons
industrial area could be ider
accommodated on Canvey. ECC ed,
will relay objections in that any like
residential units near protected NW
facilities will undoubtably Thun
increase noise complaints. ders
CPBC’s Officers Mapping area ley.
the MTE is incorrect and Also
misleads the public, as MTE is a ,as
max of 12.5 Ha and not the 14 Ha a
stated, as it does notinclude the Com
properties which all front Church mitt
Road. The MTE Road & footways ee
network is privately owned, so Me
who will fund the new roads, mbe
footways, and cycle paths across r for
private land. The future plans for the
Manor Trading Industrial estate Frie
needs a fully supported, full nds
economic regeneration of the of
estate, and there is no reasoned Can
justification for using the Manor vey
Trading Industrial estate for Lake
housing, with business grou
integrated with residential pl
homes. woul
d
like
to
put
the
case
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like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes C4 No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Charfleets Industrial Charfleets N
3 tin | and consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea estate: No reasoned Industrial Estate
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of justification for using isincluded
0- standards, which are meeting the the the Charfleets within Policy E1
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save Industrial estate for which includes
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl housing, with business | the statement'
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh integrated with the Council will
8 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far residential homes. seek to provide
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla Remove Manor Trading | and retain Class
guidelines. nd Industrial Estate site E(g), B2 and B8
Gro from the plan. use classes or
Itis notjustified as your site up Remove Charfleets other ‘sui
selection strategy is biased woul Industrial Estate site generis’ uses of
towards a "no greenbelt build d from the plan. a similar
policy", is solely based on the like employment
"over development of Brownfield to nature unless it
sites", you have not considered put canbe
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the demonstrated
100 homes were excluded, sites case that there is no
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw reasonable
using only Brownfield sites, and ard prospect for the
the exclusion of North West asto site to be used
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Thundersley undermines the why for these
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our purposes.
sites have been added, despite a site
six month delay to review, a lack is
of evidence that our area cannot still
meet the high housing target, and at
the gap has not been robustly risk
justified, the NPPF guidelines with
state development should be a
directed away from areas at local
highest risk of flooding, SUDS plan
measures are not appropriate for that
Canvey Island’s unique will
geography and drainage be
infrastructure, the proposed foun
3316 urban homes for Canvey is d
not resident led, and the number uns
of Canvey West homes puts oun
residents in the East at risk with d,
emergency evacuation whic
procedures. h
will
The plan needs amending as this then
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, lead
will put all Castle Point to
Greenbelt sites at risk to spec
speculative development and all ulati
our precious Greenbelt sites ve
need total protection from deve
government intervention. The lop
planis based on the total over men
development of urban sites t
policy across the borough, acro
especially on Canvey, which was SS
not resident led. This over our
development policy will affect prec
the highways and traffic, the lack ious
of infrastructure, sewage and Gree
drainage, and flooding nbel
implications. Adding the North t
West Thundersley site as an sites
alternative, gives us the housing .
numbers required, and we can Also
reduce the over development of , the
our urban sites. over
deve
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The inclusion of the Charfleets lop
Industrial estate as a brownfield men
site for development into a mixed t
use housing and industrial area with
has not fully considered the this
impact on micro, small, medium plan
and large businesses currently will
operating on the estate that are caus
currently renting property or own e
their own site, there is no unto
assessment of how they will be d
able to operationally or issu
financially continue to operate, esto
should they be forced to move to the
new premises or have local
restrictions placed on their urba
existing operations in the future, n
due to the proximity of new area
residential properties. This policy S,
is not evidence based, as | whe
believe there has been poor n
engagement verging on negligent ther
engagement, and officers have e are
not engaged with the majority on viabl
the businesses on the Charfleets e
Industrial estate. The future sites
plans for Charfleets Industrial avail
estate needs a fully supported, able
full economic regeneration of the whic
estate, and there is no reasoned h
justification for using the have
Charfleets Industrial estate for not
housing, with business bee
integrated with residential n
homes. seri
ousl
y
cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
Also
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0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes SP3 No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Essentially the same Essentially the N
3 tin | and consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea points as made in Rep | same responses
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of 0310-001 above by the | made to Rep
0- standards, which are meeting the the same respondent on 0310-001 above
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save Policy SP3 by the same
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl respondent on
0 only 53% of the target, and site eigh Policy SP3
9 selection ignores Greenbelt / Far
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla
guidelines. nd
Gro
Itis not justified as your site up |
selection strategy is biased woul
towards a "no greenbelt build d
policy", is solely based on the like
"over development of Brownfield to
sites", you have not considered put
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the
100 homes were excluded, sites case
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw
using only Brownfield sites, and ard
the exclusion of North West asto
Thundersley undermines the why
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our
sites have been added, despite a site
six month delay to review, a lack is
of evidence that our area cannot still
meet the high housing target, and at
the gap has not been robustly risk
justified, the NPPF guidelines with
state development should be a
directed away from areas at local
highest risk of flooding, SUDS plan
measures are not appropriate for that
Canvey Island’s unique will
geography and drainage be
infrastructure, the proposed foun
3316 urban homes for Canvey is d
not resident led, and the number uns
of Canvey West homes puts oun
residents in the East at risk with d,
emergency evacuation whic
procedures. h
will
The plan needs amending as this then
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, lead
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will put all Castle Point to
Greenbelt sites at risk to spec
speculative development and all ulati
our precious Greenbelt sites ve
need total protection from deve
government intervention. The lop
planis based on the total over men
development of urban sites t
policy across the borough, acro
especially on Canvey, which was SS
not resident led. This over our
development policy will affect prec
the highways and traffic, the lack ious
of infrastructure, sewage and Gree
drainage, and flooding nbel
implications. Adding the North t
West Thundersley site as an sites
alternative, gives us the housing .
numbers required, and we can Also
reduce the over development of , the
our urban sites. over
deve
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan lop
has not identified the men
infrastructure required to meet t
the demands of new with
developmentin NW Thundersley. this
The Council have made no plan
contributions towards the will
provision of infrastructure caus
required to make a development e
proposal acceptable in planning unto
terms for NW Thundersley. The d
Council have made no attempt to issu
work positively with developers esto
and landowners, neighbouring the
authorities, Essex County local
Council, and infrastructure urba
providers throughout the n
planning process to consider the area
viability of NW Thundersley. The S,
Councilwill also have regard to whe
Essex County Council’s (ECC) n
Developers’ Guide to ther
Infrastructure Contributions. eare
ECC play an important role as an viabl
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infrastructure provider in Castle e
Point. The IDP fail to address the sites
infrastructure needs to meet the avail
growth within the Borough, with a able
development on the scale of NW whic
Thundersley. h
have
ECC have had no plan to review not
over the NW Thundersley, and bee
the council continue to n
categorically state that access seri
from the A130 is not viable, and ousl
Essex County Council refuse to y
permit an access to the A130 but cons
plans show a scheme was ider
positively discussed by CPBC, ed,
ECC and Basildon Council many like
years ago, but this has been NW
ignored, see attached photo. This Thun
scheme shows what can be ders
achieved with dialogue, the ley.
intention to progress positively Also
and working in partnership. The ,as
ECC website states, in their a
Development Management Com
Policy, all proposals are mitt
assessed and determined in ee
relation to the Development Me
Management Route Hierarchy mbe
Policies, where vehicular access r for
is accepted in principle, the the
number of access points will be Frie
keptto a minimum and new nds
access points will be designed of
and constructed in accordance Can
with the current standards, vey
where existing access is to be Lake
used substandard accesses will grou
be improved and/or upgraded in pl
accordance with the current woul
standards for the category of d
road, and all proposals are like
assessed and determined to
against current standards for the put
category of road having regard to the
the capacity, safety and case
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NW
Thun
ders
ley.
0 | Individual Mar | Engl Yes Thun No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national Yes | As No A Objecting to THUN3 Policy THUNS3 N
3 tin | and 3A consistent with | policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Hea because: required the
1 national policy | the national planning policy d of Accessible clinic NHS to provide
0- standards, which are meeting the the should not be removed | assurance that
0 housing target of 11,662 for Save the site is
0 Castle Point, with 6,200 being Hadl surplus to
1 only 53% of the target, and site eigh requirements
0 selection ignores Greenbelt/ Far and that the
Grey Belt against new NPPF mla services can be
guidelines. nd provided
Gro elsewhere
Itis notjustified as your site up | nearby.
selection strategy is biased woul
towards a "no greenbelt build d
policy", is solely based on the like
"over development of Brownfield to
sites", you have not considered put
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under the
100 homes were excluded, sites case
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, forw
using only Brownfield sites, and ard
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the exclusion of North West asto
Thundersley undermines the why
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt our
sites have been added, despite a site
six month delay to review, a lack is
of evidence that our area cannot still
meet the high housing target, and at
the gap has not been robustly risk
justified. with
a
The plan needs amending as this local
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes, plan
will put all Castle Point that
Greenbelt sites at risk to will
speculative development and all be
our precious Greenbelt sites foun
need total protection from d
government intervention. The uns
planis based on the total over oun
development of urban sites d,
policy across the borough, whic
especially on Canvey, which was h
not resident led. This over will
development policy will affect then
the highways and traffic, the lack lead
of infrastructure, sewage and to
drainage, and flooding spec
implications. Adding the North ulati
West Thundersley site as an ve
alternative, gives us the housing deve
numbers required, and we can lop
reduce the over development of men
our urban sites. t
acro
The Thun3A Policy is a perfect SS
example of the over development our
urban policy, with an unrealistic prec
and unwanted proposal for 24 ious
homes. The Thundersley Clinic is Gree
used by many local elderly nbel
residents from Thundersley, who t
have no transport available, who sites
walk to these clinics, and there .
will be no local alternative Also
provided elsewhere nearby. The , the
levels of health service provision over

128



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
must be maintained or improved deve
with a local health hub but not lop
removed. There is no justification men
to close this clinic, to re-provide t
the same service elsewhere in with
the Thundersley area, and we this
have no local health hub. This plan
local plan is just picking will
ludicrous sites to fulfil its over caus
development urban brownfield e
only site selection policy, which unto
unbelievably used Al for that site d
selection. With reference to issu
Policy Infra3, Improving Health esto
and Wellbeing, paragraph 19.41 the
states, there are currently four local
community clinics in Castle urba
Point, so with the Had3 & Thun3A n
policies these will be reduced by area
50% and paragraph 19.42 states, S,
there is currently a deficit in GP whe
practice space in Castle Point. n
and as new residential ther
developmentis permitted, new e are
healthcare space is required, viabl
which contradicts the Had3 & e
Thun3A policies. sites
avail
able
whic
h
have
not
bee
n
seri
ousl
y
cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.

129



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

Also
,as

Com
mitt
ee
Me
mbe
r for
the
Frie
nds
of
Can
vey
Lake
grou
pl
woul

like
to
put
the
case
forw
ard
asto
why
our
lake

still
at
risk
with
this
plan
that
puts
over
thre

thou
sand
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hou
ses
on
Can
vey
Islan
d,
but
whe

foun

uns
oun

will
lead
to
spec
ulati
ve
deve
lop
men

acro
SS
our
prec
ious
Gree
nbel

sites

with
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addi
tion
al
hou
ses
on
our
Grey
Belt
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sites
on
Can
Vey,
whe

ther
e are
viabl

sites
avail
able

whic

have
not
bee

Seri
ousl

cons
ider
ed,
like
NW
Thun
ders
ley.
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0 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A Not meeting housing Housing Need N
9 rga | and strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans target The Council
5 ret like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were | wer No five year housing undertook a
1- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d ed land supply Local Housing
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, North West Needs
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Thundersley Assessmentin
0 option for 7500 Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 Itis not justified, the site homes. Reduce Supports HAD2 which identified
selection strategy is biased and the Urban Wants policy C6 for aneed for
predetermined towards a "no Housing target Hadleigh around 255
Greenbelt build policy", itis to 3500 from homes per year
solely based on the "over 6200, with in Castle Point.
development of Brownfield Canvey at Changes to the
sites", has not considered all 1050, Hadleigh NPPF in
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey at 305. Total December 2024,
Belt sites added, and the housing target removed the
exclusion of the North West of 11,000. ability for

Thundersley site.

| do totally agree with Had2
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm
area, which states this site as
environmental, recreational,
nature recovery, biodiversity,
agricultural, farming activities,
nature conservation, SSSI,
Ramsar site, ecological
restoration, habitat creation and
connectivity, protection as an
open space, promoting the
heritage site, the Castle, and
whatever is planned for this site
in the future does not have a
significantimpact on the
landscape or the Greenbelt.

| also agree the Had2 Policy is
about protecting this Greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, but this unsound
plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the
Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development, with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of

Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and wildlife, out of
character, open space, heritage,
archaeology, promoting historic
links, and use grey belt first. Any
development on this site effects
both Hadleigh and the
neighbouring area of Leigh on
Sea. | can fully support this Had2
Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
onthe 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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above.
Support for
HAD2 Noted.

A policy for the
Green Lungin
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
safeguarded by
policy HAD6
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0 | Individual Joh | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A Not meeting housing Housing Need N
9 n and strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans target The Council
5 like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were | wer No five year housing undertook a
2- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d ed land supply Local Housing
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, North West Needs
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Thundersley Assessmentin
0 option for 7500 Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 Itis not justified, the site homes. Reduce Supports HAD2 which identified
selection strategy is biased and the Urban Wants policy C6 for aneed for
predetermined towards a "no Housing target Hadleigh around 255
Greenbelt build policy", itis to 3500 from homes per year
solely based on the "over 6200, with in Castle Point.
development of Brownfield Canvey at Changes to the
sites", has not considered all 1050, Hadleigh NPPF in
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey at 305. Total December 2024,
Belt sites added, and the housing target removed the
exclusion of the North West of 11,000. ability for

Thundersley site.

| do totally agree with Had2
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm
area, which states this site as
environmental, recreational,
nature recovery, biodiversity,
agricultural, farming activities,
nature conservation, SSSI,
Ramsar site, ecological
restoration, habitat creation and
connectivity, protection as an
open space, promoting the
heritage site, the Castle, and
whatever is planned for this site
in the future does not have a
significantimpact on the
landscape or the Greenbelt.

| also agree the Had2 Policy is
about protecting this Greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, but this unsound
plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the
Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development, with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of

Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and wildlife, out of
character, open space, heritage,
archaeology, promoting historic
links, and use grey belt first. Any
development on this site effects
both Hadleigh and the
neighbouring area of Leigh on
Sea. | can fully support this Had2
Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
onthe 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Required

Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out

145



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
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ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
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ents? m d?
above.
Support for
HAD2 Noted.

A policy for the
Green Lungin
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
safeguarded by
policy HAD6
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0 | Individual Sop | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A Not meeting housing Housing Need N
9 hie | and strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans target The Council
5 like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were | wer No five year housing undertook a
9- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d ed land supply Local Housing
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, North West Needs
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Thundersley Assessmentin
0 option for 7500 Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 Itis not justified, the site homes. Supports HAD2 which identified
selection strategy is biased and Wants policy C6 for aneed for
predetermined towards a "no Reduce the Hadleigh around 255
Greenbelt build policy", itis Urban Housing homes per year
solely based on the "over target to 3500 in Castle Point.
development of Brownfield from 6200, with Changes to the
sites", has not considered all Canvey at NPPF in
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey 1050, Hadleigh December 2024,
Belt sites added, and the at 305. removed the
exclusion of the North West ability for

Thundersley site.

| do totally agree with Had2
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm
area, which states this site as
environmental, recreational,
nature recovery, biodiversity,
agricultural, farming activities,
nature conservation, SSSI,
Ramsar site, ecological
restoration, habitat creation and
connectivity, protection as an
open space, promoting the
heritage site, the Castle, and
whatever is planned for this site
in the future does not have a
significantimpact on the
landscape or the Greenbelt.

| also agree the Had2 Policy is
about protecting this Greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, but this unsound
plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the
Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development, with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of

Total housing
target of
11,000.

Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes

147



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and wildlife, out of
character, open space, heritage,
archaeology, promoting historic
links, and use grey belt first. Any
development on this site effects
both Hadleigh and the
neighbouring area of Leigh on
Sea. | can fully support this Had2
Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
onthe 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg c Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
above.
Support for
HAD2 Noted.
A policy for the
Green Lungin
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
safeguarded by
policy HAD6
0 | Individual Sop | Engl Yes SP3 | No Failed to consider N | Effective, It is not consistent with national | Add North No | Not A Overdevelopment of Density N
9 hie | and strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the West Ans brownfield sites The density for
5 like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, | Thundersley were North West sites allocated
9- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores site, 187 Ha, as d Thundersley within the plan
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against a Greenbelt, has been
0 housing land supply. new NPPF guidelines. Grey Belt, informed by the
0 Brownfield site Density and
2 It is not justified, the site option for Capacity Study
selection strategy is biased and | 7500 homes. July 2025,
predetermined towards a "no please see this
Greenbelt build policy", it is Reduce the for further
solely based on the "over Urban Housing details.
development of Brownfield target to 3500
sites", has not considered all from 6200, North West
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey | with Canvey at Thundersley
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Belt sites added, and the 1050, Hadleigh North West

exclusion of the North West
Thundersley site.

The plan needs amending as
this unsound plan, for 6,200
homes, will put all Castle Point
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total

protection from government
intervention. The plan is based
on the total over development
of

urban sites policy across the
borough, especially on Canvey,
which was not resident led. This
over development policy will
affect the highways and traffic,
the lack of infrastructure,
sewage

and drainage, and flooding
implications. Adding the North
West Thundersley site as an
alternative, gives us the housing
numbers required, and we can
reduce the over development of
our urban sites.

at 305.

Total housing
target of
11,000.

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
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ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
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0 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes HAD | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | No | Not | Not Not meeting housing Housing Need N
9 tth | and 2 strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans target The Council
6 ew like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were | wer No five year housing undertook a
6- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d ed land supply Local Housing
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, North West Needs
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Thundersley Assessmentin
0 option for 7500 Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 Itis not justified, the site homes. Reduce Supports HAD2 which identified
selection strategy is biased and the Urban Wants policy C6 for aneed for
predetermined towards a "no Housing target Hadleigh around 255
Greenbelt build policy", itis to 3500 from homes per year
solely based on the "over 6200, with in Castle Point.
development of Brownfield Canvey at Changes to the
sites", has not considered all 1050, Hadleigh NPPF in
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey at 305. Total December 2024,
Belt sites added, and the housing target removed the
exclusion of the North West of 11,000. ability for

Thundersley site.

| do totally agree with Had2
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm
area, which states this site as
environmental, recreational,
nature recovery, biodiversity,
agricultural, farming activities,
nature conservation, SSSI,
Ramsar site, ecological
restoration, habitat creation and
connectivity, protection as an
open space, promoting the
heritage site, the Castle, and
whatever is planned for this site
in the future does not have a
significantimpact on the
landscape or the Greenbelt.

| also agree the Had2 Policy is
about protecting this Greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, but this unsound
plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the
Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development, with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of

Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and wildlife, out of
character, open space, heritage,
archaeology, promoting historic
links, and use grey belt first. Any
development on this site effects
both Hadleigh and the
neighbouring area of Leigh on
Sea. | can fully support this Had2
Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
onthe 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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above.
Support for
HAD2 Noted.

A policy for the
Green Lungin
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
safeguarded by
policy HAD6
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0 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, It is not consistent with national | Add North West | No | Not Not meeting housing Housing Need N
9 tth | and strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans target The Council
6 ew like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, | site, 187 Ha, as were No five year housing undertook a
6- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d land supply Local Housing
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against Grey Belt, North West Needs
0 housing land supply. new NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Thundersley Assessmentin
0 option for 7500 Green/Grey Belt December 2023
2 It is not justified, the site homes. Reduce Flood risk on Canvey which identified
selection strategy is biased and | the Urban Overdevelopment of a need for
predetermined towards a "no Housing target brownfield sites around 255
Greenbelt build policy", it is to 3500 from homes per year
solely based on the "over 6200, with in Castle Point.
development of Brownfield Canvey at Changes to the
sites", has not considered all 1050, Hadleigh NPPFin
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey at 305. Total December 2024,
Belt sites added, and the housing target removed the
exclusion of the North West of 11,000. ability for

Thundersley site, the NPPF
guidelines state development
should be directed away from
areas at highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are not
appropriate for Canvey Island’s
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure, the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led, and the
number of Canvey West homes
puts residents in the East at risk
with emergency evacuation
procedures.

The plan needs amending as
this unsound plan, for 6,200
homes, will put all Castle Point
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
plan is based on the total over
development of urban sites
policy across the borough,
especially on Canvey, which was
not resident led. This over
development policy will affect

Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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the highways and traffic, the
lack of infrastructure, sewage
and drainage, and flooding
implications. Adding the North
West Thundersley site as an
alternative, gives us the housing
numbers required, and we can
reduce the over development of
our urban sites.

provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
on the 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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above.

Flood risk on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
at risk of
flooding, it is not
functional flood
plain asitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
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relation to
Canvey.
Density
The density for
sites allocated
within the plan
has been
informed by the
Density and
Capacity Study
July 2025,
please see this
for further
details.
0 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes HAD | No Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | No | Not Objecting to Had4 due | Traffic Capacity | N
9 tth | and 4 strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans to: Any application
6 ew like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were Traffic capacity on for homes on
6- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d Scrub Lane this site will have
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, Parking capacity on to comply with
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Scrub Lane policy T6 which
0 option for 7500 Density out of ensures that
3 Itis not justified, the site homes. Revise character development
selection strategy is biased and Scrub Lane proposals offer
predetermined towards a "no development to safe access to
Greenbelt build policy", itis 20 homes. the highway. Any
solely based on the "over Reduce the proposal will
development of Brownfield Urban Housing also have to
sites", has not considered all target to 3500 comply with T5
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey from 6200, with to ensure
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Belt sites added, and the Canvey at sufficient
exclusion of the North West 1050, Hadleigh highway impact
Thundersley site. at 305. Total mitigation.
housing target
The Had4 Policy is a perfect of 11,000. Parking Capacity

example of the over development
urban policy, with an unrealistic
proposalfor 114 homes, using
the Castle Point Density and
Capacity Study, and a 100dph
urban guide, in a residential area
of housing currently having
homes at 20dph. Housing on this
site at 100dph would equate to
six blocks of flats, four flats per
floor, and four stories high, which
is out of character for the area.
The statement that the frontage
of the development is designed
to reflect the character of Scrub
Lane, is a complete fabrication,
as the houses opposite relates to
approx. 15dph and it will never
match the current street scene.
The addition of 114 homes, and
over 200 cars, would cause
major issues at the Scrub Lane /
Rectory Rod traffic lights.

Any application
forhomes on
this site will have
to comply with
policy T7 which
requires the
EPOA Parking
Guidance (Part 1
and 2) to be
implemented.

Density

The density
chosen for this
site was
informed by the
Density and
Capacity Study
July 2025,
please see this
for further
details.
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1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Thedraft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Fails to consider Duty to N
0 rtin | and legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Thundersley Ans strategic alternatives, Cooperate
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were like North West addressed in the
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d Thundersley. Duty to
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, Infrastructure Delivery | Cooperate
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site Plan has not identified | Statement and
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 the infrastructure supporting
1 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. required to meet the Statements of
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the demands of new Common
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ developmentin NW Ground.
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites Thundersley. The Consideration of
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park Council have made no | All Sites
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. attempt to work Allreasonable
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the positively with option sites were
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site developers and considered in
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of landowners, the Strategic
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading neighbouring Land Availability
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA authorities, Essex Assessment
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. County Council, and (SLAA) and the
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the infrastructure Sustainability
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing providers throughout Appraisal (SA).
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 the planning process to | North-West
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with consider the viability of | Thundersley
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at NW Thundersley Northwest
sites have been added, despite a | 1050, Benfleet The biodiversity and Thundersley was

six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding

at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000

environmental
protection needs
strengthening.

There is no credible
five-year housing land
supply, nor does it
meet the housing
target for Castle Point.
Lack of evidence on
cross-boundary
infrastructure with a
duty to cooperate.
The policy of not
building on the
Greenbelt is biased
and
predetermined.Greenb
elt sites need total
protection from
government
intervention.

considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC setout the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
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implications. The planis based on Thundersley was
Adding the North West the total over not preferred.
Thundersley site as an development of urban Housing
alternative has been consistently sites policy acrossthe | Numbers
dismissed by councillors, on borough, especially on | Through robust
social media, and their own Canvey, which was not | technical
website, without foundation, as a resident led. This over evidence as
scheme for road access was development policy outlined in the
positively discussed by CPBC, will affect the highways | Housing
ECC and Basildon Council many and traffic, the lack of Capacity Topic
years ago, see attached photo. infrastructure, sewage | Paper August
Our councillors say it is not and drainage, and 2025, CPBC has
viable but they have not flooding implications. identified
proposed any plan for this site for Add North West through a

ECC to review and object to.

| do totally agree with the policy
Had2, for the Hadleigh Farm
area, which talks about this site
as environmental, recreational,
nature recovery (LNRS),
biodiversity (APIBs), agricultural,
farming activities, nature
conservation, Site of Specific
Scientific Interest, Ramsar site,
East Coast Flyway World
Heritage site, ecological
restoration, habitat creation and
connectivity. This site needs
protection as an open space,
promoting the heritage value with
the Castle, and whatever is
planned for this site in the future
does not have a significant
impact on the landscape or the
Greenbelt.

| concur that the Had2 policy is
about protecting this greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, with respect to
urban sprawl, it is a buffer zone,
the effect on the highways and
traffic, the lack of infrastructure,
protecting our farmland,
protecting the wildlife, out of
character, open space, heritage,

Thundersley site, 187
Ha, as a Greenbelt,
Grey Belt, Brownfield
site option for 7500
homes.

Add the Greenbelt/
Grey Belt sites of Kings
Park HO31.

Add the Greenbelt site
of Land East of Manor
Trading S0145 SHLAA
2018.

Reduce the urban
housing target to 3500
from 6200, with
Canvey at 1050,
Benfleet at 347,
Thundersley at 643,
and Hadleigh at 305,
keeping Existing
Commitments 480,
and Windfall
Allowance 675.

Total housing target of
11,000

housing strategy
of urban
intensification
and regeneration
sufficient sites
10 6,196 homes
through the
planned period.
CPBC realises
that thisis
considerably
less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.

Housing Supply:
See housing
topic paper. Plan
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archaeology, promoting the
historic links, and that we should
use grey belt first. Any
development on this site effects
both Hadleigh and the
neighbouring area of Leigh on
Sea. This is confirmed by the
Housing Capacity Topic Paper -
August 2025, which confirms
sites GB8 A&B are not Potential
Grey Belt, with that the complete
site or sub-areas are not
recommended for further
consideration. | can fully support
this Had2 Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction. The Salvation Army
and their developers should be
told in no uncertain terms that
this farmland is not for
development ever.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland, the South Hadleigh
Green Lung. The south Hadleigh
Green Lung will be protected and
enhanced as a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea. Its
key role will be connecting
ecological networks, protecting
its ecological value, provide a
strategically important
ecological corridor, securing a
high level of biodiversity net gain,
have no adverse impact on the
integrity of nearby habitats sites,
support the creation of new
habitats, through Biodiversity Net
Gain, Countryside Stewardship,
to support the habitat priority
measures, with the nature
recovery strategy and as an area
of particular Importance for

to provide for
rolling 5 year
housing land
supply

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2.

The Green Belt
Assessment July
2025 reviewed
all potential
sites within
Castle Point’s
Green Belt,
these sites were
then considered
against further
criteria
including:
environmental
and heritage
designations,
flood risk,
highways issues
which impact
viability,
sustainability as
well as having
regard for the
Essex LNRS and
strategic
opportunity
areas for
biodiversity
improvements.
Any potential
grey belt sites
identified within
the Green Belt
Assessment July
2025, were
reviewed.
However, none
were considered
suitable for
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Biodiversity. The Plan’s approach
to biodiversity and environmental
protection needs strengthening
and developments should not
proceed where it results in
significant harm to biodiversity or
protected sites unless that harm
can be fully mitigated.

As stated in the agricultural land
document date June 2025, just
over twenty-one percent of
Castle Point’s land isin
agricultural use, and the
remaining agricultural areasin
the Castle Point are increasingly
fragile but contribute greatly to
the Borough’s character and will
be important to preserve. Also,
given that the purpose of
preservation is long-term food
security, the benefits of
preserving agricultural land
applies regardless. Once the
graded agricultural land is lost to
development, itis lost forever.

This complete site should be
included for neighbourhood
plans and local green space
designation. This is based on the
listed assets of community
value, visitors, conservation
areas, registered historic site,
local nature reserve, Sites of
Special Scientific Interest,
footpaths and cycle routes,
country parks, rural footpaths
and nature trails, and public
rights of way. This site has areas
of special architectural or
historic interest the character or
appearance of which itis
desirable to preserve or
enhance.

development as
outlined in the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.

Flooding and
infrastructure
covered by
policies and
supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Highways

Impacts
The plan has

been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
interventions.
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| can fully support this policy
Had2 with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, but an unsound
plan makes this site a high risk.
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes Fore | No | The draft planis not N | Justified, As a campaign, the Save Yes | Not |Yes | A Unhappy with Noted. N
0 rtin | and wor legally compliantasit | o | Consistent Hadleigh Farmland Group have Ans councillors conduct
2 d fails to consider with national their own views and opinions, were with regards to public
5- strategic alternatives, policy which have been constantly d consultation
0 like North West abused by councillors on social
0 Thundersley, which media, to discredit me and the
0 has been excluded, campaign, which continued
2 the Biodiversity and during the consultation process,

environmental
protection needs
strengthening, there is
no credible five-year
housing land supply
and a lack of evidence
on cross-boundary

even into the last week. The SHF
campaign group held a social
event, at 2.15pm on Saturday
20th September, to discuss
various points including the local
plan consultation, and residents
were intimidated by three PIP
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infrastructure with a
duty to cooperate. The
policy of not building
on the Greenbelt is
biased and
predetermined.

councillors that turned up
outside, in an attempt to
discredit our opinions, who were
handing out their own leaflets
was a blatant attempt to
undermine public participation in
the consultation, to deter
residents from providing their
views and engaging in the
consultation process, thus
weakening the plan's justification
and effectiveness, see attached
photos. This means they only
want responses from the
community that they approve of
and their own leafletwas a
fabricated biased view of
political ideology, with
predetermination setin most
paragraphs, if you accept one
piece of Greenbelt, you accept
them all, and political parties
and councillors are fully entitled
to have views, which is
predisposition, but when that
agenda and those views affect
your decisions making process it
is predetermination, see the
leaflet attached. This should be
investigated by the inspector.
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1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg c Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Thedraft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Fails to consider Duty to N
0 rtin | and legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of Thundersley Ans strategic alternatives, Cooperate
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were like North West addressed in the
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d Thundersley. Duty to
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, Infrastructure Delivery | Cooperate
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site Plan has not identified | Statement and
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 the infrastructure supporting
3 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. required to meet the Statements of
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the demands of new Common
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ developmentin NW Ground.
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites Thundersley. The Consideration of
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park Council have made no | All Sites
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. attempt to work Allreasonable
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the positively with option sites were
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site developers and considered in
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of landowners, the Strategic
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading neighbouring Land Availability
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA authorities, Essex Assessment
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. County Council, and (SLAA) and the
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the infrastructure Sustainability
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing providers throughout Appraisal (SA).
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 the planning process to | North-West
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with consider the viability of | Thundersley
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at NW Thundersley Northwest
sites have been added, despite a | 1050, Benfleet The biodiversity and Thundersley was

six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified, the NPPF guidelines
state development should be
directed away from areas at
highest risk of flooding, SUDS
measures are not appropriate for
Canvey Island’s unique
geography and drainage
infrastructure, the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led, and the number
of Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

The plan needs amending as this
unsound plan, for 6,200 homes,

at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000

environmental
protection needs
strengthening.

There is no credible
five-year housing land
supply, nor does it
meet the housing
target for Castle Point.
Lack of evidence on
cross-boundary
infrastructure with a
duty to cooperate.
The policy of not
building on the
Greenbelt is biased
and
predetermined.Greenb
elt sites need total
protection from
government
intervention.

considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC setout the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
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will put all Castle Point The planis based on Thundersley was
Greenbelt sites at risk to the total over not preferred.
speculative development and all development of urban Housing
our precious Greenbelt sites sites policy acrossthe | Numbers
need total protection from borough, especially on | Through robust
government intervention. The Canvey, which was not | technical
planis based on the total over resident led. This over evidence as
development of urban sites development policy outlined in the
policy across the borough, will affect the highways | Housing
especially on Canvey, which was and traffic, the lack of Capacity Topic
not resident led. This over infrastructure, sewage | Paper August
development policy will affect and drainage, and 2025, CPBC has
the highways and traffic, the lack flooding implications. identified
of infrastructure, sewage and Add North West through a

drainage, and flooding
implications. Adding the North
West Thundersley site as an
alternative, gives us the housing
numbers required, and we can
reduce the over development of
our urban sites.

Thundersley site, 187
Ha, as a Greenbelt,
Grey Belt, Brownfield
site option for 7500
homes.

Add the Greenbelt/
Grey Belt sites of Kings
Park HO31.

Add the Greenbelt site
of Land East of Manor
Trading S0145 SHLAA
2018.

Reduce the urban
housing target to 3500
from 6200, with
Canvey at 1050,
Benfleet at 347,
Thundersley at 643,
and Hadleigh at 305,
keeping Existing
Commitments 480,
and Windfall
Allowance 675.

Total housing target of
11,000

housing strategy
of urban
intensification
and regeneration
sufficient sites
10 6,196 homes
through the
planned period.
CPBC realises
that thisis
considerably
less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.

Housing Supply:
See housing
topic paper. Plan
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to provide for
rolling 5 year
housing land
supply

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2.

The Green Belt
Assessment July
2025 reviewed
all potential
sites within
Castle Point’s
Green Belt,
these sites were
then considered
against further
criteria
including:
environmental
and heritage
designations,
flood risk,
highways issues
which impact
viability,
sustainability as
well as having
regard for the
Essex LNRS and
strategic
opportunity
areas for
biodiversity
improvements.
Any potential
grey belt sites
identified within
the Green Belt
Assessment July
2025, were
reviewed.
However, none
were considered
suitable for
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development as
outlined in the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.

Flooding and
infrastructure
covered by
policies and
supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Highways

Impacts
The plan has

been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
interventions.
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R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
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Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes HAD | No | The draft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Objecting to Had4 due | Traffic Capacity | N
0 rtin | and 4 legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of | Thundersley Ans to: Any application
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were Traffic capacity on forhomes on
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d Scrub Lane this site will have
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, Parking capacity on to comply with
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site Scrub Lane policy T6 which
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 Density out of ensures that
4 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. character development
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the proposals offer
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ safe access to
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites the highway. Any
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park proposal will
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. also have to
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the comply with T5
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site to ensure
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of sufficient
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading highway impact
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA mitigation.
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018.
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the Parking Capacity
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing Any application
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 forhomes on
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with this site will have
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at to comply with

sites have been added, despite a
six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding

1050, Benfleet
at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000

policy T7 which
requires the
EPOA Parking
Guidance (Part 1
and 2) to be
implemented.

Density

The density
chosen for this
site was
informed by the
Density and
Capacity Study
July 2025,
please see this
for further
details.
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implications.

The Had4 Policy is a perfect
example of the over development
urban policy, with an unrealistic
proposalfor 114 homes, using
the Castle Point Density and
Capacity Study, and a 100dph
urban guide, in a residential area
of housing currently having
homes at 20dph. Housing on this
site at 100dph would equate to
six blocks of flats, four flats per
floor, and four stories high, which
is out of character for the area.
The statement that the frontage
of the development is designed
to reflect the character of Scrub
Lane, is a complete fabrication,
as the houses opposite relates to
approx. 15dph and it will never
match the current street scene.
The addition of 114 homes, and
over 200 cars, would cause
major issues at the Scrub Lane /
Rectory Rod traffic lights. This
resident led local plan said
protect the Greenbelt and use
the Brownfield sites, but the
resident's responses did not say
to destroy those areas like Scrub
Lane with over development. This
policy is the perfect reason why
you need to add the North West
Thundersley site as an
alternative site, that gives us the
housing numbers required,
driven by an infrastructure first
policy and we can reduce the
over development of our urban
sites across the borough.
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1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg c Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes HAD | No | The draft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Objecting to HAD3 due | Policy HAD3and | N
0 rtin | and 3 legally compliantasit | o | Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of | Thundersley Ans to loss of NHS building | Infral both
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were safeguard the
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d replacement of
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, community
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site facilities by
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 ensuring that an
5 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. alternative is
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the provided and
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ that the NHS
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites building is
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park surplus to
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. requirement.
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the Should the NHS
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site decide that they
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of need this
duty to cooperate. The sites”, you have not considered Manor Trading building the

policy of not building
on the Greenbelt is
biased and
predetermined.

all sites, as Greenbelt sites under
100 homes were excluded, sites
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored,
using only Brownfield sites, and
the exclusion of North West
Thundersley undermines the
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt
sites have been added, despite a
six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding

S0145 SHLAA
2018.

Reduce the
urban housing
target to 3500
from 6200, with
Canvey at
1050, Benfleet
at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000
Remove the
Had3 Hadleigh
Clinic site from
the local plan

proposed site
would not be
built upon.
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implications.

The Had3 Policy is a perfect
example of the over development
urban policy, with an unrealistic
and unwanted proposal for 14
homes. The Hadleigh Clinic is
used by many local elderly
residents from Hadleigh, who
have no transport available, who
walk to these clinics, and there
will be no local alternative
provided elsewhere nearby. The
levels of health service provision
must be maintained or improved
with a local health hub but not
removed. There is no justification
to close this clinic, to re-provided
the same service elsewhere in
the Hadleigh area, and we have
no local health hub. This local
planis just picking ludicrous
sites to fulfill its urban brownfield
only site selection policy, which
unbelievably used Al for that site
selection. With reference to
Policy Infra3, Improving Health
and Wellbeing, paragraph 19.41
states, there are currently four
community clinics in Castle
Point, so with the Had3 & Thun3A
policies these will be reduced by
50% and paragraph 19.42 states,
there is currently a deficit in GP
practice space in Castle Point.
and as new residential
development is permitted, new
healthcare space is required,
which contradicts the Had3 &
Thun3A policies.
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1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg c Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes c7 No | The draft plan is not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Dredge Canvey Lake Policy C7 N
0 rtin | and legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of | Thundersley Ans Policy C7 Agrees with comments
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were improving the Canvey noted
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d Lake area being master | Flooding and
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, planned as a multi- infrastructure
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site functional well-used covered by
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 green space. policies and
6 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. supporting
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the Development should evidence inthe
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ be directed away from | form of the SFRA
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites areas at highestrisk of | and IDP,
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park flooding, SUDS includingin
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. measures are not relation to
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the appropriate for Canvey | Canvey.
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site Island’s unique SUDs
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of geography and Policy SD3
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading drainage covers SuDs and
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA infrastructure, the part 3 states
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. proposed 3316 urban they must reflect
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the homes for Canvey is and respond to
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing not resident led, and site
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 the number of Canvey | circumstances
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with West homes puts and have regard
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at residents in the Eastat | tothe ECC SuDS
sites have been added, despite a | 1050, Benfleet risk with emergency design Guide for
six month delay to review, alack | at347, evacuation Essex. Canvey
of evidence that our area cannot | Thundersley at procedures. SuDS options
meet the high housing target, and | 643, and Over development have been
the gap has not been robustly Hadleigh at policy will affect the considered
justified, the NPPF guidelines 305, keeping highways and traffic, through the
state development should be Existing the lack of SFRA.
directed away from areas at Commitments infrastructure,
highest risk of flooding, SUDS 480, and sewage and drainage,
measures are not appropriate for | Windfall and flooding
Canvey Island’s unique Allowance 675. implications.

geography and drainage
infrastructure, the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led, and the number
of Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to

Total housing
target of
11,000
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speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding
implications.

| do agree with Policy C7 about
improving the Canvey Lake area
and will be master planned as a
multi-functional well-used green
space. This will deliver an
increased capacity of the Lake
from dredging for flood water
storage (attenuation area),
reducing flood risk to those living
on the periphery of the lake, a
long-term management plan of
the lake to ensure the flood
mitigation remains effective,
improvements to water quality, a
long-term management plan to
maintain high quality water
standards, enhancements to the
habitat surrounding the lake, an
environment to create an
attractive and functional area,
and also identified as an area of
particular importance for
biodiversity within the Essex
Local Nature Recovery Strategy
which is protected and where
possible enhanced.

| concur with the many
statements made within this
policy, that Canvey Island suffers
from high levels of surface water
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flood risk, and during times of
higher rainfall Canvey Lake
becomes an important
depository for excess rainwater,
that poor water quality is unsafe
for users, animals and
biodiversity to thrive, we need to
further improve the natural
environment in this area and
achieve the best outcomes for
the natural environment, and
that further work should be
undertaken into the functionality
of the lake and how water
quality, with surface water runoff
contaminates, should be
managed and maintained in the
future, that the Canvey Island 6
Point Plan was undertaken in
2015, which identified Canvey
Lake as an important asset in
managing flood water on the
Island, particularly during storm
events, and recommended that
the capacity of the lake should
be investigated, addressed, and
achieved through dredging and
re-profiling the banks of the lake
to provide additional storage
capacity, with planned regular
maintenance, which would
provide huge benefits for the
surrounding homes, which are
impacted by flooding in this area,
and that Canvey Lake acts as a
habitat to many different wildlife,
including waterbirds and some
aquatic life, there are risks to
wildlife due to the water quality,
however, there are huge
opportunities to improve this
through management of the
water and to enhance wildlife
through creation of new and
improved habitats. This is the
vision we need for Canvey Lake.
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1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes HOU | No | The draft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Policy Hou5: Noted. N
0 rtin | and 5 legally compliantasit | o | Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of | Thundersley Ans Concentrations of
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were older people increases
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d pressure on health
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, services but HO31
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site could offer a doctor's
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 surgery as part of the
7 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. S106 agreement
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31.
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the

on cross-boundary
infrastructure with a
duty to cooperate. The
policy of not building
on the Greenbelt is
biased and
predetermined.

policy", is solely based on the
"over development of Brownfield
sites", you have not considered
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under
100 homes were excluded, sites
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored,
using only Brownfield sites, and
the exclusion of North West
Thundersley undermines the
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt
sites have been added, despite a
six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified, the NPPF guidelines
state development should be
directed away from areas at
highest risk of flooding, SUDS
measures are not appropriate for
Canvey Island’s unique
geography and drainage
infrastructure, the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led, and the number
of Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to

Greenbelt site
of Land East of
Manor Trading
S0145 SHLAA
2018.

Reduce the
urban housing
target to 3500
from 6200, with
Canvey at
1050, Benfleet
at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000
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speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding
implications.

The Houb Policy states, new park
homes will only be supported on
existing Park Home sites, and
concentrations of older people
increases pressure on health
services but HO31 could offer a
doctor's surgery as part of the
5106 agreement. All our homes
are robust, make provision for
cold weather and risk from
flooding. The Hou5 Policy states,
that the siting of most park
homes on the existing sites will
not require new planning consent
as their provision is permitted
under the existing consents for
the use of the site as a caravan
park. We can fully support a
policy that adds homes to the
local plan, in the right place, but
the Hou5 Policy should allow
further development which
improves the overall site
environment for the local
residents. The local plan has
included Thorney Bay
development for 173 homes, so
what makes the HO31 site any
different.
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1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes B8 No | The draft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Concern for the Businessesiin Policy B8
0 rtin | and legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of | Thundersley Ans businesses currently operation Page 63
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were operating at manor The purpose of insert
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d trading estate policy B8 is not map to be
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, Lack of engagement to remove updated
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site with businesses employment to reflect
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 Forcing businesses opportunities policy
8 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. onto canvey from the map
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the Innacurate mapping as | borough, itis a (removing
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ MTE is 12.5ha not 14ha | way to bring 4
strengthening, there is Co Grey Belt sites Not suitable for investment and bungalow
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park housing regeneration to sinthe
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. an area of which | south
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the the urban west
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site environment corner).
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of could be
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading improved. The
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA allocation
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. specifies a
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the requirement of
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing atleast 10%
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 increase in
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with industrial and
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at commercial

sites have been added, despite a
six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding

1050, Benfleet
at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000
Remove Manor
Trading
Industrial
Estate site from
the plan.

building floor
space.ltdoes
notintent for the
loss of jobs,
buisnesses or
buisness
commercial
spaces. The
purpose of this
allocationis not
to relocate any
businessess.

Lack of
engagement
with buisnesses
The owner of the
site submitted
the land through
the call for sites.
If an application
for development
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implications.

The inclusion of the Manor
Trading Estate (MTE) as a
brownfield site for development
into a mixed use housing and
industrial area has not fully
considered the impact on micro,
small, medium and large
businesses currently operating
on the estate that are currently
renting property or own their own
site, there is no assessment of
how they will be able to
operationally or financially
continue to operate, should they
be forced to move to new
premises or have restrictions
placed on their existing
operations in the future, due to
the proximity of new residential
properties.

This B8 policy is not evidence
based, as | believe there has
been poor engagement verging
on negligent engagement, and
officers have not engaged with
the majority of the 120
businesses on MTE. The B8
Policy for MTE will result in
restricted economic growth,
reduction in protected
employment area,
unemployment, force business
to move to Canvey, and housing
over employmentis not an
option. This policy is not
evidence based, but records
show poor engagement verging
on negligent engagement, and
officers have not engaged with
the majority of the 120
businesses on the MTE. CPBC
vision is to create an
environment that promotes

is submitted to
the council the
buisnesses will
all be consulted.
Further to this
there have been
multiple
consultations on
the Castle Point
Plan where
anyone has been
welcome to
comment.
Please see the
consultation
statements for
more
information on
how these were
publicised.

Innacurate
mapping
Comments
noted. A
modification will
be added to
update the insert
map on page 63
to reflect the
policies map
which excludes
the four
bungalows
fronting onto
churchroad. The
14ha of
employment
land is still
accurate as this
issolelya
measurement
for employment
land.

Housing
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business on MTE, by removing a suitability
25% of its employment space for Policy B8
housing. This vision will mean requires a
MTE businesses will be forced to masterplan to
move to Canvey employment ensure that the
zones, as previously suggested location of
that any increase in commercial/ housing within
industrial area could be the site is
accommodated on Canvey. ECC suitable and
will relay objections in that any ensures that
residential units near protected residential
facilities will undoubtably amenity is not
increase noise complaints. impacted.

CPBC’s Officers Mapping area
the MTE is incorrect and
misleads the public,as MTE is a
max of 12.5 Ha and not the 14 Ha
stated, as it does not include the
properties which all front Church
Road. The MTE Road & footways
network is privately owned, so
who will fund the new roads,
footways and cycle paths across
private land. The future plans for
Manor Trading Industrial estate
needs a fully supported, full
economic regeneration of the
estate, and there is no reasoned
justification for using the Manor
Trading Industrial estate for
housing, with business
integrated with residential
homes.
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1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes c4 No | The draft plan is not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Objects to C4 because: | Businessesin N
0 rtin | and legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meet two of | Thundersley Ans impact on buisnesses operation
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were shouldn’t have housing | The purpose of
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d on this site policy C4 is not
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, to remove
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site employment
0 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 opportunities
9 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. from the
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the borough, itisa
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ way to bring
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites investment and
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park regeneration to
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. an area of which
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the the urban
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site environment
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of could be
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading improved. The
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA allocation
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. specifies a
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the requirement of
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing atleast 10%
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 increase in
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with industrial and
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at commercial

sites have been added, despite a
six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified, the NPPF guidelines
state development should be
directed away from areas at
highest risk of flooding, SUDS
measures are not appropriate for
Canvey Island’s unique
geography and drainage
infrastructure, the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led, and the number
of Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to

1050, Benfleet
at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000.
Remove
Charfleets
Industrial
Estate site from
the plan.

building floor
space.ltdoes
not intent for the
loss of jobs,
buisnesses or
buisness
commercial
spaces. The
purpose of this
allocation is not
to relocate any
businessess.

Housing
suitability
Policy C4
requires a
masterplan to
ensure that the
location of
housing within
the site is
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speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding
implications.

The inclusion of the Charfleets
Industrial estate as a brownfield
site for development into a mixed
use housing and industrial area
has not fully considered the
impact on micro, small, medium
and large businesses currently
operating on the estate that are
currently renting property or own
their own site, there is no
assessment of how they will be
able to operationally or
financially continue to operate,
should they be forced to move to
new premises or have
restrictions placed on their
existing operations in the future,
due to the proximity of new
residential properties. This policy
is not evidence based, as |
believe there has been poor
engagement verging on negligent
engagement, and officers have
not engaged with the majority on
the businesses on the Charfleets
Industrial estate. The future
plans for Charfleets Industrial
estate needs a fully supported,
full economic regeneration of the
estate, and there is no reasoned
justification for using the

suitable and
ensures that
residential
amenity is not
impacted.
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Charfleets Industrial estate for
housing, with business
integrated with residential
homes.
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes SP3 No | The draft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | Yes | Not | Yes | A Fails to consider Duty to N
0 rtin | and legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meettwo of | Thundersley Ans strategic alternatives, Cooperate
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were like North West addressed in the
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d Thundersley. Duty to
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, Infrastructure Delivery | Cooperate
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site Plan has notidentified | Statementand
1 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 the infrastructure supporting
0 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. required to meet the Statements of
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the demands of new Common
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ developmentin NW Ground.
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites Thundersley. The Consideration of
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park Councilhave made no | AllSites
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31. attempt to work All reasonable
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the positively with option sites were
on cross-boundary policy", is solely based on the Greenbelt site developers and considered in
infrastructure with a "over development of Brownfield | of Land East of landowners, the Strategic
duty to cooperate. The sites", you have not considered Manor Trading neighbouring Land Availability
policy of not building all sites, as Greenbelt sites under | S0145 SHLAA authorities, Essex Assessment
on the Greenbelt is 100 homes were excluded, sites | 2018. County Council, and (SLAA) and the
biased and on SHLAA 2018 were ignored, Reduce the infrastructure Sustainability
predetermined. using only Brownfield sites, and urban housing providers throughout Appraisal (SA).
the exclusion of North West target to 3500 the planning processto | North-West
Thundersley undermines the from 6200, with consider the viability of | Thundersley
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Canvey at NW Thundersley Northwest
sites have been added, despitea | 1050, Benfleet There is no credible Thundersley was

six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly

at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at

five-year housing land
supply, nor does it
meet the housing
target for Castle Point.

considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
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justified, the NPPF guidelines 305, keeping Lack of evidence on ECC set out the
state development should be Existing cross-boundary reasons why the
directed away from areas at Commitments infrastructure with a siteisnota
highest risk of flooding, SUDS 480, and duty to cooperate. preferred
measures are not appropriate for | Windfall The policy of not alternative for
Canvey Island’s unique Allowance 675. building on the allocation and
geography and drainage Total housing Greenbelt is biased also the August
infrastructure, the proposed target of and 2025 North West
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | 11,000 predetermined.Greenb | Thundersley
not resident led, and the number elt sites need total transport
of Canvey West homes puts protection from evidence. In
residents in the East at risk with government addition,

emergency evacuation
procedures.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding
implications.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan
has not identified the
infrastructure required to meet
the demands of new
developmentin NW Thundersley.
The Council have made no
contributions towards the
provision of infrastructure
required to make a development
proposal acceptable in planning
terms for NW Thundersley. The
Council have made no attempt to
work positively with developers
and landowners, neighbouring

intervention.

The planis based on
the total over
development of urban
sites policy across the
borough, especially on
Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy
will affect the highways
and traffic, the lack of
infrastructure, sewage
and drainage, and
flooding implications.
Add North West
Thundersley site.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Housing
Numbers
Through robust
technical
evidence as
outlined in the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025, CPBC has
identified
through a
housing strategy
of urban
intensification
and regeneration
sufficient sites
106,196 homes
through the
planned period.
CPBC realises
that thisis
considerably
less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
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authorities, Essex County need but

Council and infrastructure
providers throughout the
planning process to consider the
viability of NW Thundersley. The
Council will also have regard to
Essex County Council’s (ECC)
Developers’ Guide to
Infrastructure Contributions.
ECC play an importantrole as an
infrastructure provider in Castle
Point. The IDP fail to address the
infrastructure needs to meet the
growth within the Borough, with a
development on the scale of NW
Thundersley.

ECC have had no plan to review
over the NW Thundersley, and
the council continue to
categorically state that access
from the A130 is not viable, and
Essex County Council refuse to
permit an access to the A130 but
plans show a scheme was
positively discussed by CPBC,
ECC and Basildon Council many
years ago, but this has been
ignored, see attached photo. This
scheme shows what can be
achieved with dialogue, the
intention to progress positively
and working in partnership. The
ECC website states, in their
Development Management
Policy, all proposals are
assessed and determined in
relation to the Development
Management Route Hierarchy
Policies, where vehicular access
is accepted in principle, the
number of access points will be
keptto a minimum and new
access points will be designed
and constructed in accordance
with the current standards,

considers based
on the evidence
that thisis a
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.

Housing Supply:
See housing
topic paper. Plan
to provide for
rolling 5 year
housing land
supply

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2.

The Green Belt
Assessment July
2025 reviewed
all potential
sites within
Castle Point’s
Green Belt,
these sites were
then considered
against further
criteria
including:
environmental
and heritage
designations,
flood risk,
highways issues
which impact
viability,
sustainability as
well as having
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where existing access is to be
used substandard accesses will
be improved and/or upgraded in
accordance with the current
standards for the category of
road, and all proposals are
assessed and determined
against current standards for the
category of road having regard to
the capacity, safety and
geometry of the highway
network. The NW Thundersley
site should be added as an
alternative, with 50% of the area
on the call for sites and 50% of
the areais grey belt factoring in
PDL, but not one site has been
added to the local plan.

regard for the
Essex LNRS and
strategic
opportunity
areas for
biodiversity
improvements.
Any potential
grey belt sites
identified within
the Green Belt
Assessment July
2025, were
reviewed.
However, none
were considered
suitable for
development as
outlined in the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.

Flooding and
infrastructure
covered by
policies and
supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

Highways

Impacts
The plan has

been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
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interventions.
SUDs
Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual Ma | Engl Yes THU | No | The draft planis not N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | Yes | Not | Yes | A Objecting to THUN3 Policy THUN3 N
0 rtin | and N3 legally compliantasit | o Consistent policy, as it doesn’t meettwo of | Thundersley Ans because: required the
2 fails to consider with national the national planning policy site, 187 Ha, as were Accessible clinic NHS to provide
5- strategic alternatives, policy standards, which are meeting the | a Greenbelt, d should not be removed | assurance that
0 like North West housing target of 11,662 for Grey Belt, the site is
0 Thundersley, which Castle Point, with 6,200 being Brownfield site surplus to
1 has been excluded, only 53% of the target, and site option for 7500 requirements
1 the Biodiversity and selection ignores Greenbelt / homes. and that the
environmental Grey Belt against new NPPF Add the services can be
protection needs guidelines. Greenbelt/ provided
strengthening, there is Grey Belt sites elsewhere
no credible five-year Itis not justified as your site of Kings Park nearby.
housing land supply selection strategy is biased HO31.
and a lack of evidence towards a "no greenbelt build Add the

on cross-boundary
infrastructure with a
duty to cooperate. The
policy of not building
on the Greenbelt is
biased and
predetermined.

policy", is solely based on the
"over development of Brownfield
sites", you have not considered
all sites, as Greenbelt sites under
100 homes were excluded, sites
on SHLAA 2018 were ignored,
using only Brownfield sites, and
the exclusion of North West

Greenbelt site
of Land East of
Manor Trading
S0145 SHLAA
2018.

Reduce the
urban housing
target to 3500
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Thundersley undermines the
claim, no Greenbelt / Grey Belt
sites have been added, despite a
six month delay to review, a lack
of evidence that our area cannot
meet the high housing target, and
the gap has not been robustly
justified.

An unsound plan will put all
Greenbelt sites at risk to
speculative development and all
our precious Greenbelt sites
need total protection from
government intervention. The
policy is based on the total over
development of urban sites
across the borough, especially
on Canvey, which was not
resident led. This over
development policy will affect
the highways and traffic, the lack
of infrastructure, sewage and
drainage, and flooding
implications.

The Thun3A Policy is a perfect
example of the over development
urban policy, with an unrealistic
and unwanted proposal for 24
homes. The Thundersley Clinic is
used by many local elderly
residents from Thundersley, who
have no transport available, who
walk to these clinics, and there
will be no local alternative
provided elsewhere nearby. The
levels of health service provision
must be maintained or improved
with a local health hub but not
removed. There is no justification
to close this clinic, to re-provided
the same service elsewhere in
the Thundersley area, and we
have no local health hub. This
local plan is just picking

from 6200, with
Canvey at
1050, Benfleet
at 347,
Thundersley at
643, and
Hadleigh at
305, keeping
Existing
Commitments
480, and
Windfall
Allowance 675.
Total housing
target of
11,000
Remove the
Thun3A
Thundersley
Clinic site from
the local plan
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ludicrous sites to fulfill its over
development urban brownfield
only site selection policy, which
unbelievably used Al for that site
selection. With reference to
Policy Infra3, Improving Health
and Wellbeing, paragraph 19.41
states, there are currently four
community clinics in Castle
Point, so with the Had3 & Thun3A
policies these will be reduced by
50% and paragraph 19.42 states,
there is currently a deficitin GP
practice space in Castle Point.
and as new residential
development is permitted, new
healthcare space is required,
which contradicts the Had3 &
Thun3A policies.
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1 | Individual Har | Engl Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A Not meeting housing Housing Need N
0 ry and strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans target The Council
7 like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, reduce the were | wer No five year housing undertook a
2- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores urban housing d ed land supply Local Housing
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | target by half. North West Needs
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Thundersley Assessmentin
0 Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 Itis not justified, the site Supports HAD2 which identified
selection strategy is biased and Wants policy C6 for aneed for
predetermined towards a "no Hadleigh around 255

Greenbelt build policy", itis
solely based on the "over
development of Brownfield
sites", has not considered all
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey
Belt sites added, and the
exclusion of the North West
Thundersley site.

| do totally agree with Had2
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm
area, which states this site as
environmental, recreational,
nature recovery, biodiversity,
agricultural, farming activities,
nature conservation, SSSI,
Ramsar site, ecological
restoration, habitat creation and
connectivity, protection as an
open space, promoting the
heritage site, the Castle, and
whatever is planned for this site
in the future does not have a
significantimpact on the
landscape or the Greenbelt.

| also agree the Had2 Policy is
about protecting this Greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, but this unsound
plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the
Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development, with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of

homes per year
in Castle Point.
Changes to the
NPPF in
December 2024,
removed the
ability for
Councilstoseta
lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and wildlife, out of
character, open space, heritage,
archaeology, promoting historic
links, and use grey belt first. Any
development on this site effects
both Hadleigh and the
neighbouring area of Leigh on
Sea. | can fully support this Had2
Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

provision for
around 364 new
homes a year
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
onthe 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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above.
Support for
HAD2 Noted.

A policy for the
Green Lungin
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
safeguarded by
policy HAD6
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1 | Not Har | Engl Not c7 No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add North West | No | Not A Supports Policy C7 - Support noted. N
0 | Answered ry and Answe strategic alternatives o | Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans Canvey Lake
7 red like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, reduce the were Wants the lake to be
2- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores urban housing d dredged
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | target by half,
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Dredge Canvey
0 Lake !!
2 Itis not justified, the site

selection strategy is biased and
predetermined towards a "no
Greenbelt build policy", itis
solely based on the "over
development of Brownfield
sites", has not considered all
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey
Belt sites added, and the
exclusion of the North West
Thundersley site, the NPPF
guidelines state development
should be directed away from
areas at highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are not
appropriate for Canvey Island’s
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure, the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led, and the number
of Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

This over development policy for
Canvey will affect highways and
traffic, the lack of infrastructure,
sewage and poor drainage
system on Canvey, and enhance
the flood risks to Canvey Lake.

| do agree with Policy C7 about
improving the Canvey Lake. This
needs to deliver an increased
capacity of the Lake from
dredging for flood water storage,
reduce the flood risk, a long-term
management plan of the lake,
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improve and maintain water
quality, enhancements to the
habitat surrounding the lake, an
environment to create an
attractive and functional area,
and also identified as an area of
particular importance for
biodiversity within the Essex
Local Nature Recovery Strategy.

| concur with the many
statements made within this
policy, that Canvey Island suffers
from high levels of surface water
flood risk, and with higher rainfall
Canvey Lake becomes an
important depository for excess
rainwater, poor water quality is
unsafe for users, animals and
biodiversity to thrive, we need to
further improve this natural
environment, and how surface
water runoff contaminates
should be managed, the Canvey
Island 6 Point Plan was
undertaken in 2015, about
Canvey and recommended the
capacity of the lake should be
investigated and achieved
through to provide additional
storage capacity, and that
Canvey Lake acts as a habitat to
many different wildlife, including
waterbirds and some aquatic life
with the risks to wildlife due to
the water quality. This is the
vision we need for Canvey Lake.
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Individual

Mar
tin

Engli
sh

Hou

The Houb Policy states, new park
homes will only be supported on
existing Park Home sites. All our
homes are robust, make
provision for cold weather and
risk from flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow further
development which improves the

No

Policy HOUS5 should
make provision for
improved site
environment for the
local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
the sites
environment
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overall site environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Mar | Engli SP3 | No | consider the Castle No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | The following No No five year housing Five Year Y - Policy
3 tin | sh Point Plan Regulation Consistent policy, it doesn't meet the modifications land supply Housing Land SD3(3)
5 19 Draft to not be with National housing target for Castle Point, are necessary North West Supply
4- legally compliant, as it Policy and site selection ignores to make the Thundersley shgould The Councilis 3.
0 has failed to consider Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Castle Point have been included currently relying | Proposals
0 strategic alternatives NPPF guidelines. It is not Plan Regulation Approach to on the 1998 must
0 like North West justified, the site selection 19 Draft legally Green/Grey Belt Adopted Local demonstr
2 Thundersley and it has strategy is biased and compliant and NPPF guidelines state Plan which does | ate how
no credible five-year predetermined towards a "no sound. Add development should not have up to the SuDS
housing land supply. Greenbelt build policy", itis North West be directed away from | date policieson | feature(s)
solely based on the "over Thundersley areas at highestrisk of | housing supply, | reflect
development of Brownfield site, 187 Ha, as flooding, consequently, and
sites", has not considered all a Greenbelt, SUDS measures are the five-year respond
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Grey Belt, not appropriate for housing land to the site
Belt sites added, and the Brownfield site Canvey Island's unique | supply position circumst
exclusion of the North West option for 7500 geography and is calculated ances,
Thundersley site, the NPPF homes. Reduce drainage using the landscap
guidelines state development the urban infrastructure. Government’s e
should be directed away from housing target Standard character
areas at highest risk of flooding, to 3500 from method. and the
SUDS measures are not 6200, with However, once a | green-
appropriate for Canvey Island's Canvey at new plan is blue
unique geography and drainage 1050. Total place, the infrastruc
infrastructure, the proposed housing target housing targetis | ture
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | of 11,000. set by that plan network,
not resident led. and not the and have
Government’s regard to
Standard Essex
method. The County
five-year housing | Council’s
land supply SuDS
position is Design
calculated from | Guide for
that target. Itis Essex
therefore and the
important that Castle
we continue to Point
progress the Strategic
Castle Point Flood
Plan. The Castle | Risk
Point Plan will Assessm
provide arolling | ent
5year housing (SFRA).
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land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increases in
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Planis adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
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paper.
North West
Thundersley
North West

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
inthe Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
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guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
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additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.
Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Flooding

Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA),
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
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circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual Mar | Engli C4 The number of Canvey West No Development at West The safety of all N
3 tin | sh homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
5 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
4- evacuation procedures procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
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1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
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1 | Individual Lili | Eniff SP3 | No This is the response No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Plan is unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
1 an | er from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | —Government Schedule
7 Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
3- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard inrelation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt/ Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt/ Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Houb sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over 106,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt/ Grey Belt considerably
strategic alternatives appropriate for Canvey Island's sites added, and the less housing
like North West unique geography and drainage exclusion of the North | than the
Thundersley and it has infrastructure , the proposed West Thundersley site, | Standard
no credible five-year 3316 urban homes for Canvey is the NPPF guidelines Method housing
housing land supply. not resident led state development need but

should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canvey is not resident
led

considers based
on the evidence
that thisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
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All reasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.

Flooding
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1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg c Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
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Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).
SUDs
Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual Lili | Eniff Hou The plan has included Policy HOUS5 should Comments N
1 an | er 5 Thorney Bay make provision for noted. Policy
7 development for 173 improved site HOUS does not
3- homes, so what makes environment for the restrict
0 the HO31 site any local residents improvement to
0 different. The Hou5 the sites
0 Policy states, new park environment
2 homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Lili | Eniff C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safetyofall | N
1 an | er homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
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7 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
3- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
0 | Individual bra | evan Yes SP3 | No N | Positively Too many houses allocated to Forthe housing | No | Not | Not Density Density N
6 d s o prepared canvey island. With no thought of | allocation to be Ans | Ans Third road onto Canvey | The densities
7 infrastructure or people's quality | fairly spread were | wer Green Belt on the chosen for the
0- of life. Having so many houses over the d ed mainland should be sites within the
0 built. potentially another 6000 borough.Maybe released Plan were
0 cars converging on one Hadleigh farm informed by the
0 roundabout. There is absolutely should be Density and
1 no thought for the residents of looked at Capacity Study
canvey. If it means building on again. | July 2025,
greenbelt on the mainland to understand please see this
meet the government targets so more houses for further
be it. The amount of houses per will be built on details.

hectre on canvey is way above
any part of the borough.

canvey but not
the density it
statesin the
plan.

Third Road onto
Canvey

The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
for those access
improvements.
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The bulk of the

demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
However, the
strategic need
foraccess
improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
Essex Local
Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.

Green Belton
the mainland
The Council has
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undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
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R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
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Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
1 | Individual Dav | Eve SP3 | No This is the response No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Plan is unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
1 id from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | — Government Schedule
6 Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
3- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard inrelation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt/ Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt / Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Houb sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over 106,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,

less housing
than the
Standard
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no credible five-year
housing land supply.

3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led

the NPPF guidelines
state development
should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canveyis not resident
led

Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC setout the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
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Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
coveredin
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

O R R

Individual

Dav

Eve

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any

Policy HOUS5 should

make provision for
improved site

environment for the

local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
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0 different. The Hou5 the sites
0 Policy states, new park environment
2 homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Dav | Eve C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
1 id homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
6 atrisk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
3- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
1 | Individual Pau | Ever Yes Who | Yes | I supportthe Castle Ye | consider the Draft Plan to be Castle Point Planis Support Noted N
3 line | ett le Point Plan Draft S sound. sound and legally
8 Plan | consider the Draft compliant,
7- Plan to be legally
0 compliant
0
0
1
0 | Individual Lyn | Farr Yes SP3 | No Dear Sir/Madam, 1DO | No | Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft plan | PROPOSED Not No Housing target for Green Belt/Grey | Y- Policy
1 da |er NOT support the Castle Consistent to be sound. Reason:Thedraft | MODIFICATION | Stat Castle Point not met. belt covered SD3(3)
8 Point Plan Regulation with National local planis not justified and : Add North ed The site selection under policy
0- 19 Draft Consultation. | policy consistent with national policy. West ignores Greenbelt/ GB2. 3.
0 DO NOT consider the It doesn’t meet the housing Thundersley Grey Belt against new Allreasonable Proposals
0 draft plan to be legally target for Castle Point. The site site. NPPF guidelines. The sites considered | must
0 compliant. Reason: It selection ignores Greenbelt / selection strategy is in both the demonstr
1 fails to consider Grey Belt against new NPPF biased and supporting SLAA | ate how
strategic alternatives guidelines. The draft local plan predetermined towards | and SA the SuDS
like North West is not justified. The selection a "no greenbelt build processes. feature(s)
Thundersley. Ithasno strategy is biased and policy". The site Flooding: Flood reflect
credible five-year predetermined towards a 'no selection is based on risk covered in and
housing land supply. greenbelt build policy'. The site the "over development | policies andthe | respond
selection is based on the 'over of Brownfield sites". supporting to the site
development of Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have been | Strategic Flood circumst

226
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Not all sites have been considered. Risk Assessment | ances,
considered. No Greenbelt / Grey NPPF guidelines state (SFRA). landscap
Belt sites added, specifically with that development SUDs: Policy e
the exclusion of North West should be directed SD3 covers SuDs | character
Thundersley. NPPF guidelines away from areas at and part 3 states | and the
state that development should highest risk of flooding. | they mustreflect | green-
be directed away from areas at Sustainable Drainage and respond to blue
highest risk of flooding. measures are not site infrastruc
Sustainable Drainage measures appropriate for Canvey | circumstances ture
are not appropriate for Canvey Island's unique and have regard | network,
Island's unique geography and geography and to the ECC SuDS | and have
drainage infrastructure. The drainage design Guide for | regard to
3,316+ urban homes for Canvey infrastructure. Essex. Canvey Essex
is not resident led. The 3,316+ urban SuDS options County
homes for Canvey is have been Council’s
not resident led. considered SuDS
Canvey West homes through the Design
puts residents in the SFRA. Guide for
East at risk with Essex
emergency evacuation and the
procedures. Castle
Point
Strategic
Flood
Risk
Assessm
ent
(SFRA).
0 | Individual Lyn | Farr Yes C4 No Canvey West homes No | Not Stated Not No The number of Canvey | Needs of N
1 da |er puts residents in the Stat West homes puts emergency
8 East at risk with ed residentsin the Eastat | services
0- emergency evacuation risk with emergency consideredin
0 procedures. evacuation procedures | the supporting
0 Infrastructure
0 Delivery Plan
2 (IDP).
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0 | Individual Lyn | farre Yes SP3 | Yes | As most of us are N Additional amenities have As most of us No | Not | Not Canvey Island lack of Infrastructure N
6 da r aware the Castle Point | o not been considered, including are aware the Ans | Ans infraststructure Infrastructure
7 Local Plan has been extra medical practices, dental Castle Point were | wer Third Road needed matters
5- published and Canvey services, and new senior Local Plan has d ed Flood Risk (including
0 has been earmarked educational institutions. been published healthcare and
0 for the lion’s share of and Canvey education) are
0 development. - has been covered by
1 earmarked for policies INFRA1-
At first glance the lion’s share 6 and the
responding to the plan of supporting
consultation is not a development. Infrastructure

straightforward
process.

Therefore have
summarised the
salient points below.
Please feel free to
copy text or amend
where necessary:

Canvey Island
lacks the
infrastructure to
support this proposed
development plan for
another 3.5k new
dwellings.

This development
would impose a
significant burden on
the roads for Canvey
residents who require
access to and from
Canvey Island. There is
a single bottleneck
entrance/exit at the
Waterside
roundabout, and
current residents
often find themselves
in traffic jams for
extended periods,
even in the absence of

At first glance
responding to
the plan
consultation is
nota
straightforward
process.

Therefore have
summarised
the salient
points below.
Please feel free
to copy text or
amend where
necessary:

Canvey
Island lacks the
infrastructure
to support this
proposed
development
plan for
another 3.5k
new dwellings.

This
development
would impose
a significant
burden on the
roads for

Delivery Plan
(IDP).

Third Road

The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
for those access
improvements.
The bulk of the
demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
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any incidents.

Canvey Island is
already susceptible to
flooding. This
development would
impose an intolerable
burden on the current
drainage system.

Additional
amenities have not
been considered,
including extra
medical practices,
dental services, and
new senior
educational
institutions.

Suggestion No
further development
should take place until
an additional road is
established as an
alternative emergency
exit from the Island.

Canvey
residents who
require access
to and from
Canvey Island.
Thereisa
single
bottleneck
entrance/exit
at the
Waterside
roundabout,
and current
residents often
find
themselvesin
traffic jams for
extended
periods, even
in the absence
of any
incidents.

Canvey
Island is
already
susceptible to
flooding. This
development
would impose
anintolerable
burden on the
current
drainage
system.

Additional
amenities have
not been
considered,
including extra
medical
practices,
dental
services, and

However, the
strategic need
for access
improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
Essex Local
Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.

Flood Risk
Whilst Canvey is
atrisk of
flooding, itis not
functional flood
plainasitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
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new senior
educational
institutions.

Suggestion
No further
development
should take
place untilan
additional road
is established
asan
alternative
emergency exit
from the island

recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
including in
relation to
Canvey.
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Castle Point Planiis
sound and legally
compliant,

Support noted.
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0 | Individual Eth | Faul Yes Who | Yes | Not Stated Ye Not Stated No Castle Point Planis Support noted. N
4 an kner le S sound and legally
6 Plan compliant,
0
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Gar | Faux Yes SP3 No Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A No five year housing Five Year N
8 y strategic alternatives o Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans land supply Housing Land
0 like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were | wer North West Supply
8- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d ed Thundersley The Councilis
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, Green/Grey Belt currently relying
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Supports HAD2 on the 1998
0 Itis notjustified, the site option for 7500 Wants policy C6 for Adopted Local
1 selection strategy is biased and homes. Hadleigh Plan which does
predetermined towards a "no Reduce the not have up to
greenbelt build policy", itis urban housing date policies on
solely based on the "over target to 3500 housing supply,
development of Brownfield from 6200, with consequently,
sites", has not considered all Canvey at the five-year
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey 1050, and housing land
Belt sites added, and the Hadleigh at supply position
exclusion of the North West 305. is calculated
Thundersley site. Total housing using the
| do totally agree with Had2 target of Government’s
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm 11,000. Standard
area, which states this site as method.
environmental, recreational, However, once a
nature recovery, biodiversity, new planis
agricultural, farming activities, place, the
nature conservation, SSSI, housing target is
Ramsar site, ecological set by that plan
restoration, habitat creation and and not the
connectivity, protection as an Government’s
open space, promoting the Standard
heritage site, the Castle, and method. The
whatever is planned for this site five-year housing
in the future does not have a land supply
significantimpact on the position is

landscape or the Greenbelt.

| also agree the Had2 Policy is
about protecting this Greenbelt
site as not suitable for
development, but this unsound

calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
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plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the progress the

Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development,
needing planning objections with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of
infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and

wildlife, out of character, open
space, heritage, archaeology,
promoting historic links, and use
grey belt first. Any development
on this site effects both Hadleigh
and the neighbouring area of
Leigh on Sea. | can fully support
this Had2 Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be setout and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
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and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see

housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
inthe Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
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Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the

requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the

234



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates that a
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Support for
HAD2 Noted.

A policy for the
Green Lungin
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
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safeguarded by
policy HAD2

236



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
0 | Individual Sus | Faux Yes SP3 | No | Failed to consider N | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A No five year housing Five Year N
8 an strategic alternatives 0 Consistent policy, it doesn’t meet the Thundersley Ans | Ans land supply Housing Land
0 like North West with national housing target for Castle Point, site, 187 Ha, as were | wer North West Supply
9- Thundersley. policy and site selection ignores a Greenbelt, d ed Thundersley The Councilis
0 No credible five-year Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Grey Belt, Green/Grey Belt currently relying
0 housing land supply. NPPF guidelines. Brownfield site Supports HAD2 on the 1998
0 Itis not justified, the site option for 7500 Wants policy C6 for Adopted Local
1 selection strategy is biased and homes. Hadleigh Plan which does
predetermined towards a "no Reduce the not have up to
greenbelt build policy", itis urban housing date policies on
solely based on the "over target to 3500 housing supply,
development of Brownfield from 6200, with consequently,
sites", has not considered all Canvey at the five-year
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey 1050, and housing land
Belt sites added, and the Hadleigh at supply position
exclusion of the North West 305. is calculated
Thundersley site. Total housing using the
| do totally agree with Had2 target of Government’s
Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm 11,000. Standard
area, which states this site as method.
environmental, recreational, However, once a
nature recovery, biodiversity, new planis
agricultural, farming activities, place, the
nature conservation, SSSI, housing target is
Ramsar site, ecological set by that plan
restoration, habitat creation and and not the
connectivity, protection as an Government’s
open space, promoting the Standard
heritage site, the Castle, and method. The
whatever is planned for this site five-year housing
in the future does not have a land supply
significantimpact on the position is
landscape or the Greenbelt. calculated from
| also agree the Had2 Policy is that target. Itis
about protecting this Greenbelt therefore
site as not suitable for important that
development, but this unsound we continue to
plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the progress the

Hadleigh farmland site at risk to
speculative development,
needing planning objections with
respect to urban sprawl, it’s a
buffer zone, the effect on
highways and traffic, lack of
infrastructure, protecting our
farmland and

Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
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wildlife, out of character, open common for
space, heritage, archaeology, stepped
promoting historic links, and use increases in

grey belt first. Any development
on this site effects both Hadleigh
and the neighbouring area of
Leigh on Sea. I can fully support
this Had2 Policy with no housing
development ever on this
farmland site, and | hope the
Salvation Army agree with this
direction.

We need a C6 Policy for this
farmland site, the South
Hadleigh Green Lung, to protect
and enhance a strategic green
infrastructure asset between
Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
Inthe first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
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Thundersley
North West

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
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backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has

found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
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the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Support for
HAD2 Noted.

A policy for the
Green Lung in
Hadleigh is not
considered
necessary as the
landis
safeguarded by
policy HAD3
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Castle Point Plan is

sound and legally
compliant,

Support noted.
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0 | Individual Clai | Fenl Yes SP3 | No Dear Sir/Madam, 1DO | No | Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft plan | PROPOSED Not No Housing target for Green Belt/Grey | Y - Policy
2 re on NOT support the Castle Consistent to be sound. Reason:Thedraft | MODIFICATION | Stat Castle Point not met. belt covered SD3(3)
0 Point Plan Regulation with National local planis not justified and : Add North ed The site selection under policy
2- 19 Draft Consultation. | policy consistent with national policy. West ignores Greenbelt / GB2. 3.
0 DO NOT consider the It doesn’t meet the housing Thundersley Grey Belt against new Allreasonable Proposals
0 draft plan to be legally target for Castle Point. The site site. NPPF guidelines. The sites considered | must
0 compliant. Reason: It selection ignores Greenbelt / selection strategy is in both the demonstr
1 fails to consider Grey Belt against new NPPF biased and supporting SLAA | ate how
strategic alternatives guidelines. The draft local plan predetermined towards | and SA the SuDS
like North West is not justified. The selection a "no greenbelt build processes. feature(s)
Thundersley. Ithasno strategy is biased and policy". The site Flooding: Flood reflect
credible five-year predetermined towards a 'no selection is based on risk covered in and
housing land supply. greenbelt build policy'. The site the "over development | policies andthe | respond
selection is based on the 'over of Brownfield sites". supporting to the site
development of Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have been | Strategic Flood circumst
Not all sites have been considered. Risk Assessment | ances,
considered. No Greenbelt / Grey NPPF guidelines state (SFRA). landscap
Belt sites added, specifically with that development SUDs: Policy e
the exclusion of North West should be directed SD3 covers SuDs | character
Thundersley. NPPF guidelines away from areas at and part 3 states | and the
state that development should highest risk of flooding. | they must reflect | green-
be directed away from areas at Sustainable Drainage and respond to blue
highest risk of flooding. measures are not site infrastruc
Sustainable Drainage measures appropriate for Canvey | circumstances ture
are not appropriate for Canvey Island's unique and have regard | network,
Island's unique geography and geography and tothe ECC SuDS | and have
drainage infrastructure. The drainage design Guide for | regard to
3,316+ urban homes for Canvey infrastructure. Essex. Canvey Essex
is not resident led. The 3,316+ urban SuDS options County
homes for Canvey is have been Council’s
not resident led. considered SuDS
Canvey West homes through the Design
puts residents in the SFRA. Guide for
East at risk with Essex
emergency evacuation and the
procedures. Castle
Point
Strategic
Flood
Risk
Assessm
ent
(SFRA).
0 | Individual Clai | Fenl Yes C4 No Canvey West homes No | Not Stated Not No The number of Canvey | Needs of N
2 re on puts residents in the Stat West homes puts emergency
0 East at risk with ed residentsin the Eastat | services
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2- emergency evacuation risk with emergency considered in
0 procedures. evacuation procedures | the supporting
0 Infrastructure
0 Delivery Plan
2 (IDP).
0 | Individual Alfi | Fen Yes Who | Yes Ye Not | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
9 e ning le s Ans | Ans | Ans sound and legally
4 S Plan wer | were | wer compliant,
3- ed d ed
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Ge | Fen Yes Who | Yes Ye Not | Not | Not Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
9 org | ning le S Ans | Ans | Ans sound and legally
4 e S Plan wer | were | wer compliant,
5- ed d ed
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Car | Ferg Yes SP3 | No Dear Sir/Madam, This No | Justified, | consider the Castle Point Plan The following No | Not | No Doesn't meet the Consideration of | Y - Policy
2 ole | uson is my own personal consitent with Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications Stat housing target for All Sites: All SD3(3)
6 response to the Castle National Policy | unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary ed Castle Point. reasonable
4- Point Plan Regulation soundness, justified and to make the The draft local planis option sites were | 3.
0 19 Draft consultation. | consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point not justified. The consideredin Proposals
0 consider the Castle is not consistent with national Plan Regulation selection strategy is the Strategic must
0 Point Plan Regulation policy, it doesn’t meet the 19 Draft legally biased and Land Availability | demonstr
1 19 Draft to not be housing target for Castle Point, compliant and predetermined towards | Assessment ate how
legally compliant, as it and site selection ignores sound. Add a "no greenbelt build (SLAA) and the the SuDS
has failed to consider Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West policy". The site Sustainability feature(s)
strategic alternatives NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection is based on Appraisal (SA). reflect
like North West justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as the "over development and
Thundersley and it has strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, of Brownfield sites". North west respond
no credible five-year predetermined towards a 'no Grey Belt, Not all sites have been | Thundersley was | to the site
housing land supply. Greenbelt build policy', it is Brownfield site considered. considered but circumst
solely based on the 'over option for 7500 Add North West not preferred for | ances,
development of Brownfield sites', | homes. Thundersley site, reasons set out landscap
has not considered all sites, with | Reduce the 187Ha, a inthe SOCG e
no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites urban housing Greenbelt/Grey between CP and | character
added, and the exclusion of the target to 3500 Belt/Brownfield site ECC set out the and the
North West Thundersley site, the | from 6200, with option. reasons site not | green-
NPPF guidelines state Canvey at NPPF guidelines state currently a blue
development should be directed | 1050. that development preferred infrastruc
away from areas at highest risk of | Remove should be directed alternative for ture
flooding, SUDS measures are not | Charfleets away from areas at allocation) and network,
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appropriate for Canvey Island’s Industrial highest risk of flooding. | also the August and have
unique geography and drainage Estate site from Sustainable Drainage 2025 North West | regard to
infrastructure, the proposed the plan. Total measures are not Thundersley Essex
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | housing target appropriate for Canvey | transport County
not resident led. The inclusion of | of 11,000. Island's unique evidence. Council’s
the Charfleets Industrial estate geography and Sustainability SubDS
as a brownfield site for drainage Appraisal (Policy | Design
development into a mixed use infrastructure. SP3 option 4) Guide for
housing and industrial area has The 3,316+ urban outlines why Essex
not fully considered the impact homes for Canvey is North West and the
on micro, small, medium and not resident led. Thundersley was | Castle
large businesses currently Canvey West homes not preferred. Point
operating on the estate that are puts residents in the Strategic
currently renting property or own East at risk with Flooding: Flood Flood
their own site, thereis no emergency evacuation | risk coveredin Risk
assessment of how they will be procedures. policies andthe | Assessm
able to operationally or Object to proposals for | supporting ent
financially continue to operate, residential on Strategic Flood (SFRA).

should they be forced to move to
new premises or have
restrictions placed on their
existing operations in the future,
due to the proximity of new
residential properties. This policy
is not evidence based, as |
believe there has been poor
engagement verging on negligent
engagement, and officers have
not engaged with the majority of
the businesses on the Charfleets
Industrial estate. The future
plans for Charfleets Industrial
estate needs a fully supported,
full economic regeneration of the
estate, and there is no reasoned
justification for using the
Charfleets Industrial estate for
housing, with businesses
integrated with residential
homes. The access roads onto
Canvey Island are not sufficient
at the presenttime. Afurther
road(s) must be a priority in order
to even consider further housing
on the Island. Most of the roads
around the Island are also not

Charfleets.

Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs: Policy
SD3 covers SuDs
and part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

Charfleets:
Charfleets
Industrial Estate
isincluded
within Policy E1
which includes
the statement'
the Council will
seek to provide
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standard width which causes
problems navigating the area.
Consideration as to how the
Island’s roads would cope with
the copious amount of building
traffic that would need to access
the Island would need to be a
further priority.

and retain Class
E(g), B2 and B8
use classes or
other ‘sui
generis’ uses of
a similar
employment
nature unless it
can be
demonstrated
that there is no
reasonable
prospect for the
site to be used
for these
purposes'

-IBCDI\JO

N O OO

Individual

Car
ole

Ferg
uson

Yes

C4

No

The number of Canvey
West homes puts
residents in the East at
risk with emergency
evacuation
procedures.

No

St
at
ed

No

Not
Stat
ed

No

The number of Canvey
West homes puts
residents in the East at
risk with emergency
evacuation procedures

Needs of
emergency
services
considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).
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1 | Agent Joh | Ferg | Colle | Yes SP3 | No Introduction No Further sub area assessment of Site GB12 Yes, Site GB12 should be a Noted N
4 n uson | ctive BlueSquare Homes Ltd GB12inthe appendices again should be a site Site site thatis removed
2 Plan represents Thundersley confirms weak contributions of that is removed Bou from the Green Belt for
6- ning Investments ltd and the site to purposes a and c of from the Green ndar the reasons set out
0 owners of the site the Green Belt and no Belt for the y above, to ensure it can
0 located to the south of contribution to purpose b. The reasons set out and make an optimum
0 The Chase, conclusion states, “If the sub- above, to Rep contribution to meeting
1 Thundersley. The area were released it would be ensure it can ort housing need, and the
company unifies the unlikely to significantly harm the | make an to current approach of
ownersinto a performance of the wider Green optimum Cast the Local Plan to adopt
consortium to promote Belt due to its self-contained contribution to le a lower housing target
residential nature within the built-up area of | meeting Poin when there are
development at the Thundersley and reflecting its housing need, t developable sites that
site. Options have been isolation from the wider Green and the current Boro could be used for
granted to BlueSquare Belt.” The same site was also approach of ugh housing is unsound.
Homes Ltd by the tested at the previous Local Plan | the Local Plan Cou
owners, who empower examination. In this instance the | to adopta ncil
them to speak on Inspector concluded at para 106, | lower housing by
behalf of all those “Given the need for housing target when Phili
owners. A site location which cannot be accommodated | there are p
plan showing the land within the existing urban area developable Lewi
our client owns is and the limited harm to the sites that could S
attached at Appendix Green Belt, | find that there are be used for BA(
1. Our clientisin the exceptional circumstances for housing is Hon
process of bringing removing this site from the Green | unsound. s)
forward a residential Belt.” This is therefore one MA
led scheme through example of a recognised poor MRT
the planning process, performing Green Belt site that Pl
and has engaged with the Local Authority has chosen to an
planning officers not release from the Green Belt Insp
through a pre- for housing. This demonstrates ecto
application process that the housing target is flawed r
over the past 5 years. as they are unprepared to utilise app
The site previously Green Belt sites (that do not oint
formed part of a site meet the purposes of the Green ed
allocation for new Belt) to meet the housing need. by
housing in the previous The housing number and the the
(now withdrawn) Local position on not releasing further Secr
Plan, that was found Green Belt sites for etar
sound by an Inspector redevelopmentis therefore y of
(Inspector’s Report at unsound and an ‘exceptional’ Stat
Appendix 2). Approach departure from the standard e

to Housing Provision
The Regulation 19
Consultation refers to
the standard housing

housing target is unjustified.
Site GB12 Contribution to
Housing

Green Belt matters in relation to
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methodology target of
11,662 new homes
over the plan period or
686 dwellings per
annum. However, the
Regulation 19
Consultation sets an
alternative housing
target of 6,196 new
homes. There are a
number of reasons
given for this reduced
targetincluding the
historical low rate of
delivery, Green Belt
restrictions, and
infrastructure
constraints. The
housing target of 6,196
(almost half the
required target under
the housing standard
methodology), is
fundamentally flawed.
As set out in the NPPF,
the Government’s
objectiveis to
significantly boost the
supply of homes, with
the overall aim to meet
an area’s identified
housing need. The fact
that the Local Authority
has Green Belt land is
not a legitimate reason
to arrive atsuch a
reduced housing
target. This position
also contradicts a
previously held
position the Local
Authority took on the
release of Green Belt
land for housing under
the previous Local Plan
(that was found sound

housing targets are addressed
above. Site GB12 is used as an
example of a recognised poorly
performing Green Belt site
meeting the exceptions test for
release from the Green Belt.
However, aside from Gren Belt
considerations, this site is
considered within the SHLAA as
being viable and developable,
and therefore must be
considered as a viable option for
housing. The SHLAA confirms the
site’s suitability for development
against all criteria except for
local wildlife site ‘unknown’;
contaminated land ‘unknown’
and public open space
‘unknown’. These matters can all
be addressed through a planning
application scheme. This site is
particularly well suited to
housing as recognised by the
SHLAA, but also for the following
reasons:

Limited Contribution to Wider
Green Belt

The site is surrounded by built
development on all 4 sides. This
comprises housing to the south,
east and north, and various uses
including civic, leisure and
education to the west. Therefore,
the site is already largely
enclosed by existing
development and impact of this
site being developed on the
openness of the green belt is very
limited

Sustainable Location

The siteis located in a
sustainable, accessible location
in Thundersley. Benfleet railway
station is approximately 2.7km to
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by the Inspector
(2023), but not
adopted by the Local
Authority). In this
instance the Inspector
(at paragraph 45 of the
report) stated ‘there
are strategic level
exceptional
circumstances to alter
the Green Belt
boundary to meet
housing needs in the
interests of the proper
long-term planning of
the Borough’. The
reasoningincluded:
The need for housing;
and

The supply and
availability of land
suitable for sustainable
development. This plan
proposed the release
of a number of Green
Belt sites for housing. It
should be noted this
was under a more
restrictive NPPF
position on Green Belt
release, that has since
changed and made
provision for
exceptional
circumstances for a
review of Green Belt
boundaries. The NPPF
is clear that
exceptional
circumstances include
instances where a
Local Authority cannot
meet its identified need
for homes through
other means. Itis
therefore considered

the southwest with services to
London Fenchurch Street,
Southend Central, Shoeburyness
and Leigh On Sea. There are bus
stops along Kiln Road, the
closest being the Warren Chase
bus stops, which have services
operating towards Benfleet
railway station, Rayleigh,
Basildon Town Centre, Canvey,
Southend-on-Sea and North
Shoeburyness.

The site is in close proximity to a
number of local shops, services
and amenities, particularly
immediately to the west of the
site where Castle Point Borough
Council, Runnymede Leisure
Centre Runnymede Hall and USP
College are located.

Public Benefits

Alongside the potential for the
site to deliver new housing and
affordable housing, the site also
has the ability to improve public
access and improved
permeability through the site.
Currently the site is privately
owned and whilst there are
informal routes through the site
that neighbouring residents
sometimes use, there is an
ability of a new development to
provide public access through
the site linking east to west and
north to south. This will benefit
residents of the surrounding
area, improving access to the
leisure, civic and education uses
to the west. As well as public
footpaths the scheme can also
provide cycle routes through the
site. Any new scheme will also
deliver new public open space
that will significantly benefit the
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that exceptional
circumstances apply
here to review Green
Belt boundaries. The
Local Authority will
claim the Green Belt
review provides
evidence that reviewing
the Green Belt
boundaries would
fundamentally
undermine the
purposes (taken
together) of the
remaining Green Belt,
when considered
across the area of the
plan, however the
Green Belt Assessment
confirms areas of
Green Belt that are
considered to make no
or limited contribution
to the purposes of the
Green Belt. The
Assessment considers
site GB12 The Chase.
Figure 14 from the
Assessment shows this
site makes a ‘weak’
performance against
the purposes of the
Green Belt overall and
Table 12, figure 16 and
figure 18 states the site
could be considered
grey belt upon
consideration of Green
Belt purposes aand b.

wider area.

Protection of Higher Quality
Green Belt

The site isin a sustainable
location, surrounded by
development. It is therefore
considered a less sensitive site
than other green belt sites in the
district. Allowing this site to
come forward for housing will
ensure protection of the more
sensitive, less accessible green
belt sites in the district.
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0 | Individual Car | Fish Yes SP3 No Dear Sir/Madam, This No | Justified, | consider the Castle Point Plan The following No No A It has failed to consider | North-west Y - Policy
1 ol er is my own personal Consistent Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications strategic alternatives Thundersley was | SD3(3)
0 response to the Castle with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary like North West considered but
8- Point Plan Regulation policy soundness, justified and to make the Thundersley which not preferred for | 3.
0 19 Draft consultation. consistent with national policy. Castle Point should be added as a reasons set out Proposals
0 Policy reference/name: Itis not consistent with national Plan Regulation Greenbelt, Grey Belt, inthe SOCG must
0 SP3/C4 Page number: policy, it doesn’t meet the 19 Draft legally Brownfield site option between CP and | demonstr
1 25-26/40-41 housing target for Castle Point, compliant and for 7500 homes. ECCsetoutthe | atehow
Paragraph number: and site selection ignores sound. Add No credible five-year reasons site not | the SuDS
6.32-6.35/8.33-8.40 | Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West housing land supply. currently a feature(s)
consider the Castle NPPF guidelines. Itis not Thundersley Itis not consistent with | preferred reflect
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as national policy, it alternative for and
19 Draft to not be strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, doesn’t meet the allocation) and respond
legally compliant, as it predetermined towards a 'no Grey Belt, housing target for also the August | to the site
has failed to consider Greenbelt build policy', itis Brownfield site Castle Point, and site 2025 North West | circumst
strategic alternatives solely based on the 'over option for 7500 selection ignores Thundersley ances,
like North West development of Brownfield sites', | homes. Greenbelt / Grey Belt transport landscap
Thundersley and it has has not considered all sites, with | Reduce the against new NPPF evidence. e
no credible five-year no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites urban housing guidelines. Sustainability character
housing land supply. added, and the exclusion of the target to 3500 The site selection Appraisal (Policy | and the
North West Thundersley site, the | from 6200, with strategy is biased and SP3 option 4) green-
NPPF guidelines state Canvey at predetermined towards | outlines why blue
development should be directed | 1050. Remove a "no Greenbelt build North West infrastruc
away from areas at highestrisk of | Charfleets policy", itis solely Thundersley was | ture
flooding, SUDS measures are not | Industrial based on the "over not preferred. network,
appropriate for Canvey Island’s Estate site from development of Green Belt/Grey | and have
unique geography and drainage the plan. Total Brownfield sites", has belt covered regard to
infrastructure, the proposed housing target not considered all under policy Essex
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | of11,000. It sites, with no GB2. County
not resident led, and the number | also does not Greenbelt / Grey Belt Allreasonable Council’s
of Canvey West homes puts take into sites added. sites considered | SuDS
residents in the East at risk with accountthe The NPPF guidelines in both the Design
emergency evacuation additional state development supporting SLAA | Guide for
procedures. The inclusion of the | traffic to be should be directed and SA Essex
Charfleets Industrial estateasa | added to the away from areas at processes. and the
brownfield site for development | already highest risk of flooding, | Flooding: Flood Castle
into a mixed use housing and extremely SUDS measures are risk covered in Point
industrial area has not fully congested daily not appropriate for policies and the | Strategic
considered the impact on micro, | traffic Canvey Island’s unique | supporting Flood
small, medium and large problems. Also geography and Strategic Flood Risk
businesses currently operating doesn't drainage Risk Assessment | Assessm
on the estate that are currently consider the infrastructure, the (SFRA). ent
renting property or own theirown | local proposed 3316 urban SUDs: Policy (SFRA).
site, there is no assessment of infrastructure homes for Canvey is SD3 covers SuDs

how they will be able to
operationally or financially

and the need of
extra dentists,

not resident led, and
the number of Canvey

and part 3 states
they must reflect
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continue to operate, should they | doctors West homes puts and respond to
be forced to move to new surgeries and residentsinthe Eastat | site
premises or have restrictions schools which risk with emergency circumstances
placed on their existing will be evacuation and have regard
operations in the future, due to required. A procedures. to the ECC SuDS
the proximity of new residential third road off Reduce the urban design Guide for
properties. This policy is not thelslandis a housing target to 3500 | Essex. Canvey
evidence based, as | believe necessity from 6200, with SuDS options
there has been poor engagement | before any Canvey at 1050. Total have been
verging on negligent such plans housing target of considered
engagement, and officers have should be 11,000. through the
not engaged with the majority of | considered. Charfleets: Objects to SFRA.
the businesses on the Charfleets inclusion of residential | Charfleets:
Industrial estate. The future and lack of Charfleets
plans for Charfleets Industrial engagement, Industrial Estate
estate needs a fully supported, is included
fulleconomic regeneration of the within Policy E1
estate, and there is no reasoned which includes
justification for using the the statement’
Charfleets Industrial estate for the Council will
housing, with businesses seek to provide
integrated with residential and retain Class
homes. E(g), B2 and B8
use classes or
other ‘sui
generis’ uses of
a similar
employment
nature unless it
can be
demonstrated
that there is no
reasonable
prospect for the
site to be used
for these
purposes
0 | Individual Car | Fish Yes C4 No | Thenumberof Canvey | No | Not Stated No No A The number of Canvey | Needs of N
1 ol er West homes puts West homes puts emergency
0 residents in the East at residentsin the Eastat | services
8- risk with emergency risk with emergency consideredin
0 evacuation evacuation procedures | the supporting
0 procedures. Infrastructure
0 Delivery Plan
2 (IDP).
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0 | Individual Ivy | Fish Yes SP3 | No Failed to consider No | Justified, The draft local planis not Add North West | Yes A No 5YHLS and failedto | 5YHLS N
5 er strategic alternatives Consistent consistent with national policy. Thundersley consider strategic The Councilis
5 like North West with national Doesn't meet the housing target | site, 187 Ha, as alternatives like North currently relying
4 Thundersley. No policy for Castle Point. a Greenbelt, West Thundersley. on the 1998
- credible five-year Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ | Grey Belt, Not consistent with Adopted Local
0 housing land supply. Grey Belt against new NPPF Brownfield site national policy and is Plan which does
0 guidelines. option predetermined to not have up to
0 The draft local plan is not for 7500 towards no greenbelt date policies on
1 justified. homes. Over development of housing supply,
Site selection strategy is biased Add the brownfield sites consequently,
and predetermined towards a Greenbelt/ No Green/Grey Belt the five-year
"no greenbelt build policy". Grey Belt site of sites considered housing land
Site selection is based on the Kings Park Canvey west homes supply position
"over development of Brownfield | HO31. put Canvey East homes | is calculated
sites". Reduce the atrisk with emergency | usingthe
Not considered all sites, no urban housing evacuation procedures | Government’s
Greenbelt/ Grey Belt sites added, | target to 3500 Need for a third road to | Standard
with the exclusion of North from 6200, with be included in the plan. | method.
West Thundersley, and HO31. Canvey at However, once a
The policy is based on the total 1050. new planis
over development of urban sites, | Total housing place, the
especially on Canvey. target of housing target is
The 3316 urban homes for 11,000. set by that plan

Canvey is not resident led.
Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

There are 870 homes on Kings
Park with approximately 1,400
residents; we have

serious concerns as to how they
would be able to evacuate the
island in the event of a

flood or major incident. Our
position on the island means that
we would have great

difficulty getting off the park and
onto the main route off the island
as they would

already be gridlocked. Then there
is the issue of those residents
who are disabled,
house-bound/bed-bound. This
would obviously increase the
time needed for

and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
positionis
calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
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evacuation. This highlights once increases in

again the need for a third road off
of Canvey and itis

our opinion that this must form
part of the Local Plan. The
majority of Canvey's

residents are of the same
opinion.

housing delivery
to be setout and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Strategic
alternatives
North west
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Thundersleyisin
the Greenbelt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPBC and ECC
and also the
August 2025
North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
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undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
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impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were

promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates that a
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
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cyplanning/
Third Road
The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and

recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
for those access
improvements.
The bulk of the
demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
However, the
strategic need
for access
improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
Essex Local
Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
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Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.

A 0101 O

N O O o !

Individual

Ivy

Fish
er

Yes

Hou

The plan has included Thorney
Bay development for 173 homes,
so what make the H031

site any different.

Policy Houb5 states, new park
homes will only be supported on
existing Park Home sites. All

our homes are robust, make
provision for cold weather and
risk from flooding, but Hou5
should allow further
development which improves the
overall site environment for the
local

residents.

The plan allocates 173
homes at Thorney Bay
so Kings Park should
be allowed

HOU5 should allow
further development
which improves the
site environment for
local residents

Thorny Bay

The 173 homes
at Thorney Bay
are as a result of
an existing
planning
permission and
are not allocated
as part of this
Plan as they
already have
permission. They
are however
included within
the existing
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commitments.
Full details of
the 480 existing
commitment
can be found
within the
housing
trajectory at
Appendix 2 of
the Housing
Topic paper
(August 2025).

Kings Park
Within the
withdrawn local
plan, the site
adjacentto the
eastern
boundary of
Kings Park was
included as a
housing
allocation.
However, that
plan was
withdrawn and
that site remains
within the extent
of the Green
Belt.

That site was not
promoted for
consideration
forinclusion
within the Castle
Point Plan, and
is not therefore
available for
development
purposes.
Separately, it
has been
identified
through the
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Open Space
Assessment and
the Green and
Blue
Infrastructure
Strategy as a
potential site for
the delivery of
Biodiversity Net
Gain which the
landowner
intends to bring
forward.
0 | Individual Ivy | Fish Yes Fore I would like to introduce myself A Kings Park residents Comments N
5 er word as Chair of the Kings Park Village feel discriminated noted. The
5 Residents against during the council has
4 Association. Our committee have consultation as they do | prioritised
- recently been: inundated with not have accesstothe | inclusivity for the
0 enquiries from internet and felt events | consultations.
0 residents asking how they can were poorly advertised. | Further details of
0 object to the building of 3,316 thisisincluded
3 homes in Canvey Island inthereg 18
and emphasise the need for a consultation
third road off the island. As you statement and
must be aware we are a reg 22
retirement park, and as such consultation
many of our residents do not statement.
have access to social media
or the internet where the majority
of the information on this matter
has been published
and the meetings were poorly
adveliised. The residents feel
that they are
discriminated against in that they
are limited in having a say in
these matters and the
committee are in agreement with
them.
1 | Individual Ivy | Fish Hou The Hou5 Policy states, new park No Policy HOUS5 should Comments N
3 er 5 homes will only be supported on make provision for noted. Policy
4 existing Park Home sites. All our improved site HOUS does not
0- homes are robust, make environment for the restrict
0 provision for cold weather and local residents improvement to
0 risk from flooding, but the Hou5 the sites

policy should allow further

environment
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0 development which improves the
1 overall site environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Ivy | Fish SP3 | No | consider the Castle No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national | The following No No five year housing Five Year Y - Policy
3 er Point Plan Regulation Consistent policy, it doesn't meet the modifications land supply Housing Land SD3(3)
4 19 Draft to not be with National housing target for Castle Point, are necessary North West Supply
0- legally compliant, as it Policy and site selection ignores to make the Thundersley shgould The Councilis 3.
0 has failed to consider Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Castle Point have been included currently relying | Proposals
0 strategic alternatives NPPF guidelines. It is not Plan Regulation Approach to on the 1998 must
0 like North West justified, the site selection 19 Draft legally Green/Grey Belt Adopted Local demonstr
2 Thundersley and it has strategy is biased and compliant and NPPF guidelines state Plan which does | ate how
no credible five-year predetermined towards a "no sound. Add development should not have up to the SuDS
housing land supply. Greenbelt build policy", itis North West be directed away from | date policieson | feature(s)
solely based on the "over Thundersley areas at highestrisk of | housing supply, | reflect
development of Brownfield site, 187 Ha, as flooding, consequently, and
sites", has not considered all a Greenbelt, SUDS measures are the five-year respond
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Grey Belt, not appropriate for housing land to the site
Belt sites added, and the Brownfield site Canvey Island's unique | supply position circumst
exclusion of the North West option for 7500 geography and is calculated ances,
Thundersley site, the NPPF homes. Reduce drainage using the landscap
guidelines state development the urban infrastructure. Government’s e
should be directed away from housing target Standard character
areas at highest risk of flooding, to 3500 from method. and the
SUDS measures are not 6200, with However, once a | green-
appropriate for Canvey Island's Canvey at new planis blue
unique geography and drainage 1050. Total place, the infrastruc
infrastructure, the proposed housing target housing targetis | ture
3316 urban homes for Canveyis | of 11,000. set by that plan network,
not resident led. and not the and have
Government’s regard to
Standard Essex
method. The County
five-year housing | Council’s
land supply SuDS
position is Design
calculated from | Guide for
that target. Itis Essex
therefore and the
important that Castle
we continue to Point
progress the Strategic
Castle Point Flood
Plan. The Castle | Risk
Point Plan will Assessm
provide arolling | ent
5year housing (SFRA).
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land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increases in
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
to respond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Planis adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
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paper.
North West
Thundersley
North West

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
inthe Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
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guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
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additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.
Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Flooding

Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA),
includingin
relation to
Canvey.

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
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circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.
1 | Individual Ivy | Fish C4 The number of Canvey West No Development at West The safety of all N
3 er homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
4 at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
0- evacuation procedures procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
1 | Individual Ray | Fish Yes Who | Yes | I supportthe Castle Ye | consider the Draft Plan to be Castle Point Planis Support Noted N
4 mo | er le Point Plan Draft S sound. sound and legally
0 nd Plan | consider the Draft compliant,
0- Plan to be legally
0 compliant
0
0
1
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0 | Individual Sim | Fitzg Yes SP3 | Yes N | Positively The infrastructure of the whole This planwould | Yes | Not | Not Infrastructure needsto | Infrastructure N
6 on | eral 0 prepared, island is not prepared for this basically Ans | Ans be provided before any | The Castle Point
3 d Effective, size of development. Before any | increase the were | wer housing Planis
2- Justified, building works start there should | population of d ed Third road onto Canvey | accompanied by
0 Consistent be appropriate infrastructure Canvey Island needed an Infrastructure
0 with national already completed thisincludes | by >25%. It Delivery Plan.
0 policy additional roadways especially needs to be This identifies all
1 leading off and onto the island, completely the
medical facilities, schools and changed and infrastructure
business opportunities to ensure | replaced. needed to
a safe, climate friendly support the
development is established to proposed
help Canvey and its residents growth.
thrive along with surrounding Infrastructure

areas. If this is not completed
then the plan is doomed to
failure in a catastrophic way.

will be delivered
at different
times depending
onwhenitis
most
appropriate to
provide it. For
example, access
improvements
may be delivered
during the early
phase of a
development. A
school
meanwhile may
not be opened
until there is
enough children
to make the
revenue costs of
running the
school
sustainable.
Sometimes,
financial
contributions
from two or
more
developments
may be needed
to provide a
particular piece
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of infrastructure.
This may mean
the
infrastructure is
delivered when
the last site is
coming forward
for
development.

Third Road onto
Canvey

The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and
recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
forthose access
improvements.
The bulk of the
demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
However, the
strategic need
foraccess
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improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
Essex Local
Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.

II\)I—\\IO

= O O O

Individual

Sim
on

Fitzg
eral

Yes

SP3

No

| believe it is unsafe
and that the general
impact on the overall
community puts it at
risk. Sewage issues
have not been
identified namely the
additional 2700 homes
| the Charfleets area.
Canvey Island has the
second worst sewage
issue within the
country that is directly

Consistent
with national

policy

Sewage and the impact on the
general area. Traffic congestion
and the impact to life especially
in a time of a major incident
happening on the Island.

Review the
areas where it
would be more
suitable within
the actual
Borough rather
than just
Canvey Island

Yes

Not
Ans
were

Not
Ans
wer
ed

Charfleets

Other sites have not
been considered
Sewage infrastructure

Charfleets
Charfleets
Industrial Estate
isincluded
within Policy E1
which includes
the statement'
the Council will
seek to provide
and retain Class
E(g), B2 and B8
use classes or
other ‘sui
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affecting the sea front
along with a huge
issue regarding a smell
which is constantly in
the air.

There are other more
suitable and safe areas
within the Borough
which can be
identified and built on
without having the
same negative impact.
The plan will fail and
time and effort
wasted in general. The
Council need to admit
this and openly honest
regarding the whole
process

generis’ uses of
a similar
employment
nature unless it
canbe
demonstrated
that there is no
reasonable
prospect for the
site to be used
for these
purposes'. This
policy will apply
until such time
as a master plan
for West Canvey
has been
developed.
Policy E1 may
subsequently
change in terms
of its approach
to Charfleets
when the Castle
Point Plan is
reviewed in 5
years’ time, to
enable the
delivery of the
West Canvey
regeneration.

Other sites have
not been
considered
Allreasonable
option sites were
consideredin
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).

Infrastructure
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Infrastructure
matters
(including
healthcare,
education and
sewage) are
covered by
policies INFRA1-
6 and the
supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).
0 | Individual Pat | Flah Yes Who | Yes | Not Stated Ye Not Stated No A Castle Point Planis Support noted. N
4 rick | erty le S sound and legally
5 Plan compliant,
2
0
0
0
1
1 | Individual Da | Flan Yes HAD | Yes Ye Please do not No |Not | Not | A Objecting to Had4 Traffic Capacity | N
0 niel | ders 4 s build more Ans | Ans because: Any application
0 le houses here, were | wer Traffic for homes on
3- its already d ed Parking this site will have
0 super busy, Overlooking to comply with
0 trafficis a Infrastructure policy T6 which
0 nightmare as is ensures that
1 parking for the development

schools, plus
there is a huge
huge safety
concernin
terms of the
flats looking
over a school
and school
field of the
infants school.
Its putting
childrenina
vulnerable
position. There
are so many
other useful

proposals offer
safe access to
the highway. Any
proposal will
also have to
comply with T5
to ensure
sufficient
highway impact
mitigation.

Parking Capacity
Any application
for homes on
this site will have
to comply with
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things that
could be done
with the land,
please
reconsider!

Its a hugely
overpopulated
area already.
Please please
reconsider and
do not build
anymore flats
or housing
here.

policy T7 which
requires the
EPOA Parking
Guidance (Part 1
and 2) to be
implemented.

Overlooking
Chapter 16 -
achieving well
designed places
will ensure that
enough space is
provided
between the
dwellings and
the school
playing field to
safeguard
school childeren
and residents.

Infrastructure
Infrastructure
matters
(including
healthcare and
education) are
covered by
policies INFRA1-
6 and the
supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).
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1 | Individual Sa Flan Yes HAD | Yes Ye Hadleigh and No | Not | Not Objecting to Had4 Traffic Capacity | N
0 m ders 4 s scrub lanein Ans | Ans because: Any application
0 particular is were | wer Traffic forhomes on
5- over populated d ed Parking this site will have
0 asitis. There Overlooking to comply with
0 are far too few Infrastructure policy T6 which
0 schools and ensures that
1 school places development
available and proposals offer
very little safe access to
parking. Traffic the highway. Any
is terrible proposal will
especially also have to
during school comply with T5
drop off and to ensure
collection sufficient
without the highway impact
added flats. mitigation.
Thereisalso a Parking Capacity

concern over
the fact that
the flats will
overlook the
infants school
and the school
field.

There is more
than could be
done with that
space rather

than putting in

a block of flats.

The area does
not need any
more housing.

Any application
forhomes on
this site will have
to comply with
policy T7 which
requires the
EPOA Parking
Guidance (Part 1
and 2) to be
implemented.

Overlooking
Chapter 16 -
achieving well
designed places
will ensure that
enough space is
provided
between the
dwellings and
the school
playing field to
safeguard
school childeren
and residents.
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Infrastructure
Infrastructure
matters
(including
healthcare and
education) are
covered by
policies INFRA1-
6 and the
supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).
0 | Individual Kev | Fole Not Forw | Not | Asaretired IT project No | Not Stated Not No States the Comments N
2 in y Stated | ord Stat | manager, | consider t Stat consultation response | noted
3 ed myself reasonably St ed form is unnecessarily
0- computer literate. at complex and that it
0 However, | was ed creates unnecessary
0 genuinely astonished barriers to
0 by how unnecessarily participation.
1 complex the

consultation response
formis. To submita
comment, one must
first locate and provide
all of the following: *
Policy reference or
name * Page number
* Paragraph number *
Site number or name *
Objective number or
name * Appendix
reference or name *
Table or diagram
reference number *
Image or map
reference number

This requires navigating
the interactive map
and cross-referencing
multiple documents
just to begin
commenting. Frankly,
it's an over-engineered
process that creates
unnecessary barriers to
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participation. Sorry,
but that’s simply
absurd, so | gave up
completing the form.
1 | Individual De | Foot Yes Who | Yes | I supportthe Castle Ye | consider the Draft Plan to be Supports the Castle Support noted N
4 nis le Point Plan Draft S sound. Point Plan Draft and
3 e Plan | consider the Draft considers itto be
5- Plan to be legally legally compliant
0 compliant
0
0
1
0 | Individual Jani | Ford Not SP3 | Not No Dear Sirs, Please read attached Not Yes | A RE: Canvey residents CanveyAccess: | N
2 ne Stated Stat t letters sent to the Echo. Stat have been well and The plan has
2 ed St From[Redacted Personal ed truly 'shafted' in Castle | been subjectto
6- at Information] Point Plan being detailed
0 ed Dear Sirs, Pleasereadthe allocated 3,316 new Transport
0 above emails sent to the Echo. | homes. Far more than Assessment,
0 believe that they reflect the point other local areas. This including
1 of view of the vast majority of despite Canvey already | Canvey,
Canvey residents. We are being in desperate assessing
extremely despondent that are need of a second impacts and

views will be regarded as valid.
Yours faithfully [Redacted
Personal Information]
Echo

to the

access route, having
significant hazardous
material storage and
not forgetting Canvey is
below sea level. 3,316
houses on Canvey -
how can that be viable,
fair or SAFE!.

recommending
interventions.
The Essex
Transport
Strategy ‘ A
Better
Connected
Essex’ has set
out a range of
initiatives to
improve access
links to Canvey.
Scheme Details
can befoundin
Appendix A.
South Essex
Implementation
Plan.

Flooding and
infrastructure
covered by
policies and
supporting
evidence in the
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form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
relation to
Canvey.
Policy SD8
covers
Developments
near Hazardous
Uses.
Development
proposals within
the consultation
zone will be
assessed in
accordance with
the Health and
Safety Executive
(HSE) Guidance
who may advise
againt
development on
health and
safety grounds.
The Council will
place great
weight on the
recommendatio
n provided by
the HSE.
0 | Individual PJ Ford Not SP3 | No Dear Sir/Madam, No | Positively And by failing to meet the PROPOSED Not No A Objects to Had4 Comments N
3 Stated Following my visit to Prepared, statutory housing target MODIFICATION | Stat The proposal for 114 noted
0 your offices yesterday Justified, calculated using the Standard S: Add North ed homes is excessive and
6- and conversation with Consistent Methodology, itis not compliant | West unsuitable for this
0 your officer, please with National with national policy, has not Thundersley location. The plan
0 accept the following as Policy been positively prepared and site Reduce reliesona 100
0 my Consultation therefore is unsound. Please see | densitiesinthe dwellings per hectare
1 Response to the Castle the justification below. In Urban Town (dph) urban density
Point Plan Reg 19 calculating its windfall allowance | Centres guide, whereas the
Consultation. I do not of 45 homes per year, the council | Removal of surrounding area
support the Castle appears to have included the car | Westwood currently averages
Point Plan Regulation park at Westwood Court Court Car Park closer to 20dph. This
19 Draft Consultation Sheltered Unit as a site identified | from windfall would mean blocks of
and | believe itis not as suitable to support windfall allocation flats up to four storeys

legally compliant as it

development. This is not the
case. The car parkis already

high, completely out of
keeping with the
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has no credible five
years housing supply.

used to capacity to support the
residents of the complex. The
areais also a cul-de-sac housing
a school entrance that already
suffers from congestion and
further housing in this area would
add to an already hazardous hot
spot. The Plan fails to consider
reasonable alternatives when
including this site as part of its
windfall allocation. Residents
affected have not been
sufficiently consulted on
allocation this prior to the draft
plan being prepared and the
evidence document identifying it
on the map, the Castle Point
Housing Capacity Topic Paper,
was only uploaded on 15th
August, two weeks after the Reg
19 Consultation on the Plan
opened. The over development of
the urban areas of Hadleigh is
not sustainable. It does not take
into account parking issues that
have been consistently ignored in
the area and exacerbating these
will not support the existing
traders due to falling footfall. The
council's own sustainability
evidence confirms that air quality
will be poorer when dwellings are
intensified in the urban areas.

I believe NW Thundersley has not
been adequately pursued as a
sound, reasonable alternative.
Finally, | believe Members have
predetermined their decision of
allowing no Green Belt to be
included as a development site
in the plan and thisis to the
detriment of the borough as a
whole. Their online and in person
treatment of residents
questioning their approach has
compromised the consultation

existing character of
Scrub Lane.

The claim that the
design would reflect
the surrounding area is
misleading, as the
opposite side of Scrub
Lane has far lower
density housing,
around 15dph, and the
proposed development
would not blend with
the existing street
scene.

Introducing 114 homes
and over 200 cars
would put huge
pressure on the already
busy Scrub
Lane/Rectory Road
junction and increase
strain on local
services, particularly
doctors’ surgeries.
Additionally, pressure
on local schooling and
other infrastructure.
Therefore to avoid
putting further
pressure on the local
residents, ensuring
that double yellow
lines are put onall
local roads to avoid the
200 cars parking
locally, more doctors,
more schools, more
dentists, more local
amenities, improved
facilities (pipes/
sewage).

Residents have
consistently supported
the protection of Green
Belt land and the use of
brownfield sites for
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process through intimidation and
misinformation.

new housing. Nowhere
did residents agree to
destroy areas like
Scrub Lane through
inappropriate
overdevelopment.

I understand land will
be built on but this is
unstainable and
therefore should be
more fitting to suit the
current infrastructure -
for example 4 luxury
homes.

Itis also worth noting
that there some very
old trees at least 20, all
oak exceptone, an ash,
not larch which should
be preserved.
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0 | Individual Mic | Ford Yes SP3 | No | Has not considered N | Consistent The draft local plan is not Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A Not meeting standard Housing Need N
8 hell strategic alternatives o | with national consistent with national policy. Thundersley Ans | Ans method The Council
1 e like North West policy Doesn't meet the housing target | site 187Ha, a were | wer Lack of Five Year undertook a
4- Thundersley. No for Castle Point. Site selection Greenbelt/Grey d ed Housing Land Supply Local Housing
0 credible 5 year ignores greenbelt/grey belt belt/Brownfield Green/Grey Belt not Needs
0 housing land supply. against new NPPF guidelines. site option for considered Assessmentin
0 7500 homes. North West December 2023
1 The draft local plan is not Thundersley which identified
justified. Site selection strategy | Reduce the Flood Risk on Canvey aneed for
is biased and predetermined urban housing Emergency Evacuation | around 255
towards a no greenbelt build target to 3500 Concerns homes per year
policy. Site selection is based on | from 6200 with in Castle Point.
the overdevelopment of Canvey at Changes to the
Brownfield sites. 1050. NPPF in
December 2024,
Not considered all sites, no Total housing removed the
greenbelt/grey belt sites added target of ability for
with the exclusion of North West | 11,000 Councilsto seta

Thundersley. NFFP guidelines
state development should be
directed away from areas at
highest risk of flooding. SUDS
measures are not appropriate for
the unique geography of Canvey
Island and the drainage
infrastructure. The 3316 urban
homes for Canvey are not
resident led. Canvey West
homes will put residents in the
east at risk with emergency
evacuation procedures.

lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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provision for
around 364 new
homes ayear
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
on the 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
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development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural

environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

North West
Thundersley
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North West

Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Flooding on
Canvey

Whilst Canvey is
atrisk of
flooding, itis not
functional flood
plain asitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
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Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
including in
relation to
Canvey.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
cyplanning/
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0 | Individual Kev | Ford Yes SP3 No Failed to consider N | Justified, The draft local planis not Add NorthWest | No | Not | Not | A North West Housing Need N
9 in strategic alternatives 0 Consistent consistent with national policy. Thundersley Ans | Ans thundersley The Council
6 like North-West with national Doesn't meet the housing target | site, 187Ha, a were | wer No five year housing undertook a
2- Thundersley. No policy for Castle Point. Site selection Greenbelt/Grey d ed land supply Local Housing
0 credible five year ignores Greenbelt/Grey belt belt/Brownfield Not meeting housing Needs
0 housing land supply. against NPPF guidelines. site option for target Assessmentin
0 7500 homes. Green/Grey Belt December 2023
1 The draft local plan is not Flood risk on canvey which identified
justified. Site selection strategy | Reduce the Infrastructure aneed for
is biased and predetermined urban housing around 255
towards a "no greenbelt build target to 3500 homes per year
policy". Site selection is based from 6200, with in Castle Point.
on the "over development of Canvey at Changes to the
Brownfield sites". 1050. NPPF in
December 2024,
Not considered all sites, no Total housing removed the
greenbelt/grey belt sites added, target of ability for
with the exclusion of North West | 11,000. Councilstoseta

Thundersley. NPPF guidelines
state development should be
directed away from area's at
highest risk of flooding. SUDS
measures are not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and drainage
infrastructure. The 3316 urban
homes for Canvey is not resident
led. Canvey West homes puts
the residents in the East at risk
with emergency evacuation
procedures.

lower housing
target, than that
set out by the
Standard
Methodology.

However, taking
into account the
extensive
evidence base
that has been
prepared to
support the
Castle Point
Plan, itis not
considered
appropriate,
sustainable orin
keeping with the
NPPF when read
as awhole, to
deliver this scale
of growth in
Castle Point.

The Castle Point
Plan Regulation
19 Draft makes
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Required

provision for
around 364 new
homes ayear
(around 6,196
homes to 2043)
which is
sufficient to
meet the need
for housing
arising from the
Local Housing
Needs
Assessment but
is insufficient for
the standard
methodology
requirement for
housing set out
in the NPPF
2025.

Five Year
Housing Land
Supply

The Councilis
currently relying
on the 1998
Adopted Local
Plan which does
not have up to
date policies on
housing supply,
consequently,
the five-year
housing land
supply position
is calculated
using the
Government’s
Standard
method.
However, once a
new planis
place, the
housing target is
set by that plan
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and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
position is

calculated from
that target. It is
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
increasesin
housing delivery
to be set out and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aim is to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
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onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

North West
Thundersley
North West
Thundersleyisin
the Green Belt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper, it was not
included within
the plan.

Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the site is
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPand ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
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evidence.

Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutin the
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clear reasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
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Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
in and around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were
promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates thata
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
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above.
Flood Risk on
Canvey
Whilst Canvey is
atrisk of

flooding, it is not
functional flood
plain asitis
substantially
defended from
flooding. The
recommendatio
ns of the
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
do not seek to
restrict the
overall level of
developmentin
the borough,
including on
Canvey, but aim
to direct the
location of
development
and/or the
design of
development to
minimise
exposure to
flood risk.
Furthermore,
flooding and the
need for flood
management
infrastructure is
covered by
policies SP4,
SD1, SD2 and
SD3 of the plan,
and supporting
evidence in the
form of the SFRA
and IDP,
includingin
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relation to
Canvey.
Infrastructure
Infrastructure
matters
(including

healthcare and
education) are
covered by
policies INFRA1-
6 and the
supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).

293



1 Individual/ | Firs | Last | If Has Poli | 2a. | 2b.If No, explanation | 3a | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. Suggested 5. 6. Sup | Opti | Summary Officer Mods
D | Organisatio | t Nam | orga | agreed | cy/P | Leg . Positive/Effect modifications | Wis | Why | port | on Response Required
R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
1 | Individual Mic | Ford Yes SP3 No This is the response No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan is unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
3 hae from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be the tests of soundness | — Government Schedule
0 L Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
8- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and consistent with and Standard inrelation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection Greenbelt / Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield biased and of urban

reference/name: Hou5
Page number: 92
Paragraph number:
13.43-13.46 We
consider the Castle
Point Plan Regulation
19 Draft to not be
legally compliant, as it
has failed to consider
strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has
no credible five-year
housing land supply.

sites", has not considered all
sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey
Belt sites added, and the
exclusion of the North West
Thundersley site, the NPPF
guidelines state development
should be directed away from
areas at highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are not
appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led

predetermined towards
a "no Greenbelt build
policy", itis solely
based on the "over
development of
Brownfield sites", has
not considered all
sites, with no
Greenbelt / Grey Belt
sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines
state development
should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canvey is not resident
led

intensification
and regeneration
sufficient sites
106,196 homes
through the
planned period.
CPBC realises
that thisis
considerably
less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
that thisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
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All reasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.

Flooding
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Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

(IIJOC»JI—\

N ©O OO

Individual

Mic
hae

Ford

Yes

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5
Policy states, new park
homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.

Policy HOUS should

make provision for
improved site

environment for the

local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
the sites
environment
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1 | Individual Mic | Ford Yes C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
3 hae homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
0 L at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
8- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
1 | Individual Ed | Ford SP3 | No | Thisistheresponse No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Planis unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
2 win from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | - Government Schedule
5 a Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
4- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard in relation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliantand doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt / Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Hou5 sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over t0 6,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has
no credible five-year
housing land supply.

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines
state development
should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and

less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
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drainage infrastructure | site review is
, the proposed 3316 outlined within
urban homes for the Housing
Canveyis not resident | Capacity Topic
led Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites

All reasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Green Belt/Gre
Belt
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Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

-l}O‘IMI—\

N ©O OO

Individual

Ed
win

Ford

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5
Policy states, new park
homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5

Policy HOUS5 should
make provision for
improved site
environment for the
local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
the sites
environment
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policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Ed Ford C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
2 win homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
5 a at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
4- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
0 | Individual Clai | Ford Yes Who | Yes Ye No | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
6 re ham le S Ans | Ans sound and legally
9 Plan were | wer compliant,
3- d ed
0
0
0
1
1 | Individual Jun | Ford Yes Who | Yes Ye No | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
0 e ham le s Ans | Ans sound and legally
9 Plan were | wer compliant,
8- d ed
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Car | Fors Yes Who | Yes | Not Stated Ye Not Stated No A Castle Point Planiis Support noted. N
4 olin | yth le S sound and legally
6 e Plan compliant,
5
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Jen | Fox Yes Who | Yes Ye Not | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
7 nife le S Ans | Ans | Ans sound and legally
3 r Plan wer | were | wer compliant,
9- ed d ed
0
0
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0
1
0 | Individual Ale | Fox Yes Who | Yes Ye No | Not | Not | A Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
7 Xan le s Ans | Ans sound and legally
4 der Plan were | wer compliant,
0- d ed
0
0
0
1
1 | Individual Ste | Fox SP3 | No | Thisistheresponse No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Planis unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
2 phe from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | - Government Schedule
9 n Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
2- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard in relation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selectionignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt/ Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Hou5 sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a "no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over t0 6,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no that thisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has
no credible five-year
housing land supply.

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed
3316 urban homes for Canvey is
not resident led

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines
state development
should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for

less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
need but
considers based
on the evidence
that thisis a
realistic housing
delivery

301




X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canveyis not resident
led

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC setout the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
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Wis
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A,B
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Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
covered in
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

I}JLOI\JI—\

N O OO

Individual

Ste
phe

Fox

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5
Policy states, new park
homes will only be
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold

Policy HOUS5 should
make provision for
improved site
environment for the
local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
the sites
environment
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weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Ste | Fox C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
2 phe homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
9 n at risk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
2- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
1 | Individual Sylv | Fox SP3 | No This is the response No | Justified, We consider the Castle Point The following Planis unsound. It fails | Housing Supply | Y-See
2 ia from Kings Park Consistent Plan Regulation 19 Draft to be modifications the tests of soundness | — Government Schedule
9 Residents Association with National unsound. It fails the tests of are necessary for justified and Housing Target of Mods,
3- on behalf of the 149 Policy soundness for justified and to make the consistent with and Standard inrelation
0 residents who have consistent with national policy. It | Castle Point national policy. Itis not | method to
0 signed the is not consistent with national Plan Regulation consistent with Through robust Canvey,
0 accompanying forms, policy, it doesn't meet the 19 Draft legally national policy, it technical Infrastruc
1 and the 75 residents housing target for Castle Point, compliant and doesn't meet the evidence as ture and
who have signed the and site selection ignores sound. Add housing target for outlined in the Sustainab
enclosed letters, in Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North West Castle Point, and site Housing le
response to the Castle NPPF guidelines. It is not Thundersley selection ignores Capacity Topic Develop
Point Plan Regulation justified, the site selection site, 187 Ha, as Greenbelt / Grey Belt Paper August ment
19 Draft consultation, strategy is biased and a Greenbelt, against new NPPF 2025, CPBC has | (including
as reopened 24th predetermined towards a "no Grey Belt, guidelines. Itis not identified SuDS)
October 2025 and Greenbelt build policy", itis Brownfield site justified, the site through a
closing 5th December solely based on the "over option for 7500 selection strategy is housing strategy
2025. Policy development of Brownfield homes. Reduce biased and of urban
reference/name: Hou5 sites", has not considered all the urban predetermined towards | intensification
Page number: 92 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey housing target a"no Greenbelt build and regeneration
Paragraph number: Belt sites added, and the to 3500 from policy", itis solely sufficient sites
13.43-13.46 We exclusion of the North West 6200, with based on the "over 10 6,196 homes
consider the Castle Thundersley site, the NPPF Canvey at development of through the
Point Plan Regulation guidelines state development 1050. Total Brownfield sites", has planned period.
19 Draft to not be should be directed away from housing target not considered all CPBC realises
legally compliant, as it areas at highest risk of flooding, of 11,000. sites, with no thatthisis
has failed to consider SUDS measures are not Greenbelt / Grey Belt considerably

strategic alternatives
like North West
Thundersley and it has

appropriate for Canvey Island's
unique geography and drainage
infrastructure , the proposed

sites added, and the
exclusion of the North
West Thundersley site,
the NPPF guidelines

less housing
than the
Standard
Method housing
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no credible five-year 3316 urban homes for Canvey is state development need but

housing land supply.

not resident led

should be directed
away from areas at
highest risk of flooding,
SUDS measures are
not appropriate for
Canvey Island's unique
geography and
drainage infrastructure
, the proposed 3316
urban homes for
Canveyis not resident
led

considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery

Castle Point’s
approach to the
site review is
outlined within
the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper August
2025.
Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).
North-West
Thundersley
Northwest
Thundersley was
considered but
not preferred.
The SOCG
between CP and
ECC set out the
reasons why the
siteisnota
preferred
alternative for
allocation and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence. In
addition,
Sustainability
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Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.
Green Belt/Grey
Belt

Green Belt/Grey
belt covered
under policy
GB2 and
supporting
Green Belt
Assessments.
Flooding

Flood risk
coveredin
policies and the
supporting
Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment
(SFRA).

SUDs

Policy SD3
covers SuDs and
part 3 states
they must reflect
and respond to
site
circumstances
and have regard
to the ECC SuDS
design Guide for
Essex. Canvey
SuDS options
have been
considered
through the
SFRA.

O N -

o

Individual

Sylv

Fox

Hou

The plan has included
Thorney Bay
development for 173
homes, so what makes
the HO31 site any
different. The Hou5

Policy HOUS5 should

make provision for
improved site

environment for the

local residents

Comments
noted. Policy
HOUS does not
restrict
improvement to
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0 Policy states, new park the sites
2 homes will only be environment
supported on existing
Park Home sites. All of
our homes are robust,
make provision for cold
weather and risk from
flooding, but the Hou5
policy should allow
further development
which improves the
overall site
environment for the
local residents.
1 | Individual Sylv | Fox C4 The number of Canvey West Development at West The safety of all N
2 ia homes puts residents in the East Canvey willimpact Castle Point
9 atrisk with emergency emergency evaculation | residentsis a
3- evacuation procedures. procedures for those priority and has
0 residents living at East | been considered
0 Canvey within the Castle
0 Point Plan
3
0 | Individual Lin | Frai Yes Who | Yes Ye | Consistent No | Not | Not Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
6 da |n le s with national Ans | Ans sound and legally
9 Plan policy were | wer compliant
0- d ed
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Ro | Frai Yes Who | Yes Ye | Positively No | Not | Not Castle Point Plan is Support noted. N
7 bin | n le S prepared Ans | Ans sound and legally
3 Plan were | wer compliant
6- d ed
0
0
0
1
0 | Individual Ric | Frak Yes HAD | No | This plan does not N | Positively This plan does not consider local | Lack of No | Not | Not Objecting to HAD4: Traffic Capacity | N
8 har | e 4 consider local traffic o prepared, infastructure, traffic and parking | consideration Ans | Ans Traffic Any application
9 d and parking which Effective, which already straining heavily. of the effect on were | wer Infrastructure for homes on
8- already straining Justified What with the school, many local amenities d ed this site will have
0 heavily on local traffic. using Scrub Lane a cut through to | (Schools, to comply with
0 What with the school, avoid congestion on the London Doctors & policy T6 which
,many using Scrub Road. With another 114 homes Dentists), ensures that
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R | n/Agent? Na |e nisat | to ara ally So | ive/Justified/C hto | ? ing | AB
ef me ion- | public | No. | Co un | onsistent? part Evid | orC
nam | ation mpl d? icip enc
e of iant ate e
Name/ ? in sup
Comm exa plie
ents? m d?
0 Lane a cut through to this will only make to situation traffic and development
1 avoid congestion on impossible to a point of gridlock. | parking proposals offer
the London Road. As a resident of Conifers it is bad safe access to

With another 114
homes this will only
make to situation
impossible to a point
of gridlock. As a
resident of Conifers it
is bad enough already

enough already .This also fails to
consider strain on local serviced
The Hollies Doctors Surgery is
already impossble to get an
appointment, an another 114
home will only increase that
burden.

the highway. Any
proposal will
also have to
comply with T5
to ensure
sufficient
highway impact
mitigation.

Infrastructure
Infrastructure
matters
(including
healthcare and
education) are
covered by
policies INFRA1-
6 and the
supporting
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
(IDP).
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0 | Individual Dor | Fran Yes SP3 No Failed to consider No | Justified, The draft local planis not Add North West | Yes A No 5YHLS and failedto | 5YHLS N
4 een | klin strategic alternatives Consistent consistent with national policy. Thundersley consider strategic The Councilis
9 like North West with national Doesn't meet the housing target | site, 187 Ha, as alternatives like North currently relying
9 Thundersley. No policy for Castle Point. a Greenbelt, West Thundersley. on the 1998
- credible five-year Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ | Grey Belt, Not consistent with Adopted Local
0 housing land supply. Grey Belt against new NPPF Brownfield site national policy and is Plan which does
0 guidelines. option predetermined to not have up to
0 The draft local planis not for 7500 towards no greenbelt date policies on
1 justified. homes. Over development of housing supply,
Site selection strategy is biased Add the brownfield sites consequently,
and predetermined towards a Greenbelt/ No Green/Grey Belt the five-year
"no greenbelt build policy". Grey Belt site of sites considered housing land
Site selection is based on the Kings Park Canvey west homes supply position
"over development of Brownfield | HO31. put Canvey East homes | is calculated
sites". Reduce the atrisk with emergency | usingthe
Not considered all sites, no urban housing evacuation procedures | Government’s
Greenbelt/ Grey Belt sites added, | target to 3500 Need for a third road to | Standard
with the exclusion of North from 6200, with be included in the plan. | method.
West Thundersley, and HO31. Canvey at However, once a
The policy is based on the total 1050. new planis
over development of urban sites, | Total housing place, the
especially on Canvey. target of housing target is
The 3316 urban homes for 11,000. set by that plan

Canvey is not resident led.
Canvey West homes puts
residents in the East at risk with
emergency evacuation
procedures.

There are 870 homes on Kings
Park with approximately 1,400
residents; we have

serious concerns as to how they
would be able to evacuate the
island in the event of a

flood or major incident. Our
position on the island means that
we would have great

difficulty getting off the park and
onto the main route off the island
as they would

already be gridlocked. Then there
is the issue of those residents
who are disabled,
house-bound/bed-bound. This
would obviously increase the
time needed for

and not the
Government’s
Standard
method. The
five-year housing
land supply
positionis
calculated from
that target. Itis
therefore
important that
we continue to
progress the
Castle Point
Plan. The Castle
Point Plan will
provide a rolling
5year housing
land supply. It
should be noted
thatitis
common for
stepped
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evacuation. This highlights once increases in

again the need for a third road off
of Canvey and itis

our opinion that this must form
part of the Local Plan. The
majority of Canvey's

residents are of the same
opinion.

housing delivery
to be setout and
agreed in plans,
as stepped
changes
respond to the
capacity of the
housing market
torespond to
and deliver
against new
housing targets.
In the first ten
years of the plan
the Council’s
aimis to deliver
231 homes per
year on average.
It then expects
to step up
delivery again
fromyear 11
onwards to 555
homes per year
on average. Itis
these delivery
rates that will be
used to
calculate the
five-year housing
land supply
position once
the Castle Point
Plan is adopted,
and from that
point onwards.
For further
information
please see
housing topic
paper.

Strategic
alternatives
North west
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Thundersleyisin
the Greenbelt.
For those
reasons set out
in the Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper it was not
included within
the plan.
Furthermore, it
is not
considered that
the siteis
deliverable for
those reasons
setoutinthe
SOCG between
CPBC and ECC
and also the
August 2025
North West
Thundersley
transport
evidence.
Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy
SP3 option 4)
outlines why
North West
Thundersley was
not preferred.

Consideration of
All Sites
Allreasonable
option sites were
considered in
the Strategic
Land Availability
Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
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undertaken a
Green Belt
Review in
accordance with
the
requirements of
the
Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review,
backed up by
strong evidence
(as setoutinthe
Housing
Capacity Topic
Paper), the
Council has
found several
clearreasons,
when
considered
together, to rule
out Green Belt
sites for
development.
These are not
limited to;
Evidence of the
value of the
natural
environmentin
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
value of heritage
assets in Castle
Point, Evidence
of the role of
greenfield sites
in providing
flood mitigation,
Evidence of the
capacity of the
highway network
inand around
Castle Point,
Evidence of the
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impact of the
Green Belt sites
that were

promoted to us
would have on
the landscape
and on the
number of
additional cars
that will enter
the local
highway network
and Evidence
that parts of our
Green Belt fulfil
a strong Green
Belt purpose.
Green Belt/Grey
beltis
addressed under
policy GB2.

Where our Green
Belt Review
indicates that a
site may
potentially be
Grey Belt, it does
not
automatically
mean that itis
an appropriate
development
site for those
reasons set out
above.

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed
emergency
planning pages
are here
www.castlepoint
.gov.uk/emergen
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cyplanning/
Third Road
The plan has
been subject to
detailed
Transport
Assessment,
including
Canvey,
assessing
impacts and

recommending
interventions.
Access
improvements
for Canvey are a
strategic matter
which cannot be
addressed
through the
Castle Point
Plan alone, as
any growth is
only a proportion
of the demand
for those access
improvements.
The bulk of the
demand come
from the existing
16,000
households on
Canvey.
However, the
strategic need
for access
improvements to
Canvey Island
have been
identified
through the
Essex Local
Transport Plan 4,
which within the
Implementation
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Plan for South
Essex
specifically
identifies three
projects which
willimprove
accessibility to
and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan
sits alongside
the Castle Point
Plan, and the
developmentin
the Castle Point
Plan will make a
contribution to
relevant
transport
improvement
projects
identified in the
Local Transport
Plan.

© ©o ~ O

N O O o !

Individual

Dor
een

Fran
klin

Yes

Hou

The plan has included Thorney
Bay development for 173 homes,
so what make the H031

site any different.

Policy Houb5 states, new park
homes will only be supported on
existing Park Home sites. All

our homes are robust, make
provision for cold weather and
risk from flooding, but Hou5
should allow further
development which improves the
overall site environment for the
local

residents.

The plan allocates 173
homes at Thorney Bay
so Kings Park should
be allowed

HOU5 should allow
further development
which improves the
site environment for
local residents

Thorny Bay

The 173 homes
at Thorney Bay
are as a result of
an existing
planning
permission and
are not allocated
as part of this
Plan as they
already have
permission. They
are however
included within
the existing
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commitments.
Full details of
the 480 existing
commitment
can be found
within the
housing
trajectory at
Appendix 2 of
the Housing
Topic paper
(August 2025).

Kings Park
Within the
withdrawn local
plan, the site
adjacentto the
eastern
boundary of
Kings Park was
included as a
housing
allocation.
However, that
plan was
withdrawn and
that site remains
within the extent
of the Green
Belt.

That site was not
promoted for
consideration
forinclusion
within the Castle
Point Plan, and
is not therefore
available for
development
purposes.
Separately, it
has been
identified
through the
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Open Space
Assessment and
the Green and
Blue
Infrastructure
Strategy as a
potential site for
the delivery of
Biodiversity Net
Gain which the
landowner
intends to bring
forward.

© © O

W o oo !

Individual

Dor
een

Fran
klin

Yes

Fore
word

I would like to introduce myself
as Chair of the Kings Park Village
Residents

Association. Our committee have
recently been: inundated with
enquiries from

residents asking how they can
object to the building of 3,316
homes in Canvey Island

and emphasise the need for a
third road off the island. As you
must be aware we are a
retirement park, and as such
many of our residents do not
have access to social media

or the internet where the majority
of the information on this matter
has been published

and the meetings were poorly
adveliised. The residents feel
that they are

discriminated against in that they
are limited in having a say in
these matters and the
committee are in agreement with
them.

Kings Park residents
feel discriminated
against during the
consultation as they do
not have access to the
internet and felt events
were poorly advertised.

Comments
noted. The
council has
prioritised
inclusivity for the
consultations.
Further details of
thisis included
inthereg 18
consultation
statement and
reg 22
consultation
statement.
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0 | Organisatio | Kev | Fras | Esse | Yes Who | No Not consistent with No | Not Justified, Appendix A. Yes | Not | Yes, | B Supports recognition of | Accepted Essex
2 |n in er X le National Policy Not Policy Context (Not Sound - Stat | ECC Minerals and Waste Additional County
8 Coun Plan Consistent, Effective): ed sup Planning Function in clarification but | Councilis
2- ty Not Effective, ECC welcomes recognition of its plie Essex. Further shortened text the
0 Coun Not positive minerals and waste planning ds clarification and detail | added as Minerals
0 cil function in Essex and the addi required in the requested to Planning
0 relationship between the Plan, tona supporting text provide clarity. Authority
1 the Essex Minerals Local Plan L regarding the function for Castle
(MLP) (2014) and the Essex and app of Mineral Point
Southend-on-Sea Waste Local endi Safeguarding areas and Borough
Plan (WLP) (2017), which ces Mineral and Waste andis
together comprise the statutory cont Consultation Areas and responsib
Development Plan for the aini the potential le for the
borough. ng requirement for a preparati
However, ECC seek this is further vari Mineral or Waste on of the
clarified and further detail ous Infrastructure Impact Minerals
clarification provided with piec Assessments Local
regards the function of Mineral es of Plan 2014
Safeguarding Areas and Mineral evid (MLP),
and Waste Consultation Areas enc which is
including the potential e currently
requirement for a Mineral or being
Waste Infrastructure Impact reviewed.
Assessment (MIIA or WIIA). The MLP
forms
part of
the
Statutory
Develop
ment
Plan for
the
borough
and
should be
read
alongside
the
Castle
Point
Plan.
Essex
County
Council
must be
consulted
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on all
non-
minera
related

developm

ent
propos

within a

Minerals
Safeguar
ding Area

(MSA)

that meet
threshold
s defined

inthe

MLP. A
Mineral

Resour
Assess

ent may
need to

be

undertak

enin

advance

of

developm
ent. The

MLP

designate
s Mineral
Consultat
ion Areas
(MCAs) at

a

distance
of 250m

around
active

quarrie
minera

infrastruc

ture an

deposits
and any

L

ed

ce
m

S,
L

d
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developm
ent within
these
areas will
require a
Mineral
Infrastruc
ture
Impact
Assessm
ent.

Essex
County
Councilis
the Waste
Planning
Authority
for Castle
Point
Borough,
and the
Essex and
Southend
-on-Sea
Waste
Local
Plan
(WLP)
July 2017
forms
part of
the
Statutory
Develop
ment
Plan for
the
borough
and
should be
read
alongside
the
Castle
Point
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Plan. The

WLP

designate
s Waste
Consultat
ion Areas
(WCAs) at

a

distance
of 250m

around

permitted

and

allocated

waste

managem

ent

facilities

or withi

n

400mofa

Water
Recycli

ng

Centre. A

Waste

Infrastruc

ture
Impact
Assess
ent will
be
require
for any

m

d

developm
ent within

these

threshold

sto
ensure

thereis

no

adverse

impact
their

on

existing
or future
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operation
0 | Organisatio | Kev | Fras | Esse | Yes Visio | No ECC welcomes the No | Effective ECC welcomes the inclusion of Replace Yes | Not | Yes, | B The newly Specialist Accepted: Replace
2 |n in er X n inclusion of Objective Objective 18, which refers to Objective 18 Stat | ECC Housing and Additional text with
8 Coun 18, which refers to “well-designed homes that meet | With following ed | sup Accommodation included into the | following
2- ty “well-designed homes local needs in terms of quantity, | text“Provide plie Needs Assessment Vision and text
0 Coun that meet local needs affordability and any well designed das (SSHANA, July 2025) Objectives to “Provide
0 cil in terms of quantity, accessibility requirements.” This | homes that addi has been published acknowledge the | well
0 affordability and any aligns with ECC’s strategic meet Ic_)cal tona and provides evidence | need for designed
2 accessibility priorities around inclusive needs m_terms L on future specialistand | affordable homes
. o . - of quantity, ) .
requirements.” This housing and accessibility. o app supported housing specialist that meet
_ _ , o affordability, ) : . .
aligns with ECC’s However, the Vision and care, support endi needs in Castle Point. accommodation | local
strategic priorities Objectives do not explicitly and ces The vision and based on the needsin
around inclusive acknowledge the borough’s accessibility cont objectives need to evidence from terms of
housing and ageing population or the need for | gng any aini reflect new evidence. the SSHANA July | quantity,
accessibility. affordable specialist accessibility ng 2025. affordabil
However, the Vision accommodation. This issue was | requirements.” vari For the Vision and ity, care,
and Objectives do not identified in ECC’s Regulation 18 ous Objectives to Accepted: The support
explicitly acknowledge response to Question 1 of that piec incorporate findings Vision and and
the borough’s ageing consultation and the suggested es of from the recently Objectives accessibi
population or the need amendments enable this to be evid published evidence updated to lity and
for affordable satisfied. enc from The Specialist include evidence | any
specialist The Essex Supported and e Housing and from the accessibi
accommodation. This Specialist Housing and Accommodation SSHANA July lity
issue was identified in Accommodation Needs Needs Assessment 2025to address | requirem
ECC’s Regulation 18 Assessment (SSHANA, 2025) (SSHANA, July 2025). the needs of an ents.”
response to Question 1 provides updated evidence of aging population
of that consultation future housing need in Castle Supports the Gl within this Replace
and the suggested Point, including: objectives protecting objective with the
amendments enable ¢ 1,056 retirement/sheltered green spaces and following
this to be satisfied. housing units provision of high- Noted text
The Essex Supported * Approx. 710 market units quality, multifunctional “Secure
and Specialist Housing ¢ Approx. 346 affordable/social GBI within the Vision improved
and Accommodation rent units and Objectives health
Needs Assessment * 594 extra care housing units supported by key and
(SSHANA, 2025) ¢ Approx. 385 market units strategic frameworks wellbeing
provides updated ¢ Approx. 209 affordable/social of the ELNRS and the outcomes
evidence of future rent units South Essex GBI for
housing need in Castle ¢ 139 nursing care beds strategy. Comments residents
Point, including: ¢ 138 residential care beds that GBIl also has enabling
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* 1,056 ¢ 158 wheelchair-accessible additional benefits of more
retirement/sheltered homes (M4(3)) placemaking including active
housing units ¢ 15 residential placements for enhanced connectivity and
¢ Approx. 710 market Childrenin Care via active and healthier
units It also provides evidence for sustainable modes, lifestyles,
¢ Approx. 346 supported housing units for flood risk creating
affordable/social rent people with learning disabilities, management, health healthy
units autism, physical/sensory and wellbeing and Living
* 594 extra care impairments, mental health climate adaptation. environm
housing units needs, and lower-level support ents and
* Approx. 385 market needs. reducing
units The figures set out above should health
be treated as estimated need inequaliti
rather than delivery targets. es
While the SSHANA was finalised ensuring
after the publication of this inclusive
consultation its draft outputs communi
should be considered for ties

inclusion in the Submission Plan.
It provides proportionate
evidence to support the
refinement of strategic
objectives. ECC considers that
the current Vision does not
reflect these needs, nor
reference accommodation
requirements for children in
care, care leavers, or adults with
complex needs.

The amendment to Objective 18
will enable the concerns made at
Regulation 18 to be satisfied and
are supported by evidence in the
Local Housing Needs
Assessment (2023) and the
Essex Supported and Specialist
Housing and Accommodation
Needs Assessment (2025); align
with ECC’s statutory duties
under the Care Act 2014 and
Children Act 1989; and are
consistent with NPPF paragraph
63 addressing the housing needs
of different groups in the
community.

The Essex Supported and
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Specialist Housing and
Accommodation Needs
Assessment (SSHANA, 2025)
provides updated evidence of
future housing need in Castle
Point. It also provides evidence
for supported housing units for
people with learning disabilities,
autism, physical/sensory
impairments, mental health
needs, and lower-level support
needs. The Essex Supported and
Specialist Housing and
Accommodation Needs
Assessment (SSHANA, 2025)
provides updated evidence of
future housing need in Castle
Point. It also provides evidence
for supported housing units for
people with learning disabilities,
autism, physical/sensory
impairments, mental health
needs, and lower-level support
needs.

The Vision and Objectives do not
explicitly acknowledge the
borough’s need for affordable
specialist accommodation. This
issue was identified in ECC’s
Regulation 18 response to
Question 1 of that consultation
and the suggested amendments
enable this to be satisfied.

The amendment to Objective 19
will enable the concerns made at
Regulation 18 to be satisfied and
are supported by evidence in the
Local Housing Needs
Assessment (2023) and the
Essex Supported and Specialist
Housing and Accommodation
Needs Assessment (2025); align
with ECC’s statutory duties
under the Care Act 2014 and
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Children Act 1989; and are
consistent with NPPF paragraph
63 addressing the housing needs
of different groups in the
community. ECC welcomes the
inclusion of Green and Blue
Infrastructure (GBI) within the
vision and environmental
objectives of the Plan.
Recoghnition of key strategic
frameworks including the Essex
Local Nature Recovery Strategy
(ELNRS), the South Essex GBI
Strategy, and SEE Park is
supported. Their integration
demonstrates a positive
commitment to enhancing
ecological networks and
supporting nature recovery at
both local and regional scales.
ECC welcomes the inclusion of
Green and Blue Infrastructure
(GBI) within the vision and
environmental objectives of the
Plan. Recoghnition of key strategic
frameworks including the Essex
Local Nature Recovery Strategy
(ELNRS), the South Essex GBI
Strategy, and SEE Park is
supported. Their integration
demonstrates a positive
commitment to enhancing
ecological networks and
supporting nature recovery at
both local and regional scales.

ECC particularly support the
Plan’s ambition to protect
existing green spaces and
increase the provision of high-
quality, multi-functional GBI.
This approach not only
contributes to biodiversity and
climate resilience but also
promotes healthier lifestyles
through improved connectivity
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and active travel opportunities.
Strengthening these networks
will be vitalin delivering
sustainable development and
improving the wellbeing of
communities across the
borough.

While GBI is captured within the
environmental objectives and
chapter, itis important in the
delivery of the local plan to not
silo GBI and that its function and
benefits extends across multiple
plan areas. For instance, GBI
contributes significantly to
placemaking, flood risk
management, climate
adaptation, health and
wellbeing, education and
sustainable transport. A more
integrated approach that
highlights these cross-cutting
benefits throughout the Plan will
help ensure GBI is fully
embedded in decision-making
and delivery.
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0 | Organisatio | Kev | Fras | Esse | Yes SP1 | No 3. Effective No Whilst the ambition to Essex County | Yes | Not | Yes, | B Supports policies to Not Accepted. 1....
2 |n in er X ECC support the “safeguard’ Strategic Combined | Councilis the Stat | ECC deliver the ELNRS The Councilhas | Ensuring
8 Coun delivery of the ELNRS, Opportunity Areas is welcomed, | Waste ed sup through the local plan alegaldutyto those
2- ty providing protection the formal weighting of the Planning plie but queries the weight | have regard to areas
0 Coun and enhancement to ELNRS within the planning Authority for ds given to Strategic the relevant identified
0 cil the Areas of Particular systemis still to be defined, Castle Point addi Combined Opportunity | Local Nature as
0 Importance for pending further government Borough, and tona Areas within the local Recovery Strategic
3 Biodiversity as guidance. However, ELNRSs do the Essex and l plan. Considers that strategy for their | Combine
identified in the ELNRS. provide a statutory framework, Southend-on- app the word area within their | d
The ELNRS helps to requiring public authorities to Sea Waste endi “safeguarding” implies | local plans. Opportun
identify areas for have regard to them in decision- | Local Plan ces that Strategic Paragraph 192 ity Areas
habitat creation and making, as set out in Planning (WLP) July cont Combined Opportunity | (a) of the NPPF are
enhancement; Practice Guidance (PPG). They 2017 forms aini Areas have the same states that plans | safeguard
prioritise areas for offer a clear, evidence-based part of the ng weighting as statutory should identify, ed
action; support and understanding of local Statutory vari designations, including | map and protected
promote nature opportunities for nature Development ous the APIBs. ECC request | safeguard areas | and
recovery; and deliver recovery, which can inform Plan for the piec replacing the word identified by enhanced
coordinated action for planning policies and decisions. | borough and es of “safeguard” with national and to deliver
biodiversity and To avoid weakening policy should be evid “enable and support”. | local the
climate resilience wording while awaiting clarityon | read enc Supports this policy partnerships for | additional
the ELNRS’s formal status, ECC alongside the e criteria but habitat nature
The ELNRS includes seek the term " safeguarded’ is Castle Point recommends management, benefits
two key map types: removed from the policy and Plan. The WLP referencing “urban enhancement, identified
e Areas of Particular replaced with the phrase designates greening” to ensure restoration or to create
Importance for *...development proposals are Waste nature recovery and creation... it new
Biodiversity (APIBs): designed to enable and support Consultation climate resilience is then goes on to connectio
Nationally and locally the habitat priority measures Areas (WCAs) embedded in urban say that (Local ns
designated sites. identified within Strategic at adistance areas as well as Planning between
¢ Opportunities Combined Opportunity Areas’. of 250m undeveloped areas. Authorities) habitat
Mapping: This would provide consistency around Supports the reference | “should areas;
o Strategic with other policies in the Plan, permitted and to Essex Green consider what 2.
Opportunities — Areas regarding Canvey (Policy C1, C4, | allocated Infrastructure Strategy | safeguarding Identifyin
with potential for C6, C8 and C9); South Benfleet waste and Gl standards. would be g new
habitat creation (e.g. (B1, B4, B7, B8 and B9); Hadleigh | management Points out that the appropriate to urban
woodland, grassland, (Had1, Had2, Had3); facilities or ELNRS identifies enable the greening
scrub, freshwater, Thundersley (Thun2); Daws within 400m priority areas as well. proposed opportuni
coastal and marine). Heath (DH1); Policy E1- of a Water Typo missing “t” on actions to be ties
o Potential Development on Strategic Recycling requirement delivered, noting | within
Opportunities — Urban Employment Land; Policy ENV2- | Centre. A The ELNRS is one tool the potential to and
and other areas where Coastal and Riverside Strategy; Waste of a number which target stronger adjacent
habitat creation could and Policy ENV4 - Local Wildlife Infrastructure contribute to the safeguardingin to the
be beneficial. and Geological Sites. ECC Impact biodiversity duty areas the local existing
APIBs are notincluded support the focus of the policy on | Assessment Supports the view that | planning urban
within the identifying new opportunities will be Green Belt has wider authority areasto
opportunities mapping. within and adjacent to existing required for benefits from considers to be deliver
Therefore, the Strategic urban areas to deliver multi- any preventing urban of greater multi-
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Combined Opportunity functional green infrastructure development sprawl, it also supports | importance. “ functiona
Areas are not statutory that enhances nature, habitat within these nature conservation This position is Lgreen
designations, so do not resilience, and climate thresholds to and delivery of green further infrastruc
have the same resilience. ensure there and blue infrastructure | supported by ture that
weighting, but they are However, ECC seeks the wording | is no adverse and references Kirby Section40&41 | provides
strategic priorities for includes reference to “urban impact on Scott and Walsh study | ofthe NERC Act | nature-
investment and greening’, as this will help ensure | their existing Landscape and Urban | 2006. Essex based
coordinated action. that nature recovery and climate | or future Planning March 2025 LNRS map enhance
The ELNRS encourages resilience are embedded across | operation. identifies that ments,
local authorities and all parts of the borough, not just large areas of habitat
partners to focus in peripheral or undeveloped Castle Pointare | resilience
efforts in these areas to areas. ECC support reference to areas of and
maximise impact. the Essex Green Infrastructure particular climate
These areas are Strategy and Gl Standards in importance to resilience
intended to deliver the paragraph 6.5 as evidence of Biodiversity Italso
greatest combined South Essex’s environmental (APIB), has a key
benefits for quality. However, the ELNRS also particularly role to
biodiversity, climate provides robust, evidence-based around Canvey playin
resilience, water support for this and should be Island. Further the
management, and referenced here, as wellas in inland there are | overall
public wellbeing. They paragraph 6.10. The ELNRS various isolated | quality of
aim to connect identifies priority areas and APIBs which are | the
fragmented habitats opportunities for nature Local Wildlife environm
and support the Nature recovery, making it highly sites and entin
Recovery Network. relevant to the overall Ancient South
environmental context of the Woodland. The Essex as
plan. The ELNRS should not be strategic evidence
seen as the sole mechanism for combined d by the
meeting the biodiversity duty opportunity Essex
under the NERC Act 2006. While areas connect Local
the ELNRS is a significant and these APIBs to Nature
statutory consideration, itis one form nature Recovery
of several tools that support this corridors Strategy,
duty. Fulfilling the biodiversity through habitat South
duty requires a broader approach creation Essex
thatincludes integrating The Essex Green
biodiversity across planning, Biodiversity Net | and Blue
land management, and decision- Gain Evidence Infrastruc
making. Therefore, while the for Need Aug ture
ELNRS is a valuable resource, it 2024 refersto Strategy,
should be seen as part of a wider the difficulties Essex
suite of strategies and actions thatisolated Green
that contribute to meeting the designated sites | Infrastruc
biodiversity duty. We welcome have in surviving | ture
the recognition of the Green Belt with many being | Strategy
wider benefits beyond preventing in poor and
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urban sprawl, particularly in condition. These | Green
supporting nature conservation include the Infrastruc
and the delivery of green and decline of ture
blue infrastructure. This broader woodland and Standard
view aligns with the NPPF (2024), woodland birds | sand the
paragraphs 156(C) and 159, in Essexand the | associate
which highlights the importance loss of Local d
of enhancing green spaces to Wildlife sites proposals
improve landscape character, (LoWS), the forthe
support nature recovery, and study cites one SEE Park.
meet local or Natural England large LOWS in Remove
standards for Accessible Green Castle Point school
Space and Urban Greening which was lost playing
Factor provision. to residential fields
developmentin from
To support this approach, the 2022.1t open
study “A Greener Green Belt? concludes that space
Co-developing Exploratory strategic designati
Scenarios for Contentious Peri- opportunity on
Urban Landscapes” by Kirby, areas will Proposed
Scott, and Walsh may be of provide the most | text
interest. It explores future benefits for amendm
scenarios for England’s Green nature recovery | entto
Belts, including a shift toward over onsite criteria 1
multifunctional landscapes that biodiversity Ensuring
balance development pressures improvements those
with climate resilience, (those within the | areas
biodiversity, and public red boundary), identified
wellbeing. The study highlights a where quality as
growing consensus around the would be Strategic
need for Green Belts to evolve compromised. Combine
into strategic urban support Castle Pointisa | d
landscapes that deliver multiple small borough of | Opportun
environmental and social approximate 17 | ity Areas
benefits. square miles are
with a safeguard
https://researchportal.northumb population ed
ria.ac.uk/en/publications/a- density of circa protected
greener-green-belt-co- 5000 per square | and
developing-exploratory- mile, enhanced
scenarios-for-cont consequently its | to deliver
biodiversity the
uplift additional
opportunities nature
are more limited | benefits
than other local | identified
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authority areas. | to create
In response to new
the current connectio
guidance ns
already referred | between
to CPBC habitat
considers that areas;
the connections | “protect
provided by the and
Strategic enhance”
Opportunity should
Areas are replace
important for “enable
isolated APIBsto | and
survive and support’
should therefore | in
be policies
“safeguarded” in | C1, C4,
order for the C6,C8 &
Counciltomeet | C9 etc.
its biodiversity South
dutyin Benfleet
demonstrating (B1, B4,
improvements B7, B8
within the and B9);
Borough. Hadleigh
The policies (Had1,
Canvey (Policy Had2,
C1,C4,C6,C8 Had3);
and C9); Thundersl
South Benfleet ey
(B1,B4,B7,B8 (Thun2);
and B9); Daws
Hadleigh (Had1, | Heath
Had2, Had3); (DH1);
Thundersley Policy E1-
(Thun2); Daws Develop
Heath (DH1); menton
Policy E1- Strategic
Development on | Employm
Strategic ent Land;
Employment Policy
Land; Policy ENV2 -
ENV2 - Coastal Coastal
and Riverside and
Strategy, and Riverside
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Policy ENV4 - Strategy;
Local Wildlife and
and Geological Policy
Sites will be ENV4 -
amended to be Local
consistent with Wildlife
SP1 Criteria 1 and
Accepted: The Geologic
Council al Sites.
considers that
finding
opportunities for
biodiversity
improvements

within Castle
Points Urban
Areasis
important for
nature recovery,
climate
resilience and
community
wellbeing.
Accepted: The
Council agrees
that the ELNRS
is an important
documentin
identifying
opportunities for
improving the
natural
environment and
works in tandem
with the Essex
Green
Infrastructure
Strategy and Gl
Standards
Noted and
Corrected:
Noted. The
Council agrees
thatthere are a
number of tools
which contribute
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to meeting the
biodiversity duty,
the ELNRS is the
most significant
one.
Noted: The
Council agrees
that the Green
Belt provides for
wider benefits
0 | Organisatio | Kev | Fras | Esse | Yes SP2 | No No ECC require Criteria3b is Yes | Not | Yes, | B Recommends the Accepted: The 3b.
2 |n in er X ECC support the aim to amended to read: Stat | ECC addition of urban Council agrees Support
8 Coun deliver well-designed Support the delivery of well- ed sup greening to be included | thaturban the
2- ty neighbourhoods that designed neighbourhoods, which plie to deliver well- greening delivery
0 Coun enhance the local enhance the local environment, ds designed provides of well-
0 cil environment and enable urban greening, to create addi neighbourhoods that opportunities for | designed
0 create attractive, places where people want to live, tona enhance the local creating neighbou
4 liveable places. As part work, and visit now and in the L environment attractive rhoods,
of this, there is a clear future; app Supports the neighbourhoods. | which
opportunity to endi requirement for enhance
incorporate urban ces masterplans prior to the local
greening, particularly cont submission of a environm
through the use of aini planning application ent,
tools like Natural ng and recommends that enable
England’s Urban vari they are landscape-led urban
Greening Factor (UGF) ous to ensure that GBI, greening,
consistent with Policy piec biodiversity and to create
ENV3 - Securing es of climate resilience are places
Nature Recovery and evid considered at the where
Biodiversity Net Gain, enc outset. people
criteria d.3. e want to
ECC support the live, work,
requirement for a and visit
masterplan, approved now and

by CPBC, to be in place
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prior to the submission inthe
of a planning future
application.

Masterplans should
encourage a
landscape-led
approach to design to
ensure that GBI,
biodiversity, and
climate resilience, and
the ELNRS are
considered from the
outset, shaping
development around
the natural
environment rather
than retrofitting it.
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0 | Organisatio | Kev | Fras | Esse | Yes SP3 | No No | Justified, ECC does not consider the ECC considers | Yes | Not | Yes, | B Considers the Castle housing delivery | Housing
2 |n in er X consistent with | Castle Point Local Plan (CPLP)to | that CPBC has Stat | ECC Point Plan does not canbe Supply at
8 Coun national policy | be legally compliant due to its not fully met its ed sup meet the Standard realistically April
2- ty failure to meet its standard legal plie Methodology Housing achieved within | 2023
0 Coun methodology housing need compliance ds Need requirement its boundaries 2025
0 cil requirement as outlined in the with respect to addi outlined in NPPF, but taking into Thorney
0 NPPF and National Planning the Duty to Co- tona notes that there are accountits Bay
5 Practice Guidance (NPPG). operate and l notable environmental | significant (transitio
Paragraph 62 of the NPPF states | the IDP given: app constraints including environmental ning to
that “to determine the minimum | ¢ the IDP May endi Green Belt, and Sandy
number of homes needed, 2025 is not ces International and infrastructure Bay)
strategic policies should be based on the cont National designations, | constraints as
informed by a local housing need | infrastructure aini flood risk and highway | well as the
assessment, conducted using requirements ng and junction capacity capacity of the
the standard method in national | required to vari issues. housing market
planning practice guidance.” deliver 6,196 ous to deliver the
The current target for CPBC is homes in Policy piec Comments that Castle | level of growth.
686 homes per annum usingthe | SP3 but three es of Point has had DtC
standard method set out in the growth evid meetings and made The CPBC
NPPF 2024, and updated to May | scenarios enc requests for its position is
2025, which equates to 11,662 between 4,862 e neighbouring supported by
homes over the Plan period to to 8,845 authorities to assist evidence from
2043.The Plan is seeking to homes; with its unmet housing | the Green Belt
provide 6,196 homes (53%) up to | ¢ significant needs and no Assessment,
2043 within the existing urban evidence base opportunities have Strategic Land
areaonly, which resultsin a referenced in come forward outside Availability
significant unmet housing need the Plan has its boundaries to meet | Assessments
of around 5,500 homes. been its unmet need. and Housing
Housing requirements have completed Recommends SoCG Topic Paper.
significantly increased across postthe prepared. Sites were
South Essex (around 28%) and preparation of assessed
there are notable physical and the IDP, May Notes that evidence according to
environmental constraints, 2025, including has been put forward various criteria
including a substantial the Transport to support CPBC including Green
proportion of land designated as | Assessment, housing strategy but Beltrole, flood
Green Belt, and which ECC gueries its robustness risk, impacton
international/National and local | hand not and transparency in designated

environment constraints,
highway and junction capacity
pressures and a significant
proportion falling within Flood
Risk Zone 3.

CPBC have held meetings under
the duty to cooperate with its
neighbours within the Strategic
Housing Market Area,

reviewed prior
to the
consultation;
* Prior to
submission,
ECC will need
to undertake a
cumulative
assessment of

light of the short fall of
housing. Queries the
non-inclusion of any
potential development
sites assessed inthe
Green Belt assessment
including those that
were previously
recommended for

environmental
and heritage
sites, regard to
the Essex LNRS,
site access,
transport
network
capacity and
viability
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neighbouring and nearby local the growth allocationin the implications.

planning authorities and
requested whether those
councils would be willing to take
any unmet need (non-defined
level of need). Early responses
suggested not. Likewise, CPBC
has received requests from
adjoining and nearby authorities
to meet their unmet need to
which the Council has
responded negatively given the
constraints in the Borough.
Implementing the Duty to co-
operate and the preparation of
Statements of Common Ground
is the most constructive
approach to progress the matter.
It should be noted that the DtC
does not extend as far as a duty
to agree that the borough’s
unmet need can be
accommodated

In addition, ECC has some
concerns regarding the
robustness and transparency of
the evidence to justify the
significant shortfall of 5,500
homes. For example, the Green
Belt Sites Assessment concludes
that only a limited number of
Green Belt sites may be suitable
for further consideration, but
none are allocated. It is unclear
what "~ weight’ has been given to
the assessment of these sites
with regards:

* how circumstances have
substantially changed on several
Green Belt sites which were
allocated in the withdrawn Plan
by CPBC and supported by the
Inspector following examination,
with regards theirimpact on
highway capacity, opportunities
to enhance active and

consistent with
Section 3.4 of
the Essex
County Council
Local and
Neighbourhood
Planners’
Guide to
School
Organisation
and Place
Planning
(September
2025) for
education and
early years and
childcare to
inform, policy
requirements;
the IDP and
Whole Plan
Viability
Assessment.
Prior to
submission,
the IDP will
need to be
updated to
reflect the
significant new
policy guidance
and evidence
base that has
been
undertaken
since itwas
prepared early
in 2025.

ECC
recommend
the Table
supporting
Policy SP3is
updated to
read:

“withdrawn’ Local
Plan, the inconsistent
weight given to
“significant’ and j

" severe’ impact of
growth on highway
capacity in determining
site deliverability in
transport terms and
the weight applied to
Strategic Combined
Opportunity Areas for
biodiversity in site
allocation criteria.

There have been
regular meetings
between ECC and
CPBC with regards the
preparation of the
Castle Point Plan and
early drafts of the Plan
have been shared with
ECC.

EPOA’s net zero
development and
Essex Parking
Guidance and Local
Transport Plan have all
beenincorporated into
the plan, although
some amendments
were still necessary.

However, significant
evidence has been
completed post the
preparation and
publication of the IDP
May 2025 and needs to
be incorporated into an
updated IDP. The IDP
May 2025 is based

The Castle Point
Planis a new
and different
plan based on
new evidence
and is not
comparable to
the previously
withdrawn plan
of June 2022.

CPBC realises
that the Castle
Point Plan
delivers
considerably
less housing
than the
Standard
Method Housing
Need but
considers based
on the evidence
thatthisisa
realistic housing
delivery.

Unmet Housing
Need has been
considered
through the SEC
and directly with
neighbouring
authorities.
Relevant
Statements of
Common
Ground have
been putin
place
Ultimately, the
soundness and
legal
compliance of
the Castle Point
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sustainable travel measures, and | Housing Supply upon three growth Plan and its
issues regarding site access at April 20253 scenarios and not the evidence will be
(namely partly via residential ECC final housing strategy decided at
routes). recommend and sites setoutin the | examination.

¢ the inconsistent reference to
the “severe’ impact of growth on
the highway network — the TA
refers to " significant impact’ and
parts of the Plan refers to

" severe’ with regards the general
performance of the network and
at specific locations. Itis unclear
what “weight’ has been given to
the impact on the highway
network in determining the
deliverability of sites identified in
the Green Belt Site Assessment.
A number of recent appeals have
been allowed despite junctions
modelled as being operating at or
close to capacity. The impact
was not considered severe by
Inspectors with respect to NPPF
e.g. APP/F2360/W/22/3295498
for housing at Penwortham,
Preston. CPBC will need to be
satisfied that their approach to
severity is defendable at
examination.

* the weighting given to Strategic
Combined Opportunity Areas
(SCOA) identified in the ELNRS.
This may have been influenced
by the reference to their need to
be " safeguarded’ in Policy SP1
rather than “enable and
support’. PPG refers to Planning
Practice Guidance states in
preparing local plans the LPA has
alegal duty to "~ have regard to’
the relevant strategy for their
area.

Akey role of ECC is to maintain
high quality infrastructure to
support a growing economy and
the delivery of new homes and

consideration
is given to the
phased delivery
of supported
and specialist
housing as set
outinthe
SSHANA.
ECC require
Criterialis
deleted.
1.The
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
identifies the
infrastructure
required to
meet the
demands of
new
development.
ECC require
Criteria2is
amended to
read:

Where
necessary, the
Council will
seek
developers to
make direct
provision or
provide
proportionate
contributions
towards the
provision of
infrastructure
required to
make a
development
proposal

Reg 19 consultation
Plan. As a result EEC
considers that CPBC
has not met its duty to
cooperate on this
matter.

Evidence that needs to
be incorporated into
the Plan and IDP
includes; ECC
Developers Guide to
Infrastructure
Contributions (Nov
2025), Castle Point
LCWIP, Essex LCWIP
July 2025, Local
Transport Plan July
2025 (including the
South Essex
Implementation
Strategy (July 2025)),
SSHANA July 2025 and
the Shared Standards
in Water Efficiency
June 2025. ECC did not
have the opportunity to
review the West
Canvey Addendum
(Aug 2025) prior to the
commencement of the
Reg 19 consultation.
This evidence has
implications on the IDP
May 2025 and ECC
would need to do
further assessmenton
the infrastructure
impacts of the
proposed housing
strategy, as set outin
the Reg 19 Plan.

Itis agreed that
CPBC and EEC
have held
regular meetings
during the
preparation of
the local plan
including
sharing drafts of
the Castle Point
Plan for review.
Itis agreed that
there has been
additional
evidence
published since
the preparation
and publication
of the IDP May
2025. Following
feedback from
the Reg 19
Consultation
CPBCis
updating some
of its evidence
base including
the Transport
Assessment and
Infrastructure
delivery Plan.
The latest
evidence and
feedback will
inform the
proposed
modifications to
be submitted
alongside the
Plan.

Prior to
submission ECC

336



X O —

Individual/
Organisatio
n/Agent?

Firs

Na
me

Last
Nam

orga
nisat
ion -
nam

Has
agreed
to
public
ation
of
Name/
Comm
ents?

Poli
cy/P
ara
No.

2a.
Leg
ally
Co
mpl
iant

2b. If No, explanation

3a
So
un
d?

3b.
Positive/Effect
ive/Justified/C
onsistent?

3c. Explanation

4. Suggested
modifications

Wis
hto
part
icip
ate

exa

Why

Sup
port
ing

Evid
enc

sup
plie
d?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summary

Officer
Response

Mods

Required

communities. Achieving this
requires ECC to ensure that
development, planning and
infrastructure delivery across the
administrative county, is aligned.
This is to ensure that the delivery
of ECC’s infrastructure and
services are commensurate with
the growth being planned. Such
requirements cannot place an
unaffordable cost burden on the
public purse or require early
intervention to retrofit or “make
good”.

ECC has held regular meetings
with CPBC with regards the
preparation of the Plan in terms
of general policy matters, the
evidence base (including the
Transport Assessment), early
draft iterations of the Plan
(including its policies) and the
IDP. ECC provided formal
responses to the Issues and
Engagement and Issues and
Options consultations. ECC has
ensured that the Essex Planning
Officers Association (EPOA)
policies and evidence regarding
net zero development have been
included in the Plan, namely
Policies SD4 and SD5, and
further updates are provided as
part of this consultation. ECC
has ensured that the key
messages from the EPOA Essex
Parking Guidance, Local
Transport Plan - A Better
Connected Essex and water
efficiency requirements have
been incorporated into the Plan,
although some amendments are
still necessary.

Whilst officer meetings have
been held with ECC to discuss
the emerging spatial strategy, its

acceptablein
planning terms,
in accordance
with the tests
setoutinthe
National
Planning Policy
Framework
(NPPF) and the
provisions of
the Community
Infrastructure
Levy
Regulations
and having
regard to the
provisions of
the
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan.

There have been
regular meetings
between ECC and
CPBC with regards the
preparation of the
Castle Point Plan and
early drafts of the Plan
have been shared with
ECC.

EPOA’s net zero
development and
Essex Parking
Guidance and Local
Transport Plan have all
beenincorporated into
the plan, although
some amendments
were still necessary.

However, significant
evidence has been
completed post the
preparation and
publication of the IDP
May 2025 and needs to
be incorporated into an
updated IDP. The IDP
May 2025 is based
upon three growth
scenarios and not the
final housing strategy
and sites set outin the
Reg 19 consultation
Plan. As a result EEC
considers that CPBC
has not met its duty to
cooperate on this
matter.

Evidence that needs to
be incorporated into
the Plan and IDP
includes; ECC
Developers Guide to
Infrastructure

will be required
to undertake a
cumulative
assessment of
the
infrastructure
needs based on
the proposed
housing strategy
setoutinthe
Reg 19 Plan,
namely 6,196
homes,
particularly
around primary,
secondary and
early years
education and
childcare and
SEND, and the
additional
evidence.
CPBC will
provide ECC the
updated
Transport
Assessment to
review prior to
submission of
the Castle Point
Plan for
examination.

The IDP will be
updated to
include all latest
information and
evidence for
ECC
review.Accepted
amendment to
table 