Regulation 19 Consultation Spreadsheet

Representations and Responses to the Castle Point Plan

Ordered by Surname I-L

January 2026



Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

09
99

00
01

Individual

Andr
ew

Ired
ale

Yes

SP3

Yes

No

Positively
prepared,
Effective, Justified,
Consistent with
national policy

Too many houses for the infrastructure.

The
number
of
houses
propose
dfor
exceeds
the
surroun
ding
infrastru
cture of
streets,
health
and
educatio
n
facilities

No

Not
Ans
wer
ed

Not
Answe
red

Infrastr
ucture
concer
ns

Infrastructure matters
(including healthcare
and education) are
covered by policies
INFRA1-6 and the
supporting Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP).
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05 | Individual Dee Isbel Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes A No 5YHLS N
25 l to Consistent with national policy. North 5YHLS | The Councilis currently
- conside national policy Doesn't meet the housing target for West and relying on the 1998
00 r Castle Point. Thunder failed Adopted Local Plan
01 strategi Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ Grey sley site, to which does not have up
o Belt against new NPPF guidelines. 187 Ha, conside | to date policies on
alternati The draft local plan is not justified. asa r housing supply,
ves like Site selection strategy is biased and Greenbe strategi | consequently, the five-
North predetermined towards a "no greenbelt lt, Grey C year housing land supply
West build policy". Belt, alternat | positionis calculated
Thunder Site selection is based on the "over Brownfie ives like | using the Government’s
sley. No development of Brownfield sites". ld site North Standard method.
credible Not considered all sites, no Greenbelt/ option West However, once a new
five-year Grey Belt sites added, with the exclusion | for 7 500 Thunde | planis place, the
housing of North homes. rsley. housing target is set by
land West Thundersley, and HO31. Add the Not that plan and not the
supply. The policy is based on the total over Greenbe consist | Government’s Standard
development of urban sites, especially lt/ Grey entwith | method. The five-year
on Canvey. Belt site nationa | housing land supply
The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | of Kings Lpolicy | positionis calculated
resident led. Park andis from that target. Itis
Canvey West homes puts residents in HO31. predete | therefore important that
the East at risk with emergency Reduce rmined | we continue to progress
evacuation the to the Castle Point Plan.
procedures. urban towards | The Castle Point Plan will
There are 870 homes on Kings Park with housing no provide arolling 5 year
approximately 1,400 residents; we have | targetto greenb | housing land supply. It
serious concerns as to how they would 3500 elt should be noted that itis
be able to evacuate the island in the from Over common for stepped
eventofa 6200, develop | increasesin housing
flood or major incident. Our position on with ment of | delivery to be set out and
the island means that we would have Canvey brownfi | agreed in plans, as
great at 1050. eld stepped changes
difficulty getting off the park and onto the | Total sites respond to the capacity
main route off the island as they would housing No of the housing market to
already be gridlocked. Then there is the target of Green/ | respond to and deliver
issue of those residents who are 11,000. Grey against new housing
disabled, Belt targets. In the first ten
house-bound/bed-bound. This would sites years of the plan the
obviously increase the time needed for conside | Council’s aimisto
evacuation. This highlights once again red deliver 231 homes per
the need for a third road off of Canvey Canvey | year on average. It then
anditis west expects to step up
our opinion that this must form part of homes | delivery again from year
the Local Plan. The majority of Canvey's put 11 onwards to 555
residents are of the same opinion. Canvey | homes peryearon
East average. Itis these




included within the plan.
Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
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
All reasonable option
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).

Green/Grey Belt

The Council has
undertaken a Green Belt
Review in accordance
with the requirements of
the Governments
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homes | delivery rates that will be
atrisk used to calculate the
with five-year housing land
emerge | supply position once the
ncy Castle Point Planis
evacuat | adopted, and from that
ion point onwards. For
proced | furtherinformation
ures please see housing topic
Need paper.
fora
third Strategic alternatives
roadto | North west Thundersley
be is in the Greenbelt. For
include | thosereasonssetoutin
dinthe | the Housing Capacity
plan. Topic Paper it was not
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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 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 belt is
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
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those reasons set out
above.

Emergency Evacuation
The Councils detailed
emergency planning
pages are here
www.castlepoint.gov.uk/
emergencyplanning/

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 isonly 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
accessibility to and from
the Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
alongside the Castle
Point Plan, and the
developmentin the
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Castle Point Plan will
make a contribution to
relevant transport
improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
05 | Individual Dee Isbel Yes Houb The plan has included Thorney Bay A The Thorny Bay N
25 l development for 173 homes, so what plan The 173 homes at
- make the HO31 allocat | ThorneyBayareasa
00 site any different. es 173 result of an existing
02 Policy Hou5 states, new park homes will homes | planning permission and
only be supported on existing Park Home at are not allocated as part
sites. All Thorney | of this Plan as they
our homes are robust, make provision for Bayso | already have permission.
cold weather and risk from flooding, but Kings They are however
Houb Park included within the
should allow further development which should | existing commitments.
improves the overall site environment for be Full details of the 480
the local allowed | existing commitment can
residents. HOU5 be found within the
should | housing trajectory at
allow Appendix 2 of the
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further | Housing Topic paper
develop | (August 2025).
ment
which Kings Park
improv | Within the withdrawn
esthe local plan, the site
site adjacent to the eastern
environ | boundary of Kings Park
ment wasincluded asa
for housing allocation.
local However, that plan was
residen | withdrawn and that site
ts remains within the extent
of the Green Belt.
That site was not
promoted for
consideration for
inclusion within the
Castle Point Plan, and is
not therefore available
for development
purposes. Separately, it
has been identified
through the 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.
05 | Individual Dee Isbel Yes Forew I would like to introduce myself as Chair A Kings Comments noted. The N
25 l ord of the Kings Park Village Residents Park council has prioritised
- Association. Our committee have residen | inclusivity for the
00 recently been: inundated with enquiries ts feel consultations. Further
03 from discrimi | details of this is included
residents asking how they can object to nated in the reg 18 consultation
the building of 3,316 homes in Canvey against | statement andreg 22
Island during consultation statement.
and emphasise the need for a third road the
off the island. As you must be aware we consult
are a ation as
retirement park, and as such many of our they do
residents do not have access to social not
media have
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or the internet where the majority of the access
information on this matter has been to the
published internet
and the meetings were poorly and felt
adveliised. The residents feel that they events
are were
discriminated againstin that they are poorly
limited in having a say in these matters advertis
and the ed.
committee are in agreement with them.
08 | Individual Dean | Isbel Yes SP3 No There No Positively Not enough investment or investigation Move No Not | Not Infrastr | Infrastructure N
35 I are prepared has taken place. The committee needto | housing Ans | Answe ucture Infrastructure matters
- much assess the infrastructure of the away wer | red on (including healthcare
00 larger surrounding areas and road networks not | from ed Canvey | and education) are
01 of areas just green belt. Canvey North covered by policies
of land look West INFRA1-6 and the
that around Thunde | supporting Infrastructure
could the new rsley Delivery Plan (IDP).
be used A130
to make area North West Thundersley
these towards North West Thundersley
plans Thunder is in the Green Belt. For
sound. sley and those reasons setoutin
Canvey Wickfor the Housing Capacity
Island is d. Topic Paper, it was not
already included within the plan.
over
populat Furthermore, it is not
ed and considered that the site
over is deliverable for those
burden reasons set out in the
ed by SOCG between CP and
traffic ECC and also the August
and the 2025 North West
lack of Thundersley transport
infrastr evidence. Sustainability
ucture. Appraisal (Policy SP3
There option 4) outlines why
are North West Thundersley
large was not preferred.
areas of
Land in
the
Thunde
rsley
area

better
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suited
and
nearer
road
network
S.
11 | Individual Rich | Ivory SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
40 ard the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. Itis not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
eto the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
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on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde

10
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West

Thunder
sley and
ithasno
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

rsley
site, the
NPPF
guidelin
es state
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

11
40

00
02

Individual

Rich
ard

Ivory

Hou5b

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment

11
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develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any
different
.The
Houb
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
ed on
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, but the
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve

improv
ed site
environ
ment
forthe
local
residen
ts

12



ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
11 | Individual Rich | Ivory C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
40 ard residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsiis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
11 | Individual Ange | Ivory SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
41 la the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ion on selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati L policy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the

13
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and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 targetto guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites”, must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances

14
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name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
o the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithas no guidelin
credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
land should
supply. be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
es are
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled
11 | Individual Ange | Ivory Houb5 The plan Policy Comments noted. Policy | N
41 la has HOU5 HOUS5 does not restrict
- include should | improvementto the sites
00 d make environment
02 Thorney provisio
Bay n for
develop improv
ment for ed site
173 environ
homes, ment
so what forthe
makes local
the residen
HO31 ts
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
ed on
existing
Park
Home
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Hou5
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
11 | Individual Ange | lvory C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
41 la residents in the East at risk with pment Pointresidentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
at East
Canvey
02 | Individual Sue Jack Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft plan to be PROPOS | Not No Housin | Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
00 son Sir/Mad Consistent with sound. Reason: The draft local plan is ED State gtarget | covered under policy SD3(3)
- am, | National policy not justified and consistent with national | MODIFI | d for GB2.
00 DO NOT policy. Itdoesn’t meetthe housing CATION: Castle | Allreasonable sites 3. Proposals
01 support target for Castle Point. The site selection | Add Point considered in both the must
the ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North not supporting SLAAand SA | demonstrat
Castle NPPF guidelines. The draftlocalplanis | West met. processes. e how the
Point not justified. The selection strategy is Thunder The site | Flooding: Flood risk SuDS
Plan biased and predetermined towards a'no | sley site. selectio | covered in policies and feature(s)
Regulati greenbelt build policy'. The site selection n the supporting Strategic | reflect and
on 19 is based on the 'over development of ignores | Flood Risk Assessment respond to
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have Greenb | (SFRA). the site
Consult been considered. No Greenbelt / Grey elt/ SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, specifically with the Grey SuDs and part 3 states ces,
DO NOT exclusion of North West Thundersley. Belt they must reflect and landscape
conside NPPF guidelines state that development against | respond to site character
rthe should be directed away from areas at new circumstances and have | andthe
draft highest risk of flooding. Sustainable NPPF regard to the ECC SuDS green-blue
plan to Drainage measures are not appropriate guidelin | design Guide for Essex. infrastructur
be for Canvey Island's unique geography es.The | Canvey SuDS options e network,
legally and drainage infrastructure. The 3,316+ selectio | have been considered and have
complia urban homes for Canvey is not resident n through the SFRA. regard to
nt. led. strategy Essex
Reason: is County
It fails to biased Council’s
conside and SuDS
r predete Design
strategi rmined Guide for
o towards Essex and
alternati a"no the Castle
ves like greenb Point
North elt build Strategic
West policy". Flood Risk
Thunder The site Assessmen
sley. It selectio t(SFRA).
has no nis
credible based
five-year onthe
housing "over
land develop
supply. ment of
Brownfi
eld
sites".
Not all
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sites
have
been
conside
red.
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
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t led.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.

02
00

00
02

Individual

Sue

Jack
son

Yes

C4

No

Canvey
West
homes
puts
resident
sinthe
East at
risk with
emerge
ncy
evacuati
on
procedu
res.

No

Not Stated

Not
State

No

The
number
of
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures

Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).

03
45

00
01

Individual

Alan

Jack
son

Whol
e Plan

| believe the plan has been legally
prepared and sound. AlanJackson 16
Pendlestone Benfleet SS7 1RT

The
plan
has
been
prepare
d
legally
and
soundly

Noted
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Name/C t? ein ed?
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s? m
02 | Individual Ama | Jaco Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft planto be | PROPOS | Not No Doesn't | Consideration of All Y - Policy
51 nda bs Sir/Mad Consistent with sound. Reason:The draft local plan is ED State meet Sites: All reasonable SD3(3)
- am, | national policy not justified and consistent with national | MODIFI | d the option sites were
00 DO NOT policy. Itdoesn’t meetthe housing CATION: housing | considered in the 3. Proposals
01 support target for Castle Point. The site selection | Add target Strategic Land must
the ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North for Availability Assessment demonstrat
Castle NPPF guidelines. The draft localplanis | West Castle (SLAA) and the e how the
Point not justified. The selection strategy is Thunder Point. Sustainability Appraisal SuDS
Plan biased and predetermined towards a'no | sley site. The (SA). feature(s)
Regulati greenbelt build policy'. The site selection draft reflect and
on 19 is based on the 'over development of local North west Thundersley respond to
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have planis | was considered but not the site
Consult been considered. No Greenbelt / Grey not preferred for reasons set | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, specifically with the justified | outinthe SOCG between | ces,
DO NOT exclusion of North West Thundersley. .The CP and ECC set out the landscape
conside NPPF guidelines state that development selectio | reasons site not character
rthe should be directed away from areas at n currently a preferred and the
draft highest risk of flooding. Sustainable strategy | alternative for allocation) | green-blue
plan to Drainage measures are not appropriate is and also the August 2025 | infrastructur
be for Canvey Island's unique geography biased North West Thundersley | e network,
legally and drainage infrastructure. The 3,316+ and transport evidence. and have
complia urban homes for Canvey is not resident predete | Sustainability Appraisal regard to
nt. led. rmined | (Policy SP3 option 4) Essex
Reason: towards | outlines why North West | County
It fails to a"no Thundersley was not Council’s
conside greenb | preferred. SuDS
r elt build Design
strategi policy". | Flooding: Flood risk Guide for
c The site | covered in policies and Essex and
alternati selectio | the supporting Strategic | the Castle
ves like nis Flood Risk Assessment Point
North based (SFRA). Strategic
West onthe SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | Flood Risk
Thunder "over SuDs and part 3 states Assessmen
sley. It develop | they mustreflectand t(SFRA).
has no ment of | respond to site
credible Brownfi | circumstances and have
five-year eld regard to the ECC SuDS
housing sites". design Guide for Essex.
land Notall | Canvey SuDS options
supply. sites have been considered
have through the SFRA.
been
conside
red.
Add
North
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West
Thunde
rsley
site,
187Ha,
a
Greenb
elt/Grey
Belt/Br
ownfiel
d site
option.
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
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to
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cipat
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3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.

02
51

00
02

Individual

Ama
nda

Jaco
bs

Yes

C4

No

Canvey
West
homes
puts
resident
sinthe
East at
risk with
emerge
ncy
evacuati
on
procedu
res.

No

Not Stated

Not
State

No

The
number
of
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures

Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
04 | Individual Chris | Jam Yes Had2 | No Failed No Justified, Itis not consistent with national policy, it | Add No Not Housing Need N
12 toph | es to Consistent with doesn’t meet the housing target for North meetin | The Council undertook a
- er conside national policy Castle Point, and site selection ignores West g Local Housing Needs
00 r Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF Thunder housing | Assessmentin
01 strategi guidelines. It is not justified, the site sley site, target December 2023 which
o selection strategy is biased and 187 Ha, No five | identified a need for
alternati predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt | asa year around 255 homes per
ves like build policy", itis solely based on the Greenbe housing | yearin Castle Point.
North "over development of Brownfield sites", lt, Grey land Changes to the NPPF in
West has not considered all sites, with no Belt, supply | December 2024,
Thunder Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Brownfie North removed the ability for
sley. No the exclusion of the North West ld site West Councils to set a lower
credible Thundersley site. | do totally agree with option Thunde | housing target, than that
five-year Had2 Policy, for the Hadleigh Farm area, | for 7500 rsley set out by the Standard
housing which states this site as environmental, homes. Green/ | Methodology.
land recretaional, nature recovery, Reduce Grey
supply. biodiversity, agricultrual, farming the Belt However, taking into
activities, nature conservation, SSSI, Urban Support | accountthe extensive
Ramsar site ecological restoration, Housing sHAD2 | evidence base that has
habitat creation and connectivity, targetto Wants been prepared to
protection as an open space, promoting | 3500 policy support the Castle Point
the heritage sitem the Castle, and from Co for Plan, itis not considered
whatever is planned for this site in the 6200, Hadleig | appropriate, sustainable
future does not have a significantimpact | with h orin keeping with the
on the landscape or the Greenbelt. | also | Canvey NPPF whenread as a
agree the Had2 Policy is about protecting | at 1050, whole, to deliver this
this Greenbelt site as not suitiable for Hadleig scale of growth in Castle
development, but this unsound plan for h at 305. Point.
6,200 homes, put's the Hadleigh Total
farmland site at risk to speculative housing The Castle Point Plan
development, with respect to urban target of Regulation 19 Draft
sprawl, it's a buffer zone, the effect on 11,000. makes provision for

highways and traffic, lack of
infrastructure, protecting our farmland
and wildlife, out of character, open
space, heritage, archaeology, promoting
historic links, and use of 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

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
setoutin the NPPF 2025.

Five Year Housing Land

Supply
The Councilis currently
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strategic green infrastructure asset
between Hadleigh and Leigh on Sea.

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 hew
planis place, the
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. It is
therefore important that
we continue to progress
the Castle Point Plan.
The Castle Point Plan will
provide arolling 5 year
housing land supply. It
should be noted that it is
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’saimisto
deliver 231 homes per
year on average. Itthen
expects to step up
delivery again from year
11 onwards to 555
homes per year on
average. Itis these
delivery rates that will be
used to calculate the
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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 Thundersley
is in the Green Belt. For
those reasons setoutin
the Housing Capacity
Topic Paper, it was not
included within the plan.

Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
SOCG between CP 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.

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
set out in the 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 belt is
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
Lung in Hadleigh is not
considered necessary as
the land is safeguarded
by policy HAD6
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name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
14 | Individual Dian | Jam Yes Whol | Yes I Yes | consider the Draft Plan to be sound. Castle Support Noted N
07 e es e Plan support Point
- the Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Point and
Plan legally
Draft compli
| ant,
conside
rthe
Draft
Planto
be
legally
complia
nt
12 | Individual Eilee | Jane SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
99 n S the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed nt and Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure , West the evidence thatthisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
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11 | Individual Melv | Jarvi SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
91 yn S the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
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More greenbelt.
doctors
needed | Infrastructure
Infrastructure matters
(including healthcare
and education) are
covered by policies
INFRA1-6 and the
supporting Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP).
06 | Individual Reec | John Yes C5 No No Positively Inadequate transport for proposed Another | No Not | Not A Third Third road onto Canvey N
94 e son prepared developments in Canvey island. access Ans | Answe Road The plan has been
- route to wer | red onto subject to detailed
00 canvey. ed Canvey | Transport Assessment,
01 Widenin including Canvey,
g of assessing impacts and
Sommes recommending
way and interventions. Access
extensio improvements for
n of Canvey are a strategic
Roscom matter which cannot be
mon addressed through the
way to Castle Point Plan alone,
Thames as any growth isonly a
Road. 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
accessibility to and from
the Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
alongside the Castle
Point Plan, and the
developmentin the

44



ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
Castle Point Plan will
make a contribution to
relevant transport
improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
12 | Individual Anth | John SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
96 ony son the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ion on selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati L policy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed nt and Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure , West the evidence thatthisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
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ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
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a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explana
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3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
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Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

ithas no
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

guidelin
es state
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

12
96

00
02

Individual

Anth
ony

John
son

Hou5

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay
develop
ment for
173

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for
improv
ed site
environ

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
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ed
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to
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cipat
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Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
ed on
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site

ment
forthe
local
residen
ts
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environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
12 | Individual Anth | John C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
96 ony son residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
atEast
Canvey
02 | Individual Maev | John Yes SP3 No I No Justified, | consider the Castle Point Plan The No No Not Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
04 e ston conside Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin consist | covered under policy SD3(3)
- e rthe National policy fails the tests of soundness, justifiedand | g entwith | GB2.
00 Castle consistent with national policy. Itisnot | modifica nationa | Allreasonable option 3. Proposals
01 Point consistent with national policy, it doesn’t | tions are Lpolicy, | sites were consideredin | must
Plan meet the housing target for Castle Point, | necessa it the Strategic Land demonstrat
Regulati and site selection ignores Greenbelt/ ry to doesn’t | Availability Assessment | e how the
on 19 Grey Belt against new NPPF guidelines. make meet (SLAA) and the SuDS
Draft to Itis not justified, the site selection the the Sustainability Appraisal feature(s)
not be strategy is biased and predetermined Castle housing | (SA). reflect and
legally towards a 'no Greenbelt build policy', itis | Point target North west Thundersley respond to
complia solely based on the 'over development of | Plan for was not preferred for the site
nt, as it Brownfield sites', has not considered all Regulati Castle reasons set outin the circumstan
has sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites on 19 Point. SOCG between CP and ces,
failed to added, and the exclusion of the North Draft Site ECC setoutthe reasons | landscape
conside West Thundersley site, the NPPF legally selectio | site not currently a character
r guidelines state development should be | complia n preferred alternative for and the
strategi directed away from areas at highest risk ntand ignores | allocation) and also the green-blue
C of flooding, SUDS measures are not sound. Greenb | August 2025 North West | infrastructur
alternati appropriate for Canvey Island’s unique Add elt/ Thundersley transport e network,
ves like geography and drainage infrastructure, North Grey evidence. and have
North the proposed 3316 urban homes for West Belt Sustainability Appraisal regard to
West Canveyis not residentled. The Thunder against | (Policy SP3 option 4) Essex
Thunder inclusion of the Charfleets Industrial sley site, new outlines why North West | County
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sley and estate as a brownfield site for 187 Ha, NPPF Thundersley was not Council’s
ithas no development into a mixed use housing asa guidelin | preferred. SuDS
credible and industrial area has not fully Greenbe es. Design
five-year considered the impact on micro, small, lt, Grey Has not | SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | Guide for
housing medium and large businesses currently Belt, conside | SuDs and part 3 states Essex and
land operating on the estate that are currently | Brownfie red all they must reflect and the Castle
supply. renting property or own their own site, ld site sites. respond to site Point
there is no assessment of how they will option Exclude | circumstances and have | Strategic
be able to operationally or financially for 7500 dthe regard to the ECC SuDS Flood Risk
continue to operate, should they be homes. North design Guide for Essex. Assessmen
forced to move to new premises or have Reduce West Canvey SuDS options t(SFRA).
restrictions placed on their existing the Thunde | have been considered
operations in the future, due to the urban rsley through the SFRA.
proximity of new residential properties. housing site. Charfleets: Charfleets
This policy is not evidence based, as | targetto Add Industrial Estate is
believe there has been poor engagement | 3500 North included within Policy E1
verging on negligent engagement, and from West which includes the
officers have not engaged with the 6200, Thunde | statement 'the Council
majority of the businesses on the with rsley will seek to provide and
Charfleets Industrial estate. The future Canvey site, retain Class E(g), B2 and
plans for Charfleets Industrial estate at 1050. 187 Ha, | B8 use classes or other
needs a fully supported, full economic Remove asa ‘sui generis’ uses of a
regeneration of the estate, and there is Charflee Greenb | similar employment
no reasoned justification for using the ts elt, nature unless it can be
Charfleets Industrial estate for housing, Industria Grey demonstrated that there
with businesses integrated with | Estate Belt, is no reasonable
residential homes. site from Brownfi | prospect for the site to
the plan. eld site | be used for these
Total option | purposes’
housing for
target of 7500
11,000. homes.
NPPF
states
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g
SUDS
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3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?
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Why
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rting
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ce
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ed?
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A,B
orC

Summa
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Officer Response

Mods
Required

measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island’s
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
and
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.
Reduce
the
urban
housing
target
to 3500
from
6200,
with
Canvey
at
1050.
Total
housing
target
of
11,000.
Object
for
propos
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als for
residen
tialon
Charfle
ets
02 | Individual Maev | John Yes C4 No The No Not Stated No No The Needs of emergency N
04 e ston number number | services considered in
- e of of the supporting
00 Canvey Canvey | Infrastructure Delivery
02 West West Plan (IDP).
homes homes
puts puts
resident residen
sinthe tsinthe
East at East at
risk with risk
emerge with
ncy emerge
evacuati ncy
on evacuat
procedu ion
res. proced
ures
02 | Individual Andr | John Yes SP3 No I No Justified, | consider the Castle Point Plan The No No A Not Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
10 ew ston conside Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin consist | covered under policy SD3(3)
- e rthe National policy fails the tests of soundness, justifiedand | g entwith | GB2.
00 Castle consistent with national policy. Itisnot | modifica nationa | Allreasonable option 3. Proposals
01 Point consistent with national policy, it doesn’t | tions are L policy, | sites were consideredin | must
Plan meet the housing target for Castle Point, | necessa it the Strategic Land demonstrat
Regulati and site selection ignores Greenbelt / ry to doesn’t | Availability Assessment e how the
on 19 Grey Belt against new NPPF guidelines. make meet (SLAA) and the SuDS
Draft to Itis not justified, the site selection the the Sustainability Appraisal feature(s)
not be strategy is biased and predetermined Castle housing | (SA). reflect and
legally towards a 'no Greenbelt build policy', itis | Point target North west Thundersley respond to
complia solely based on the 'over development of | Plan for was not preferred for the site
nt, as it Brownfield sites', has not considered all | Regulati Castle reasons setoutin the circumstan
has sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites | on 19 Point. SOCG between CP and ces,
failed to added, and the exclusion of the North Draft Site ECC setoutthe reasons | landscape
conside West Thundersley site, the NPPF legally selectio | site not currently a character
r guidelines state development should be | complia n preferred alternative for and the
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strategi directed away from areas at highest risk ntand ignores | allocation) and also the green-blue
c of flooding, SUDS measures are not sound. Greenb | August 2025 North West | infrastructur
alternati appropriate for Canvey Island’s unique Add elt/ Thundersley transport e network,
ves like geography and drainage infrastructure, North Grey evidence. and have
North the proposed 3316 urban homes for West Belt Sustainability Appraisal regard to
West Canvey is not resident led. Theinclusion | Thunder against | (Policy SP3 option 4) Essex
Thunder of the Charfleets Industrial estate as a sley site, new outlines why North West | County
sley and brownfield site for developmentinto a 187 Ha, NPPF Thundersley was not Council’s
ithas no mixed use housing and industrial area asa guidelin | preferred. SuDS
credible has not fully considered the impact on Greenbe es. Design
five-year micro, small, medium and large lt, Grey Has not | SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | Guide for
housing businesses currently operating on the Belt, conside | SuDs and part 3 states Essex and
land estate that are currently renting property | Brownfie red all they must reflect and the Castle
supply. or own their own site, there is no ld site sites. respond to site Point
assessment of how they will be able to option Exclude | circumstances and have | Strategic
operationally or financially continue to for 7500 dthe regard to the ECC SuDS Flood Risk
operate, should they be forced to move homes. North design Guide for Essex. Assessmen
to new premises or have restrictions Reduce West Canvey SuDS options t(SFRA).
placed on their existing operationsin the | the Thunde | have been considered
future, due to the proximity of new urban rsley through the SFRA.
residential properties. This policy is not housing site. Charfleets: Charfleets
evidence based, as | believe there has target to Add Industrial Estate is
been poor engagement verging on 3500 North included within Policy E1
negligent engagement, and officers have | from West which includes the
not engaged with the majority of the 6200, Thunde | statement 'the Council
businesses on the Charfleets Industrial with rsley will seek to provide and
estate. The future plans for Charfleets Canvey site, retain Class E(g), B2 and
Industrial estate needs a fully supported, | at 1050. 187 Ha, | B8 use classes or other
full economic regeneration of the estate, | Remove asa ‘sui generis’ uses of a
and there is no reasoned justification for | Charflee Greenb | similaremployment
using the Charfleets Industrial estate for | ts elt, nature unless it can be
housing, with businesses integrated with | Industria Grey demonstrated that there
residential homes. | Estate Belt, is no reasonable
site from Brownfi | prospect for the site to
the plan. eld site | be used for these
Total option purposes’
housing for
target of 7500
11,000. homes.
NPPF
states
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
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from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g
SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island’s
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
and
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.
Reduce
the
urban
housing
target
to 3500
from
6200,
with
Canvey
at
1050.
Total
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housing
target
of
11,000.
Object
for
propos
als for
residen
tialon
Charfle
ets
02 | Individual Andr | John Yes C4 No The No Not Stated No No A The Needs of emergency N
10 ew ston number number | services considered in
- e of of the supporting
00 Canvey Canvey | Infrastructure Delivery
02 West West Plan (IDP).
homes homes
puts puts
resident residen
sinthe tsinthe
East at East at
risk with risk
emerge with
ncy emerge
evacuati ncy
on evacuat
procedu ion
res. proced
ures
07 | Individual Debo | John Yes HAD2 | No It No Justified, Unfortunately the plan as it stands now, Add No Not | Not A Agree Support noted. N
34 rah ston concern Consistent with although would be ideal if it were North Ans | Answe with
- e s me national policy accepted, is so much below the West wer | red HAD2 North West Thundersley
00 that the government housing target that it's not Thunder ed North North West Thundersley
01 number consistent with national policy and also sley site, West is in the Green Belt. For
provide doesn't take national guidelines of 187 Ha, Thunde | thosereasons setoutin
din including green/grey belt sites. North asa rsley the Housing Capacity
Castle West Thundersley could be an ideal Greenbe Topic Paper, it was not
Point's solution here. lt, Grey included within the plan.
plan as Belt,
it | appreciate and agree wholeheartedly Brownfie Furthermore, it is not
stands with exclusion of the Hadleigh Farm area | ld site considered that the site
now is (i.e. the statements around option is deliverable for those
much environmental, recreational, biodiversity, | for 7500 reasons setoutin the
lower agricultural, etc). | feelit's therefore to homes. SOCG between CP and
than protect this site by ensuring the Castle Reduce ECC and also the August
the Point Plan has a total number of houses | the 2025 North West
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govern
ment's
target
rate. |
appreci
ate that
Castle
Point is
trying
to save
all
Green
Belt
land
and this
isa
great
thing,
but
leaves
us too
much at
risk for
govern
ment
interven
tion and
potenti
ally no
say in
which
land is
oris not
develop
ed.
Castle
Point
should
conside
rlarge-
scale
alternat
ives and
I will
mentio
n North
West

more in line with government targets. |
link this back to my commentin 2b. re:
potential for government intervention

and no say about potential build sites.

urban
housing
target to
3500
from
6200,
with
Canvey
at 1050,
and
Hadleig

h at 305.

Total

housing
target of
11,000.

Thundersley transport
evidence. Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy SP3
option 4) outlines why
North West Thundersley
was not preferred.
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Thunde
rsley
here
since it
is such
alarge
site and
with the
right
infrastr
ucture
could
be
really
well
connect
ed to
the A13
and
A127
without
creating
traffic in
the
area.
Same
with
other
infrastr
ucture -
schools,
GP
surgery
s, etc -
there is
sufficie
nt space
in NW
Thunde
rsley to
develop
these.
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07 | Individual Debo | John Yes SP3 No Unfortu | No | Justified, The plan doesn't meet the housing Add No Not A No five | Five Year Housing Land N
34 rah ston nately | Consistent with number target as specified by the North Ans year Supply
- e do not national policy government for Castle Point. This West wer housing | The Councilis currently
00 conside therefore puts us at risk for intervention, | Thunder ed land relying on the 1998
02 r the where we could no longer have a say on sley site, supply | Adopted Local Plan
plan to which additional areas are to be 187 Ha, North which does not have up
be developed, and puts too muchriskonus | asa West to date policies on
sound losing our most valuable green belt sites. | Greenbe Thunde | housing supply,
as it The plan ignores government guidance lt, Grey rsley consequently, the five-
stands re: inclusion of green/grey belt sites. Belt, year housing land supply
now. | Brownfie position is calculated
don't The plan does not consider all viable ld site using the Government’s
believe green/grey belt sites, i.e. North West option Standard method.
that the Thundersley. for 7500 However, once a new
govern homes. planis place, the
ment The plan puts too much strain on already | Reduce housing target is set by
will overdeveloped parts of the borough, i.e., | the that plan and not the
conside Canvey, that lack the infrastructure to urban Government’s Standard
rit accommodate additional housing housing method. The five-year
credible numbers (not to mention flooding and target to housing land supply
asa drainage issues). NW Thundersley on the | 3500 position is calculated
five- other hand, could be developed with from from that target. Itis
year additional measures and connected to 6200, therefore important that
land the A13/A127. with we continue to progress
supply. Canvey the Castle Point Plan.
The at 1050, The Castle Point Plan will
plan and provide arolling 5 year
fails to Hadleig housing land supply. It
conside h at 305. should be noted that it is
r viable Total common for stepped
alternat housing increases in housing
ives target of delivery to be set out and
that 11,000 agreed in plans, as
could stepped changes
easily respond to the capacity
accom of the housing market to
modate respond to and deliver
more against new housing
realistic targets. In the first ten
number years of the plan the
s (i.e. Council’saimisto
North deliver 231 homes per
West year on average. It then
Thunde expects to step up
rsley). delivery again from year

11 onwards to 555
homes per year on
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average. Itis these
delivery rates that will be
used to calculate the
five-year housing land
supply position once the
Castle Point Planiis
adopted, and from that
point onwards. For
further information
please see housing topic
paper.

North West Thundersley
North West Thundersley
is in 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 setoutin the
SOCG between CP 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.
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09 | Individual Rita | Join Yes SP3 No An No | Justified, Not consistent with national policy. Conside | No Not | Not A North North West Thundersley | N
26 er alternat Consistent with Ignores Green Belt/Grey Belt against new | ration to Ans | Answe West North West Thundersley
- ive site - national policy NPPF guidelines. be given wer | red Thunde | isinthe Green Belt. For
00 North to the ed rsley those reasons set out in
01 West Has not considered all sites and North Green/ | the Housing Capacity
Thunde particularly excludes North West West Grey Topic Paper, it was not
rsley Thundersley site. Thunder Belt included within the plan.
should sley site. Support
have | agree with the Had2 Policy - particularly sHAD2 | Furthermore, itis not
been to protect the farmland as an open considered that the site
conside space, for nature conservation, is deliverable for those
red. ecological restoration and to protect reasons set outin the

Hadleigh Castle and the heritage site.
Any future plans should not impact this
very important piece of local history and
Green Belt.

Any development in that area would
need serious consideration in regard to
the effect on the increase of traffic and
lack of infrastructure, partiularly
drainage/sewage.

SOCG between CP 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.

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
set out in 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
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f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
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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 belt is
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.
00 | Individual Janet | Jone Yes Whol | Yes I Yes Not No Castle Support Noted N
36 ] e Plan support State Point
- the d Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Plan and
Draft legally
and feel compli
itis ant,
'legally
complia
nt' and
meets
the test
of
‘'soundn
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ess', as
set out
inthe
National
Plannin
g
Framew
ork

00
37

00
01

Individual

Neil

Jone

Yes

Whol
e Plan

Yes

I
support
the
Castle
Plan
Draft
and feel
itis
'legally
complia
nt'and
meets
the test
of
'soundn
ess', as
set out
inthe
National
Plannin
g
Framew
ork

Yes

Not
State

No

Castle
Point
Planis
sound
and
legally
compli
ant,

Support Noted
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08 | Individual Kathr | Jone Yes SP3 No Failed No | Justified, Itis not consistent with national policy, it | Add No Not | Not No five | Five Year Housing Land N
16 yn s to Consistent with doesn’t meet the housing target for North Ans | Answe year Supply
- conside national policy Castle Point and site selection ignores West wer | red housing | The Councilis currently
00 r Greenbelt/grey belt against new NPPF Thunder ed land relying on the 1998
01 strategi guidelines. sley site, supply | Adopted Local Plan
(o 187 Ha North which does not have up
alternat Itis not justified, the site selection asa West to date policies on
ives like strategy is biased and predetermined Greenbe Thunde | housing supply,
North towards a “no Greenbelt build policy “. lt, Grey rsley consequently, the five-
West Itis solely based on the belt, Green/ | year housing land supply
Thunde “overdevelopment of Brownfield sites”, Brownfie Grey position is calculated
rsley. has not considered all sites, with no ld site Belt using the Government’s
No Greenbelt/Grey belt sites added and the | option Support | Standard method.
credible exclusion of the North West Thundersley | for 7500 sHAD2 | However, once a new
five site. homes. Wants planis place, the
year Reduce policy housing target is set by
housing | do totally agree with Had2 Policy, for the C6 for that plan and not the
land the Hadleigh Farm area, which states urban Hadleig | Government’s Standard
supply. this site as environmental, recreational, housing h method. The five-year
nature recovery, biodiversity, targetto housing land supply
agricultural, farming activities, nature 3500 position is calculated
conservation, SSSI Ramsar site, from from that target. Itis
ecological restoration, habitat creation 6200, therefore important that
and connectivity, protection as an open with we continue to progress
space, promoting the heritage site, the Canvey the Castle Point Plan.
Castle and whatever is planned for this at 1050 The Castle Point Plan will
site in the future does not have a and provide arolling 5 year
significantimpact on the landscape or Hadleig housing land supply. It
the Greenbelt. h at 305. should be noted that it is
Total common for stepped
| also agree the Had2 Policy is about housing increases in housing
protecting this Greenbelt site as not target of delivery to be set out and
suitable for development, but this 11,000. agreed in plans, as

unsound platform 6,200 homes puts 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 ad 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

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 aimis to
deliver 231 homes per
year on average. Itthen
expects to step up
delivery again from year
11 onwards to 555
homes per year on
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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 n Sea.

average. Itis these
delivery rates that will be
used to calculate the
five-year housing land
supply position once the
Castle Point Planiis
adopted, and from that
point onwards. For
further information
please see housing topic
paper.

North West Thundersley
North West Thundersley
is in 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 setoutin the
SOCG between CP 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.

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
set out in the Housing
Capacity Topic Paper),
the Council has found
several clear reasons,
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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 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 belt is
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
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considered necessary as
the land is safeguarded
by policy HAD3
08 | Individual Chris | Jone Yes Whol | Yes Yes No Not | Not A Castle | Support noted. N
31 s e Plan Ans | Answe Point
- wer | red Planis
00 ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
08 | Individual Scott | Jone Yes Whol | Yes Yes No Not | Not Castle | Support noted. N
95 s e Plan Ans | Answe Point
- wer | red Planis
00 ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant
09 | Individual Dian | Jone Yes Whol | Yes Yes Not | Not | Not A Castle | Support noted. N
18 a s e Plan Ans | Ans | Answe Point
- were | wer | red Planis
d ed sound
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00 and
01 legally
compli
ant,
12 | Individual Davi | Jone SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
01 d S the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ion on selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
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d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithas no guidelin
credible es state
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five-year
housing
land

supply.

develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
isnot
residen
tled

12
01

00
02

Individual

Davi

Jone

Hou5

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay
develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for
improv
ed site
environ
ment
for the

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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makes
the
HO31
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for

local
residen
ts
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the
local
resident
S.
12 | Individual Davi | Jone C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
01 d S residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. at West | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
atEast
Canvey
06 | Individual les Jord Yes T2 No Arewe | No | Justified Yes Not | Not Castle | Comment noted N
37 an going to Ans | Answe Point
- get new wer | red Planis
00 roads ed not
01 off of sound
the or
island legally
,becaus compli
e as far ant
asican
see we
will
never
get off
the
island
or get
back on
it
09 | Individual Satvi | Juttl Yes SP3 No The No Positively This area is already too busy and adding No Not | Not Infrastr | Infrastructure matters N
93 nder | a docume prepared, more houses is going to cause further Ans | Answe ucture (including healthcare
- nt Effective, Justified, | problems for both current and new wer | red concer | and education) are
00 illustrat Consistent with occupiers. ed ns covered by policies
01 es the national policy INFRA1-6 and the
positive supporting Infrastructure
s of Delivery Plan (IDP).
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building
in the
area
and fails
to
highligh
t the
current
residen
ce who
currentl
y suffer
from
various
fails
from GP
surgerie
sto non
stop
heavy
buildup
of
traffic.
07 | Individual Nicol | Kear Yes HAD4 | Yes No Effective | formally object to the planning Revise No Not | Not A Objecti | Traffic Capacity N
14 a ney application for the proposed the Ans | Answe ngto Any application for
- development of 114 homes on Scrub number wer | red Had4 homes on this site will
00 Lane, Hadleigh. | have reviewed the of ed dueto: | havetocomply with
01 plans and have serious concerns homes Traffic policy T6 which ensures
regarding the impact this development built on capacit | thatdevelopment
will have on our community, particularly | this yon proposals offer safe
in relation to highway safety and land, Scrub access to the highway.
safeguarding. | do not believe the draft and Lane Any proposal will also
plan document to be sound. review Parking | have to comply with T5 to
the capacit | ensure sufficient
Our road already suffers from significant | assisted yon highway impact
parking and traffic issues, particularly living Scrub mitigation.
during peak times such as school drop- homes Lane
off and pick-up. The lack of available plan for Density | Parking Capacity
parking spaces leads to vehicles safeguar out of Any application for
obstructing pavements daily, creating a ding. charact | homes on this site will
hazard for pedestrians, long queues of er have to comply with
vehicles along the road in both directions Locatio | policy T7 which requires
as there are already issues at the Scrub n of site | the EPOA Parking
lane Mews junction, and only one lane closeto | Guidance (Part1and 2)
can be accessed at both these points, a to be implemented.
which also hinder crucial access for school

emergency vehicles.

Density
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The addition of 114 new homes will
generate a significantincrease in vehicle
movements and a demand for parking
that cannot be accommodated by the
existing infrastructure. The proposed
provision is, in my opinion, inadequate
and will exacerbate the current situation
to an unmanageable and dangerous
level.

| have a significant concern about the
proposed six assisted living homes,
which are to be located directly adjacent
to Hadleigh Junior School. While I fully
support the provision of assisted living,
having a child on the spectrum, you have
not made clear the nature of this
housing, and close proximity of these
homes backing on to to a junior school
raises serious safeguarding questions
that must be addressed.

The well-being and safety of the children
at Hadleigh Junior School must be a top
priority for the council. | am not
convinced that this is a suitable location
for this type of housing, and | urge the
council to consider the potential risks
and to put the safeguarding of children
firstin its decision-making process.

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

Location

The council has a duty to
provide homes for all and
supported living
dwellings are considered
appropriate in this
location. More
information can be found
in the Equality Impact
Assessment.

73




ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
00 | Individual Gina | Kee Yes SP3 No The No Positive,Effective,) Soundness of the Plan To be found Conclus | Not No A Objects | The Plan addresses flood | N
23 ble Regulati ustified,Consistent | sound at examination, the Castle Point ion and State to the risk, infrastructure, and
- on 19 Local Plan must satisfy the four statutory | Recom d scale of | development needs
00 consult tests of soundness as defined in mendati housing | through INFRA policies
01 ation paragraph 35 of the NPPF. These are, onto propos | and Policies SP3, C4,
represe positively prepared, justified, effective, Modify ed for C10 and SD1, supported
ntsa and consistent with national policy. the Plan Canvey | bythe evidence base.
vital While | acknowledge the considerable The Island, | Dutyto Cooperate:
opportu work undertaken by Castle Point Castle citing Addressed in the Duty to
nity to Borough Council, | remain concerned Point flood Cooperate Statement
shape a that the Plan does not yet meet these Planis a risk, and supporting
Local essential criteriain full. Thereis defining hazardo | Statements of Common
Plan absolutely no doubt that the housing docume us Ground
that target for Castle Pointimposed centrally | ntfor industry | * North-West
reflects by the Government is impossible to our proximi | Thundersley: Northwest
not only meet. It would in fact be impossible for Borough ty,and | Thundersley was
the our Borough to cope with a number of .The lack of | considered butnot
needs of houses anywhere near that target Council emerge | preferred. The SOCG
our without losing its character and causing | should ncy between CP and ECC set
commu critical failure of the local infrastructure be access. | outthe reasons why the
nities residents rely on every day. However, in comme o site is not a preferred
but also order to successfully argue its casefora | nded for Argues | alternative for allocation
their lower housing figure, the Council has to prioritisi that and also the August 2025
values produce the strongest possible evidence | ng North North West Thundersley
and that it cannot meet the Government’s brownfie West transport evidence. In
aspirati target and needs to show it has ld sites Thunde | addition, Sustainability
ons. considered every viable alternative. | and rsley Appraisal (Policy SP3
Castle think significant work is still required engagin (Blinkin | option 4) outlines why
Pointis from the Council to meet both these vital | g g Owl North West Thundersley
a requirements, to successfully secure the | positivel site)is | was not preferred.
unique acceptance of a significantly lower y with amore | ¢ Biodiversity: Covered
and housing figure than the proposed target. | resident suitable | under Policy ENV3 -
tightly The Plan proposes to deliver only around | s strategi | Biodiversity and Nature
constrai 53% of the Government’s housing target, | through C Recovery, which
ned representing a shortfall of approximately | outthe growth | includes mitigation and
area. 5,446 homes over the 17-year plan Regulati locatio | delivery mechanisms.
We are period. This gap has not been robustly on19 ndueto | ® Housing Supply: See
blessed justified. Although to many residents and | process. better housing topic paper.
with observers it is obvious that our area However infrastr | Plan to provide for rolling
beautifu cannot meet the Government’s )| ucture 5 year housing land
Lopen impossibly high housing target, the believe and supply.
spaces, strongest possible evidence must be the Plan lower
arich presented to explain and prove exactly requires environ
natural why. Environmental constraints and significa mental
environ infrastructure limitations are cited, but nt constra
ment, national policy requires that such revision ints.
and a constraints be clearly evidenced and that | to meet L
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strong all reasonable alternatives be fully the tests Criticis
sense of explored. Itis absolutely imperative that | of esthe
local this is addressed for the plan inits soundne Plan’s
identity. current form to be found sound. The SS. failure
But we exclusion of North West Thundersley Castle to
also undermines the claim that the Plan has Point demon
face been positively prepared. The has strate a
serious Sustainability Appraisal fails to assess significa delivera
challeng North West Thundersley in any nt ble five-
es, meaningful depth. The analysis is infrastru year
particul superficial and lacks the comparative cture housing
arly rigour applied to other locations. This vulnerab land
around omission risks rendering the Plan ilities, supply,
flood unsound under paragraph 35(b) of the particul leaving
risk, NPPF. The five-year housing land arlyin Green
infrastru supply is not convincingly demonstrated, | Canvey Belt
cture and reliance on constrained sites casts Island. sites
capacity doubt on deliverability. Paragraphs 159 | The vulnera
,and and 161 of the NPPF are clear that allocatio ble to
the development should be directed away n of over specula
pressur from areas at highest risk of Flooding. 3,300 tive
eto The current strategy does not reflect this | homes develop
accom principle even though flood risk on onthe ment.
modate Canvey is subject to very effective island o
growth. mitigation, the unique adaptations to must be Challen
These Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems reconsid ges the
issues (SUDS) necessary to not upset the ered. soundn
are balance of the island’s already complex | The Plan ess and
especial drainage network are not sufficiently falls legal
ly acute taken into account in the Plan. Many of shortin compli
on the SUDS’ measures routinely deployed demonst ance of
Canvey on housing sites elsewhere in the rating a the
Island, country are simply not appropriate for delivera Plan
where Canvey Island’s unique geography and ble five- under
the risks drainage infrastructure. The island’s low | year the
of tidal elevation, high groundwater levels, tidal housing NPPF,
and influence and reliance on pumped land especia
surface discharge mean that infiltration-based supply. ly
water systems such as soakaways, infiltration Strength regardi
flooding trenches, permeable paving that ening ngthe
are well depends on infiltration, and unlined the Duty to
known. attenuation basins would be ineffective brownfie Cooper
Also, at best-and dangerous at worst. These d ate and
significa systems rely on water soaking naturally strategy Sustain
ntly into the ground, yet Canvey’s ground and ability
there conditions make this highly unlikely and | includin Apprais
are risk creating new flooding or g North al.
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effectiv groundwater contamination problems. West e Calls
ely only Similarly, swales designed primarily as Thunder for
three infiltration features would not function sley modific
highway as intended and could fail under high tide | would ations
S or storm conditions. Any on-site drainage | improve to
access solutions that cannot be mechanically resilienc reduce
routes discharged or connected into a properly | eand pressur
inand managed and maintained system would | delivera eon
out of pose an unacceptable risk. The Council’s | bility. Canvey
the plan must reflect this reality and ensure Essex and
Borough that all new developments on Canvey County include
for allits use only those SUDS types that are Council North
almost compatible with its tidal regime, high is West
100K groundwater, and pumped network, not investin Thunde
resident shoehorn in the same infiltration-based gin rsley.
S, measures used elsewhere without regard | infrastru
Sadlers to the local constraints. In summary, cture
Farm, the Plan must be revised to provide a and
the A13 more robust justification for its housing would
towards shortfall, reassess the exclusion of North | be
Southen West Thundersley, strengthen delivery legally
d, or mechanisms, and align more closely obliged
Rayleigh with national policy. Site allocations for | to
Weir. | strategic housing growth — Concerns and | coopera
welcom Alternatives The spatial strategy te. North
e the proposed in the Plan places West
Council’ disproportionate pressure on Canvey Thunder
S Island, despite its well-documented sley
decision flood risk and infrastructure limitations. offers a
not to The allocation of over 3,300 homes is strategic
include excessive and difficult to justify. North opportu
any of West Thundersley offers a far more nity for
the suitable location for strategic growth. It sustaina
Green benefits from superior transport ble
Belt connectivity, greatly lower flood risk, and | growth.
sites strong public support. The site is
thatare composed largely of plotlands and
S0 industrial units, and its development
treasure would affect fewer residents. Its
d by exclusion is not adequately justified in
local the Council’s evidence base. The
resident Sustainability Appraisal fails to assess
sinthe North West Thundersley as a reasonable
first alternative. This omission risks rendering
draft of the Plan unsound under paragraph 35(b)
this of the NPPF. Arevised spatial strategy
plan. should reduce the housing burden on
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Thisisa Canvey Island and incorporate North
victory West Thundersley. Canvey Island’s
for geography and infrastructure present
resident significant planning challenges,
sanda particularly related to flood risk. |
testame welcome the Council’s commitment to
ntto the requiring Sustainable Urban Drainage
strength Systems (SUDS) in all new
of developments. However, SUDS must be
commu designed with a full understanding of
nity Canvey’s unique drainage context. The
feeling. slow release of retained water can have
Our negative cumulative effects if not
Green properly accounted for. The lack of a
Beltis third access point to Canvey because of
not just its unique geography remains a strategic
a weakness. The housing allocation to
plannin Canvey Island should be reduced and
g made contingent upon robust flood
designat resilience measures, including a
ion, comprehensive drainage strategy unique
many to Canvey Island and renewed
local exploration of a third access route. The
Green reliance on inadequate traffic routes to
Belt the Proposed Canvey West
sites are development, Haven Road, Northwick
a Road and Roscommon Way, all 3 filtering
cherish out onto Canvey Road at the Dutch
ed part Village area will lead to increased and
of our unacceptable congestion and pollution.
landsca North West Thundersley offers a more
pe and suitable alternative, with better
heritage connectivity, lower flood risk, and
. They infrastructure-led potential. Five-year
must be Housing Supply and Green Belt
protecte Protection Castle Point Borough
d Council deserves credit for adopting a
whereve brownfield-first approach. This aligns
r with national policy and reflects local
possible priorities. However, the Plan must
. demonstrate that brownfield
Howeve opportunities are deliverable and
r,| fear capable of contributing meaningfully to
that the housing supply. The failure to
Planin demonstrate a deliverable five-year
its housing land supply within this plan, as
current mandated by the NPPF, is a serious
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form concern. Without it, the Borough remains
will exposed to speculative development on
render all Green Belt land where development is
this possibly viable. This is, | believe, a fatal
attempt flaw in the Plan as it stands and needs
at addressing immediately. Having a five-
protecti year supply of housing to meet local
on by need is crucial to the soundness of the
the plan, but itis also a very robust defence
Council against speculative planning
meanin applications, something that the local
gless. Green Belt site’s residents desperately
That need the protection of in the face of ever-
said, | growing numbers of speculative planning
do applications and appeals. Green Belt
believe land provides flood attenuation, as
thereis demonstrated on Canvey Island during
acase the 2013 and 2014 Summer flooding
fora events, biodiversity, and recreational
carefull value. Its protection is essential. |
y commend the Council for removing
conside several treasured Green Belt sites from
red consideration for development.
exceptio However, | fear that gesture made on
ninthe behalf of concerned residents will be
site rendered meaningless, providing little or
known no actual defence of those Green Belt
as North sites that residents want to see
West preserved if the Council does not include
Thunder aviable five-year supply of deliverable
sley, or housing into the plan and better
colloqui evidence its case for a lower housing
ally as target. | am concerned that either the
the Planning Inspector is likely to direct the
expande Councilto include a quantum of
d deliverable Green Belt sites to meet the
‘Blinking need, which is likely to see a greater rush
Owl of speculative planning applications on
Site’. Green Belt while the Council decides
This site which ones to include, or the Secretary
offers a of State may decide to take plan-making
rare powers away from Castle Point Borough
opportu Councillors entirely. Although most
nity to local Green Belt sites should be
deliver protected from development in the plan,
much- North West Thundersley represents a
needed carefully considered exception. It offers
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housing infrastructure-led growth in a
ina sustainable location and would relieve
sustaina pressure on more vulnerable areas. As a
ble and new settlement, it could be built to
accessi different style specifications to the rest
ble of the Borough (e.g. three- or four-story
location town houses) that would allow for gentle
) densification compared to other
without residential settlements in the Borough.
undermi Recommendation to include North West
ning the Thundersley in the plan as a strategic
wider housing growth site The exclusion of
function North West Thundersley from the Castle
of the Point Plan is not only a strategic
Green oversight, it is a missed opportunity to
Belt. It deliver sustainable, infrastructure-led
isa growth in a location that is demonstrably
pragmat more suitable than many of the sites
ic currently proposed. The area,
solution particularly the Blinking Owl site, has
toa long been recognised in previous
difficult capacity studies as capable of
problem accommodating up to and over 5,000
,and | homes. This scale of development would
support not only relieve pressure on Canvey
its Island but also contribute meaningfully
inclusio to closing the gap between Castle Point’s
ninthe current housing trajectory and the
Plan as Government Assessed Need. The
away to current Plan places disproportionate
increas reliance on Canvey Island, despite its
e the well-documented flood risks and
soundn infrastructure constraints. By contrast,
ess of as previously discussed, North West
the plan Thundersley offers a strategic growth
whilst location with lower flood risk, stronger
allowing transport connectivity, and greater
for the public support. Itis situated on higher
better ground, adjacent to the A127 corridor.
protecti These characteristics align with the
on of principles set out in paragraphs 8, 11,
other and 20 of the NPPF (2024), which require
more that development be directed to
accessi locations that are sustainable, resilient
ble and capable of supporting necessary
Green infrastructure. Claims that the North
Belt West Thundersley site is not viable due to
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sites policy restrictions by the local highways
resident authority are unjustified in the plan and
S do not withstand scrutiny. Essex County
treasure Councilis currently investing over £59
,a million in the Fairglen Interchange
significa upgrade, in partnership with the
nt Department for Transport and the South
decreas East Local Enterprise Partnership. This
ein scheme includes new slip roads,
planned signalised junctions, and
housing pedestrian/cycle infrastructure, all
density designed to accommodate future
on housing and economic growth in South
Canvey Essex. Additionally, Essex County
Island, Council’s own infrastructure planning
and documents acknowledge that the
creating A127/A130 corridor will come under
an extra increasing pressure due to planned
highway growth, and that long-term options for
access further expansion remain viable, subject
forthe to funding and strategic coordination.
Borough There is no formal policy from Essex
onto the County Council opposing new junctions
wider in principle. On the contrary, their
road planning approach is growth-responsive
network and designed to support development
I where it is justified and properly planned.
acknowl Itis also important to clarify that, under
edge the Duty to Cooperate provisions of the
that, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
Council’ 2004, and as reinforced by paragraphs
S 24-28 of the NPPF, Essex County
approac Council would be legally obliged to
hto engage with Castle Point Borough
engage Council if North West Thundersley were
ment included in the Plan. Their role would be
has to assess feasibility, cost and mitigation
been - not to veto strategic growth proposals.
constru The Planning Inspectorate has
ctive consistently advised that infrastructure
and the constraints must be addressed through
consult joint working and evidence-based
ations planning, not through informal
onthe objections. Furthermore, while a
Plan portion of the site lies within the Green
well- Belt designation, its inclusion can be
advertis justified under paragraph 143 of the
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ed, | find NPPF, which allows for Green Belt
the release where exceptional
Regulati circumstances are demonstrated. In this
on 19 case, the circumstances are clear:
consult Castle Point faces a significant housing
ation shortfall, and North West Thundersley
difficult offers a location where growth can be
to delivered safely, sustainably, and with
engage minimal environmental impact. The site
with due is composed largely of ‘Grey Belt’
toits plotlands, light industrial units, and
length inaccessible land, and its development
and would affect fewer existing residents
comple than other Green Belt sites. It is precisely
Xity.| the kind of strategic release that the
have NPPF envisages — one that protects more
attempt sensitive areas by concentrating growth
edto where it can be properly supported. In
answer summary, the Plan should be modified to
all the include North West Thundersley as a
questio strategic growth location. This would not
nsinthe only improve the Plan’s soundness under
consult paragraph 35, but also reflect a more
ation, balanced, evidence-led, and community-
and supported approach to development
would across Castle Point. Itis a solution that
like this meets the tests of sustainability,
docume deliverability, and public interest — and
nt one that should be embraced, not
treated dismissed. As a Resident of Castle
as my Point, | find the format of the CPBC Plan
main Regulation 19 makes it difficult for me to
respons engage with, therefore | trust that my use
e, asit of this format will not make it impossible
is far for my views to be accepted. Previously
easier the original Local Plan 2011, was
for me rejected by the Examining Inspector, due
to to reliance of Land on Canvey Island so
outline as to protect the Mainland’s Green Belt.
the The Inspector found that approach
strength totally unacceptable due to the Flood
of my Risk issue. This latest version of the Plan,
views some 14 years later, indicates Castle
and Point Borough Councilrelying on land in
include a Flood Risk zone3 at Canvey Island are
greater content to make the same mistakes of
detailin old! With the right adjustments, this
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this
format
thanitis
by
engagin
g with
the
formal
consult
ation
questio
nnaire
online.
The key
points |
wish to
raisein
this
respons
e
regardin
gthe
draft
plan
are: *
Castle
Point
faces
serious
challeng
es,
includin
g
surface
water
flooding
infrastru
cture
strain
and
pressur
eto
accom
modate
growth.
*The

Plan can secure a future for our local
area thatis sustainable and in the best
interests of current and future residents
of our Borough. | strongly
urge Castle Point Borough Council to
modify the Plan before submission to the
Planning Inspectorate.
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propose
d
allocati
on of
over
3,300
homes
to
Canvey
Island is
excessiv
e given
its
environ
mental,
Tidal
Flood
Risk,
Hazardo
us
Industri
esand
infrastru
cture
constrai
nts. *
The
Council’
S
removal
of
several
Green
Belt
sitesis
comme
ndable
and
reflects
strong
commu
nity
engage
ment. *
North
West
Thunder
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cipat
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sley
offers a
sustaina
ble and
strategi
C
location
for
growth
and
should
be
include
dinthe
Plan to
better
protect
Green
Belt
sites
and
enable a
conside
rable
decreas
ein
propose
d
housing
number
son
Canvey
Island.
*The
plan
lacks a
demons
trable
five-year
housing
land
supply,
critically
undermi
ning its
credibili
ty and
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resilienc
e
Legal
Complia
nce of
the Plan
For the
Castle
Point
Plan to
be
legally
complia
nt, it
must
satisfy
the
statutor
y
obligati
ons set
outin
the
Town
and
Country
Plannin
gAct
1990,
the
Plannin
gand
Compul
sory
Purchas
e Act
2004,
and the
National
Plannin
g Policy
Framew
ork
(NPPF,
Decemb
er
2024).
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While |
recognis
e the
effort
that has
gone
into
preparin
gthe
Regulati
on19
draft,
there
are
several
areas
where,
inmy
view,
the Plan
does
not yet
meet
the legal
tests of
soundn
ess and
complia
nce,
and
these
must be
address
ed
before
submiss
ion for
examina
tion.
Perhaps
most
critically
, the
Council
has not
yet
demons
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trated a
delivera
ble five-
year
housing
land
supply,
as
required
under
paragra
ph 78 of
the
NPPF.
Thisis
nota
technic
al
detail; it
isa
fundam
ental
test of
the
Plan’s
credibili
ty.
Policy
SP3in
the Plan
does
not
provide
a
delivera
ble five-
year
supply
of
housing
land for
either
the
Govern
ment’s
housing
targets,
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or
indeed
the
Council’
sown
lower
assesse
d need.
The
absence
ofa
transpar
entand
evidenc
ed
supply
not only
weaken
sthe
Plan’s
position
but also
leaves
all of
Castle
Point’s
Green
Belt,
which
possibly
could
be
develop
ed,
critically
vulnera
ble to
specula
tive
develop
ment,
particul
arly
areas
that are
environ
mentall
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y
sensitiv

eor
poorly
served
by
infrastru
cture.

In
summar
y, while
the
Regulati
on19
draft
represe
nts
progres
s, inmy
view,
the draft
planis
not yet
legally
complia
nt. The
Plan
must be
revised
to
address
these
shortco
mings,
particul
arlyin
relation
to the
Duty to
Cooper
ate, the
treatme
nt of
strategi
C
alternati
ves, the
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enforce
ability of
mitigati
on, and
the
evidenci
ng of
housing
supply.
These
are not
academ
ic
concern
s; they
are the
legal
safegua
rds that
ensure
develop
mentis
sustaina
ble,
justified
,andin
the
public
interest.

00
23

00
02

Individual

Gina

Kee
ble

Yes

Forwo
rd

No

A key
statutor
y
require
mentis
the
‘Duty to
Cooper
ate’.
Thisis
nota
procedu
ral
formalit
y buta
legal

No

Not Stated

Not
State

No

e Duty
to
Cooper
ate -
Absenc
e of
clear
and
binding
agreem
ents on
Cross-
bounda
ry
infrastr
ucture

Duty to Cooperate:
Addressed in the Duty to
Cooperate Statement
and supporting
Statements of Common
Ground.
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obligati
on
requirin
g
sustaine
dand
meanin
gful
engage
ment
with
neighbo
uring
authoriti
esand
statutor
y bodies
on
strategi
c
matters.
Paragra
ph 28 of
the
NPPF is
explicit
inits
expecta
tion that
Stateme
nts of
Commo
n
Ground
should
be used
to
evidenc
e this
coopera
tion. In
Castle
Point’s
case,
the
absence
of clear

and
housing
distribu
tion.
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and
binding
agreem
entson
Cross-
boundar
y
infrastru
cture
and
housing
distribut
ionisa
serious
concern

Without
demons
trable
coopera
tion, the
Plan
risks
being
found
unsoun
don
procedu
ral
grounds
alone.
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
08 | Individual h kee Yes SP3 No This No Consistent with Please see 2b. It can,t Yes Not | Not No Housing Need N
20 ble plan has national policy be Ans | Answe Homes | The Council undertook a
- been legally wer | red too Local Housing Needs
00 forced sound ed many Assessmentin
01 despite because constra | December 2023 which
the of @b. ints identified a need for
Govern COMAH | around 255 homes per
ments safety year in Castle Point.
rational concer | Changestothe NPPFin
e being ns December 2024,
totally removed the ability for
unsoun Councils to set a lower
d. housing target, than that
Present set out by the Standard
house Methodology.
building
is now However, taking into
farin account the extensive
excess evidence base that has
of that been prepared to
impose support the Castle Point
d by the Plan, it is not considered
Govern appropriate, sustainable
ment orin keeping with the
and has NPPF whenread as a
far whole, to deliver this
outstrip scale of growth in Castle
ped Point.
populati
on The Castle Point Plan
increase Regulation 19 Draft
. makes provision for
Conseq around 364 new homes a
uently year (around 6,196
the homes to 2043) which is
number sufficient to meet the
of need for housing arising
houses from the Local Housing
now Needs Assessment but is
being insufficient for the
planned standard methodology
is just requirement for housing
pure setoutin the NPPF 2025.
speculat
ion by Constraints
develop The evidence base that
ers. supports the plan has
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name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
Not extensive information on
once the constraints within
has the borough and if
anyone appropriate how they
attempt can be mitigated against.
edto
underst COMAH safety concerns
and the As setoutin Plan
very paragraph 8.28 ‘Both
unique port facilities are
restricti registered as Control of
ons and Major Accident Hazards
constrai (COMAH) sites due to
nts of the hazardous nature of
the the goods that they
geograp receive and store. The
hy of Health and Safety
the Executive (HSE) and the
area. It Environment Agency are
quite responsible for
simply regulating activities at
has no these sites, and also
expansi provide advice on the
on level of hazard the
room installations pose to
whtsov nearby development.
erasit's Both installations have
bordere HSE consultation zones
d by identified around them,
water in which itis expected
and that other development
floodpla is controlled to limit
ins and unnecessary harm to life
other and property. The extent
Boroug of these zones is
hs who determined by the nature
also of the goods received
have and stored on site, and
the the technical measures
same employed to ensure
restrain safety at the sites. Itis
ts. therefore possible that
Hence the level of hazard posed
there is to other developments
no nearby can be reduced,
room both by limiting
for development nearby,
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
infrastr and also by seeking
ucture improvements to the
improve level of hazard posed by
ments these sites, both during
at all. normal management and
In maintenance, and also
addition at the point where new
there is developmentis
avery proposed.’
high risk
Upper The current HSE
tier consultation zones are
COMAH indicated on the policies
sitein map. The plan doesn’t
Castle propose any new housing
Point. allocations in the HSE
The consultation zone.
roads However, some existing
are residential areas are
frequen already within the zone,
tly grid as well as the Thorney
locked Bay Park Homes site.
at all
times of Policy SD8 ‘Development
day near Hazardous Uses’
which states that ‘Development
would proposals will be
prove assessed in accordance
disastro with the Health and
usin Safety Executive (HSE)
the face Guidance where they fall
of any within a consultation
emerge zone for one or more
ncy at hazardous installations.
the Where the HSE advises
COMAH against development the
site. planning application will
be refused on health and
safety grounds’.
14 | Individual Wen | Keit Not SP3 Not No no Not No to Noted. N
42 dy h Stated State | noto Stat more The plan has been
- d the ed homes | subjectto detailed
00 plans. on Transport Assessment,
01 We have Canvey. | assessingimpacts and
S0 Only recommending local
meney one interventions. These are
homes identified in the
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already
being
built the
island is
getting
two big
with just
one
road.
That's
what
you
should
do for
the
island is
give us
the
second
rd not
more
homes.
We
can't
even get
off the
island
for our
hospital
appoint
ments
or get
anywher
e CoS
you
can't get
off the
island.
Sono
we dont
want no
more
homes.

road
access.

Infrastructure Delivery
Plan. Alongside this, the
Local Transport
Authority, Essex County
Council, have prepared
the Essex Local
Transport Plan 4, which
within the
Implementation Plan for
South Essexincludes
wider local
improvements to
transport networks in
and around Castle Point,
including improved
linkages to other areas.
Growth in Castle Point
will facilitate the delivery
of the proposals in the
Local Transport Plan 4.
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name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
05 | Individual Joyce | Kelly Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes A No 5YHLS N
40 to Consistent with national policy. North 5YHLS | The Councilis currently
- conside national policy Doesn't meet the housing target for West and relying on the 1998
00 r Castle Point. Thunder failed Adopted Local Plan
01 strategi Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ Grey sley site, to which does not have up
o Belt against new NPPF guidelines. 187 Ha, conside | to date policies on
alternati The draft local plan is not justified. asa r housing supply,
ves like Site selection strategy is biased and Greenbe strategi | consequently, the five-
North predetermined towards a "no greenbelt lt, Grey C year housing land supply
West build policy". Belt, alternat | positionis calculated
Thunder Site selection is based on the "over Brownfie ives like | using the Government’s
sley. No development of Brownfield sites". ld site North Standard method.
credible Not considered all sites, no Greenbelt/ option West However, once a new
five-year Grey Belt sites added, with the exclusion | for 7 500 Thunde | planis place, the
housing of North homes. rsley. housing target is set by
land West Thundersley, and HO31. Add the Not that plan and not the
supply. The policy is based on the total over Greenbe consist | Government’s Standard
development of urban sites, especially lt/ Grey entwith | method. The five-year
on Canvey. Belt site nationa | housing land supply
The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | of Kings Lpolicy | positionis calculated
resident led. Park andis from that target. Itis
Canvey West homes puts residents in HO31. predete | therefore important that
the East at risk with emergency Reduce rmined | we continue to progress
evacuation the to the Castle Point Plan.
procedures. urban towards | The Castle Point Plan will
There are 870 homes on Kings Park with housing no provide arolling 5 year
approximately 1,400 residents; we have | targetto greenb | housing land supply. It
serious concerns as to how they would 3500 elt should be noted that itis
be able to evacuate the island in the from Over common for stepped
eventofa 6200, develop | increasesin housing
flood or major incident. Our position on with ment of | delivery to be set out and
the island means that we would have Canvey brownfi | agreed in plans, as
great at 1050. eld stepped changes
difficulty getting off the park and onto the | Total sites respond to the capacity
main route off the island as they would housing No of the housing market to
already be gridlocked. Then there is the target of Green/ | respond to and deliver
issue of those residents who are 11,000. Grey against new housing
disabled, Belt targets. In the first ten
house-bound/bed-bound. This would sites years of the plan the
obviously increase the time needed for conside | Council’s aimisto
evacuation. This highlights once again red deliver 231 homes per
the need for a third road off of Canvey Canvey | year on average. It then
anditis west expects to step up
our opinion that this must form part of homes | delivery again from year
the Local Plan. The majority of Canvey's put 11 onwards to 555
residents are of the same opinion. Canvey | homes peryearon
East average. Itis these
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included within the plan.
Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
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
All reasonable option
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).

Green/Grey Belt

The Council has
undertaken a Green Belt
Review in accordance
with the requirements of
the Governments

ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
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f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
homes | delivery rates that will be
atrisk used to calculate the
with five-year housing land
emerge | supply position once the
ncy Castle Point Planis
evacuat | adopted, and from that
ion point onwards. For
proced | furtherinformation
ures please see housing topic
Need paper.
fora
third Strategic alternatives
roadto | North west Thundersley
be is in the Greenbelt. For
include | thosereasonssetoutin
dinthe | the Housing Capacity
plan. Topic Paper it was not
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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 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 belt is
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
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those reasons set out
above.

Emergency Evacuation
The Councils detailed
emergency planning
pages are here
www.castlepoint.gov.uk/
emergencyplanning/

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 isonly 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
accessibility to and from
the Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
alongside the Castle
Point Plan, and the
developmentin the
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Castle Point Plan will
make a contribution to
relevant transport
improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
05 | Individual Joyce | Kelly Yes Houb The plan has included Thorney Bay A The Thorny Bay N
40 development for 173 homes, so what plan The 173 homes at
- make the HO31 allocat | ThorneyBayareasa
00 site any different. es 173 result of an existing
02 Policy Hou5 states, new park homes will homes | planning permission and
only be supported on existing Park Home at are not allocated as part
sites. All Thorney | of this Plan as they
our homes are robust, make provision for Bayso | already have permission.
cold weather and risk from flooding, but Kings They are however
Houb Park included within the
should allow further development which should | existing commitments.
improves the overall site environment for be Full details of the 480
the local allowed | existing commitment can
residents. HOU5 be found within the
should | housing trajectory at
allow Appendix 2 of the
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further | Housing Topic paper
develop | (August 2025).
ment
which Kings Park
improv | Within the withdrawn
esthe local plan, the site
site adjacent to the eastern
environ | boundary of Kings Park
ment wasincluded asa
for housing allocation.
local However, that plan was
residen | withdrawn and that site
ts remains within the extent
of the Green Belt.
That site was not
promoted for
consideration for
inclusion within the
Castle Point Plan, and is
not therefore available
for development
purposes. Separately, it
has been identified
through the 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.
05 | Individual Joyce | Kelly Yes Forew I would like to introduce myself as Chair A Kings Comments noted. The N
40 ord of the Kings Park Village Residents Park council has prioritised
- Association. Our committee have residen | inclusivity for the
00 recently been: inundated with enquiries ts feel consultations. Further
03 from discrimi | details of this is included
residents asking how they can object to nated in the reg 18 consultation
the building of 3,316 homes in Canvey against | statement andreg 22
Island during consultation statement.
and emphasise the need for a third road the
off the island. As you must be aware we consult
are a ation as
retirement park, and as such many of our they do
residents do not have access to social not
media have
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or the internet where the majority of the access
information on this matter has been to the
published internet
and the meetings were poorly and felt
adveliised. The residents feel that they events
are were
discriminated againstin that they are poorly
limited in having a say in these matters advertis
and the ed.
committee are in agreement with them.
08 | Individual Rebe | Kelly Yes HAD4 | Yes No Positively The current traffic and parking situation There No Not | Not Objecti | Traffic Capacity N
61 cca prepared, is already completely untenable. Cars needs to Ans | Answe ngto Any application for
- Effective, Justified, | are permanently parked along Scrub be far wer | red Had4 homes on this site will
00 Consistent with Lane creating congestion; this is greater ed dueto: | havetocomply with
01 national policy exacerbated at school drop off and consider Traffic policy T6 which ensures
collection times. | have personally been ation to capacit | thatdevelopment
involved in a car accident two months the yon proposals offer safe
ago where the nature of the parking along | traffic Scrub access to the highway.
Scrub Lane meant a driver took an situation Lane Any proposal will also
unnecessary risk pulling onto the wrong ,and Parking | have to comply with T5 to
side of the road, colliding with me and consider capacit | ensure sufficient
my two young children in the car. Since ation of yon highway impact
then; | have seen the aftermath of two new Scrub mitigation.
further accidents on Scrub Lane alone. roads to Lane
Similarly; parking at the end of the cope Density | Parking Capacity
Conifers also creates a blind hazard for with any out of Any application for
drivers turning into the road. All of thisis | develop charact | homes on this site will
the case as of right now; | shudder to ment. er have to comply with
think the extent to which this will be Further, policy T7 which requires
exacerbated by 114 new homes on the there the EPOA Parking
small field. Furthermore | find it needs to Guidance (Part 1 and 2)
incredible that the sheer volume of be to be implemented.
homes are capable of fitting onto that consider
land. Whilst parking, traffic and ation of Density
congestion are the main reasons why the | the The density chosen for
plans are unsound, | would also strongly | strainon this site was informed by
query whether local services - primary local the Density and Capacity
schools, doctors etc - would be able to services Study July 2025, please
cope with the strain of the sheervolume | . Finally; see this for further
of new people in such a small area. there details.
Finally, given how many properties itis should
intended to build on this land, there is be
absolutely no way they will be keeping consider
with the character of this area of ation as
Hadleigh - largely detached family to the
homes - and therefore not in keeping actual
with the community that is established. plans
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and how
S0 many
homes
will fit
on the
small
amount
of land.
06 | Individual Tere | Kel Yes SP3 No The No Positively I do not consider the Castle Point Plan Tomake | No Not | Not DTC N
88 sa way Castle prepared, Draft to be sound for the following the Ans | Answe Addressed in the Duty to
- Point Effective, Justified, | reasons: Castle wer | red lack of | Cooperate Statement
00 Plan Consistent with Point ed DTC and supporting
01 Draft national policy Not Positively Prepared: The plan Plan Lack of | Statements of Common
does proposes significant housing growth Draft Engage | Ground. The Council has
not across Castle Point—particularly on legally ment worked collaboratively
appear Canvey Island—without delivering the complia Flood with all to ensure that the
to be critical infrastructure required to support | ntand risk Duty to Cooperate has
legally it. The absence of a third access road to sound, Alignm | been met.
complia Canvey undermines the plan’s ability to the ent with
nt for meet the area’s needs sustainably or followin the LDS | Engagement
several safely. Infrastructure and transport g Failure | Comments noted. The
key capacity are already under significant modifica to council has prioritised
reasons strain and no realistic solutions have tions demon | inclusivity for the
been included in the draft. The plan also | should strate consultations. Further
fails to demonstrate how it has be delivera | details of thisis included
Lack of accommodated unmet need from made: bility in the reg 18 consultation
meanin neighbouring areas through agreement Third statement and reg 22
gful or collaboration. 1. road consultation statement.
commu Infrastru onto
nity Not Justified: The strategy appears to cture canvey | Flood Risk
engage prioritise housing numbers over Delivery needed | The Strategic Flood Risk
ment: deliverability, safety, and sustainability. and Lack of | Assessment provides an
The Brownfield sites proposed for Access conside | overview of flood risk
plan redevelopment include vital community | (Policy ration within Castle Point and
was not infrastructure such as health centres, IN1, for then provides site
prepare fire and police stations, and libraries. The | SP1): alternat | specific information for
dina plan lacks a clear explanation as to why Reintrod ive sites | the allocationsinthe
manner these sites were chosen over more uce and Loss of | Castle Point Plan and
that sustainable or deliverable alternatives. prioritise commu | provides
aligns Moreover, there is no clear evidence that | the nity recommendations on
with the alternative strategies—such as lower- creation facilitie | how to address any flood
Council’ density development or infrastructure- of a third s not risk arising through
s own first approaches—were adequately access support | development.
Stateme considered or consulted on. road to ed
nt of Canvey Alignment with the LDS
Commu Not Effective: Many sites included in the | Island To ensure that the plan is
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nity draft are not demonstrably deliverable. asa supported by a robust
Involve Rebecca Harris MP and local strategic evidence base we have
ment. stakeholders have pointed out that there | infrastru had to adjust the
Residen is no clear evidence of landowner cture timeline to undertake
ts have commitment, infrastructure funding, or objectiv additional work. When
not timelines to bring sites forward. This e within these decisions have
been undermines the plan’s effectiveness over | the plan been made we have
properl the plan period. Strategic transport period. updated the LDS to
y priorities—especially a third access road | Reinstat reflect this for
consult to Canvey—have been ignored or e the transparency. The
edon deferred, despite being critical to Canvey Council has ensured that
critical enabling growth. West the plan has been
aspects Access positively prepared with
such as Not Consistent with National Policy: The | Taskforc all neccessary work
infrastr plan does not enable genuinely eto being undertaken to
ucture sustainable development as set out in ensure ensure itis robust.
capacity the National Planning Policy Framework | proper
, site (NPPF). Proposals to build in high flood- delivery Deliverability
delivera risk areas—particularly on Canvey oversigh All the sites allocated
bility, Island—without adequate mitigation or tand within the plan have
and the investment in drainage infrastructure consulta been promoted through
impact directly contradict NPPF principles. tion with the call for sites process
on local Essex which has indicated that
services In addition, the proposed loss of valued County the site is available for
. community facilities (libraries, Council development by the
Proposa healthcare centres, public services) runs | andthe landowner. All other
Is to counter to national policy on community | Environ sites are Council owned
redevel cohesion, resilience, and accessibility. ment sites which CPBC has
op Agency. deemed available for
essentia Explicitl development.
I y state
commu that no Third road onto Canvey
nity further The plan has been
assets major subject to detailed
(e.g. residenti Transport Assessment,
health al including Canvey,
centres, develop assessing impacts and
police menton recommending
station, Canvey interventions. Access
fire Island improvements for
station, should Canvey are a strategic
libraries be matter which cannot be
) were approve addressed through the
not d until Castle Point Plan alone,
clearly this as any growth isonly a
commu access proportion of the
nicated is demand for those access
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to the secured improvements. The bulk
public, and of the demand come
which funded. from the existing 16,000
contradi households on Canvey.
cts the 2. Site However, the strategic
require Allocatio need for access
ments ns and improvements to Canvey
for Commu Island have been
transpa nity identified through the
rent Facilitie Essex Local Transport
consult S Plan 4, which within the
ation. (Policies Implementation Plan for
HO1, South Essex specifically
Duty to SP1): identifies three projects
Cooper Remove which will improve
ate not or revise accessibility to and from
demons proposal the Island. The Local
trably sto Transport Plan sits
fulfilled: redevelo alongside the Castle
The p key Point Plan, and the
Plan commu developmentin the
fails to nity Castle Point Plan will
show infrastru make a contribution to
sufficie cture relevant transport
nt sites improvement projects
evidenc (e.g. fire identified in the Local
e that station, Transport Plan.
Castle health
Point centres, Alternative sites not
Boroug libraries, considered
h police All reasonable option
Council station, sites were considered in
has town the Strategic Land
worked centre Availability Assessment
collabor car (SLAA) and the
atively parks) Sustainability Appraisal
with listed as (SA).
Essex “brownfi
County eld” Loss of Community
Council, without Facilities
the aclearly Policy INFRA1 supports
Environ identifie community facilities and
ment d safeguards against
Agency, replace redevelopment of these
and ment without sufficient
neighbo strategy. alternatives provided.
uring Ensure
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local the
authorit retentio
ies— nand
especial moderni
ly sation of
regardi essentia
ng l
shared commu
infrastr nity
ucture, infrastru
flood ctureis
risk included
mitigati inthe
on, and plan as
strategi a
c priority,
transpo particul
rt such arlyin
asa underse
third rved or
road isolated
access areas
to such as
Canvey Canvey
Island. Island.
Inadequ 3. Flood
ate Risk and
conside Climate
ration Resilien
of flood ce
risk and (Policy
environ CC1):
mental Require
constrai afull
nts: site-
Althoug specific
h the flood
planis risk and
accomp drainage
anied assessm
by a ent for
Sustain all
ability propose
Apprais d
al, it develop
does ment
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not sites on
adequat Canvey
ely Island
address and
the other
environ flood-
mental prone
conseq areas
uences before
of planning
building permissi
on oncan
Canvey be
Island, a granted.
known Add a
flood- policy
prone conditio
area. n that
There is flood
insuffici risk
ent must be
evidenc demonst
e that rably
the reduced
Council (not just
has manage
complie d)
d with through
the mitigatio
Habitats n
Regulati measure
ons or S,
fully includin
assesse g
d flood investm
mitigati entin
onand drainage
drainag ,Sea
e defence
infrastr s, and
ucture sustaina
inline ble
with urban
legal drainage
obligati systems
ons. (SuDSs).
Strength
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Unclear en
alignme wording
nt with to
the ensure
Local complia
Develop nce with
ment the
Scheme Section
: The 19 Flood
Council’ Report
sown recomm
timetab endation
le and S.
approac
h 4,
outlined Housing
in the Delivery
Local (Policy
Develop HO1,
ment Appendi
Scheme xA):
have Reduce
shifted the plan
repeate period
dly, from 20
raising years to
concern 15years
s about to avoid
whethe unneces
r the sary
statutor overesti
y mation
process of
and housing
timeline need
have and
been reduce
properl strain on
v infrastru
followe cture.
d. Remove
sites
Failure from the
to housing
demons trajector
trate y that
delivera lack
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bility: evidenc
Sites e of
have landown
been er
include commit
din the ment or
draft delivera
without bility
evidenc within
e of the plan
delivera period.
bility or Include
landow a
ner phased
commit approac
ment. hto
This housing
may delivery
mislead tied to
resident infrastru
sand cture
does improve
not ments,
meet ensuring
legal develop
require ment is
ments not
to front-
present loaded
aplan before
that can roads,
be schools,
realistic and
ally healthca
implem re
ented capacity
within are
the increase
identifie d.
d
timefra 5.
me. Cross-
Boundar
y
Coopera
tion and
Evidenc

110



Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
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Com
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2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
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Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

e Base
(Policy
IM1):
Provide
an
updated
and
transpar
ent
Stateme
nt of
Commo
n
Ground
showing
joint
working
with
Essex
County
Council,
NHS
bodies,
utility
provider
s, and
neighbo
uring
authoriti
es.
Include
clear
timeline
S,
funding
plans,
and
outcom
e targets
for all
critical
infrastru
cture
(transpo
rt,
educatio
n,
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2h. If
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4.
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rting
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suppli
ed?
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A,B
orC

Summa
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Mods
Required

health)
referenc
edinthe
Infrastru
cture
Delivery
Plan.

6.
Revised
Wording
(Suggest
ed):
Current
Policy
SP1-
Spatial
Strategy
(revision
propose
d):
“Develo
pment
on
Canvey
Island
will only
be
support
ed
where it
is
demonst
rated
that
adequat
e
emergen
cy
access,
flood
risk
mitigatio
n,and
supporti
ng
infrastru
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cture
arein
place
and
delivera
ble
within
the plan
period.
Strategi
c
develop
ment
shall not
proceed
in areas
with a
single
access
route
unless a
seconda
ry
access
is
secured.
01 | Individual Bridi | Kike Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, | DO NOT consider the draft plan to be Not No Housin | Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
34 e ros Sir/Mad Consistent with sound. Reason: The draft local planis PROPOS | State gtarget | covered under policy SD3(3)
- Anne am, | National policy not justified and consistent with national | ED d for GB2.
00 DO NOT policy. Itdoesn’t meetthe housing MODIFI Castle | Allreasonable sites 3. Proposals
01 support target for Castle Point. The site selection | CATION: Point considered in both the must
the ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Add not supporting SLAAand SA | demonstrat
Castle NPPF guidelines. The draftlocal planis | North met. processes. e how the
Point not justified. The selection strategy is West The site | Flooding: Flood risk SuDS
Plan biased and predetermined towards a'no | Thunder selectio | coveredin policies and feature(s)
Regulati greenbelt build policy'. The site selection | sley site. n the supporting Strategic reflectand
on 19 is based on the 'over development of ignores | Flood Risk Assessment respond to
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have Greenb | (SFRA). the site
Consult been considered. No Greenbelt / Grey elt/ SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, specifically with the Grey SuDs and part 3 states ces,
DO NOT exclusion of North West Thundersley. Belt they must reflect and landscape
conside NPPF guidelines state that development against | respond to site character
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rthe should be directed away from areas at new circumstances and have | andthe
draft highest risk of flooding. Sustainable NPPF regard to the ECC SuDS green-blue
planto Drainage measures are not appropriate guidelin | design Guide for Essex. infrastructur
be for Canvey Island's unique geography es.The | Canvey SuDS options e network,
legally and drainage infrastructure. The 3,316+ selectio | have been considered and have
complia urban homes for Canvey is not resident n through the SFRA. regard to
nt. led. strategy Essex
Reason: is County
It fails to biased Council’s
conside and SubDS
r predete Design
strategi rmined Guide for
C towards Essex and
alternati a"no the Castle
ves like greenb Point
North elt build Strategic
West policy". Flood Risk
Thunder The site Assessmen
sley. It selectio t(SFRA).
has no nis
credible based
five-year onthe
housing "over
land develop
supply. ment of
Brownfi
eld
sites".
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
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e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
t led.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.

01
34

00
02

Individual

Bridi

Anne

Kike
ros

Yes

C4

No

Canvey
West
homes
puts
resident
sinthe
East at
risk with

No

Not Stated

Not
State

No

The
number
of
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen

Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).
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Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
emerge tsinthe
ncy East at
evacuati risk
on with
procedu emerge
res. ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures
00 | Individual Ed King Yes SP3 Not I Not | Not Stated Not No A Objecti | CanveyAccess: Theplan | N
05 State | strongly | Stat State onto has been subject to
- d oppose | ed d further | detailed Transport
00 the plan housing | Assessment, including
01 to build develop | Canvey, assessing
more mentin | impacts and
houses/ Canvey. | recommending
dwelling Concer | interventions.
on nsover | The Essex Transport
Canvey access | Strategy ‘ A Better
Island. to Connected Essex’ has
Asa Canvey. | setoutarange of
local l initiatives to improve
am access links to Canvey.
amongs Scheme Details can be
t found in Appendix A.
thousan South Essex
ds of Implementation Plan
resident
s that
strongly
feelthe
Island is
already
vastly
over
populat
ed
which
poses
an
extreme
ly High
Risk to
the
islander'
S
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y/Par
a No.
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ly
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No,
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3a.
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nt?
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cipat
ein
exa
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Suppo
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Eviden
ce
suppli
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A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

safety...
! As
you are
aware
thereis
only
ONE
main
route off
the
island -
what
needs
to be
address
edis
better
Access
and
Egress
for as
things
stand,
we are
sitting
ducksin
the
event of
an
explosiv
e
related
incident
/
acciden
t. So
thisis
our
priority,
NOT
more
housing
which
will
massive
ly
exacerb
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
ate our
safety
and
wellbein
g. No,
No, No
to more
housing
1
03 | individual EL King Whol | Yes Yes A Castle | Support noted. N
57 e Plan Point
- Planis
00 sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
07 | Individual Justi | King Yes SP3 No This No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes Not | Not A Lack of | Five Year Housing Land N
81 n plan is Consistent with national policy. Doesn't meet the North Ans | Answe Five Supply
- unfair, national policy housing target for Castle Point. Site West wer | red Year The Councilis currently
00 unjust selection ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt Thunder ed Housin | relying on the 1998
01 and against new NPPF guidelines. The draft sley site, glLand Adopted Local Plan
unachie local plan is not justified. Site selection 187Ha, Supply | which does not have up
vable strategy is biased and predetermined a Green/ | to date policies on
for towards a "no greenbelt build policy". Greenbe Grey housing supply,
Canvey Site selection is based on the "over t/Grey Belt not | consequently, the five-
when development of Brownfield sites". Not Belt/ conside | year housing land supply
there considered all sites, no Greenbelt / Grey red position is calculated
are Belt sites added, with the exclusion of Brownfie North using the Government’s
viable North West Thundersley. NPPF ld site West Standard method.
options guidelines state development should be | option Thunde | However, once a new
like the directed away from areas at highestrisk | for 7500 rsley planis place, the
blinking of flooding. SUDS measures are not homes. Flood housing target is set by
owl site. appropriate for Canvey Island's unique Reduce Riskon | that plan and not the
Canvey' geography and drainage infrastructure. the Canvey | Government’s Standard
S The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | urban Emerge | method. The five-year
infrastr resident led. Canvey West homes puts housing ncy housing land supply
ucture residents in the East at risk with target to Evacuat | position is calculated
is emergency evacuation procedures. 3500 ion from that target. Itis
already from Concer | therefore important that
overloa 6200, ns we continue to progress
ded, so with the Castle Point Plan.
| know, Canvey The Castle Point Plan will
let's at provide arolling 5 year
build all 1050. housing land supply. It
these Total should be noted that itis
new housing common for stepped
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
homes target of increases in housing
without 11,000. delivery to be set out and
a agreed in plans, as
thought stepped changes
for the respond to the capacity
people of the housing market to
of respond to and deliver
Canvey against new housing
who targets. In the first ten
already years of the plan the
suffer. Council’saimisto
When deliver 231 homes per
you year on average. It then
asked expects to step up
the delivery again from year
questio 11 onwards to 555
ns last homes per year on
year average. Itis these
regardi delivery rates that will be
ng used to calculate the
whethe five-year housing land
rwe supply position once the
would Castle Point Plan is
like to adopted, and from that
build on point onwards. For
either further information
greenbe please see housing topic
It or paper.
brownb
elt, you Green/Grey Belt
full well The Council has
knew undertaken a Green Belt
everyon Review in accordance
e would with the requirements of
have the Governments
said guidance. After a
brownb thorough review, backed
elt, but up by strong evidence (as
if you set out in the Housing
said Capacity Topic Paper),
greenbe the Council has found
It or several clear reasons,
3000 when considered
homes together, to rule out
on Green Belt sites for
brownb development. These are
elton not limited to; Evidence
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is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
SOCG between CP and
ECC and also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley transport
evidence. Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy SP3
option 4) outlines why

ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
Canvey, of the value of the
the natural environment in
replies Castle Point, Evidence of
would the value of heritage
have assets in Castle Point,
been Evidence of the role of
totally greenfield sites in
differen providing flood
t mitigation, Evidence of
because the capacity of the
that highway network in and
amount around Castle Point,
of Evidence of the impact of
homes the Green Belt sites that
on were promoted to us
Canvey would have on the
isa landscape and on the
joke, number of additional
and | cars that will enter the
don't local highway network
think and Evidence that parts
we of our Green Belt fulfil a
would strong Green Belt
have all purpose. Green
ticked Belt/Grey beltis
for addressed under policy
greenbe GB2.
It, and it
seems North West Thundersley
like it's North West Thundersley
been a is in the Green Belt. For
trick those reasons set out in
questio the Housing Capacity
n with Topic Paper, it was not
the included within the plan.
brownb
eltin Furthermore, itis not
mind. considered that the site
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nt?
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cipat
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ce
suppli
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A,B
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Summa
ry

Officer Response
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North West Thundersley
was not preferred.

Flooding on Canvey
Whilst Canvey is at risk
of flooding, it is not
functional flood plain as
it is substantially
defended from flooding.
The recommendations of
the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment do not seek
to restrict the overall
level of developmentin
the borough, including
on Canvey, but aimto
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/
emergencyplanning/

13
04

00
01

Individual

lan

King

Yes

Whol
e Plan

Yes

I
support
the
Castle
Point
Plan
Draft

I
conside

Yes

| consider the Draft Plan to be Sound.

Castle
Point
Planis
sound
and
legally
compli
ant,

Support Noted
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f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
rthe
Plan to
be
legally
complia
nt.
13 | Individual Lynd | King Yes Whol | Yes I Yes | consider the Draft Plan to be Sound. Castle Support Noted N
05 a e Plan support Point
- the Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Point and
Plan legally
Draft compli
| ant,
conside
rthe
Planto
be
legally
complia
nt.
01 | Individual Alan | Kipp Not Whol | Not Dear Not | Not Stated We do Not No B NW North west Thundersley | Y -Policy
71 S Stated e Plan | State | Chief Stat hope State Thunde | was not preferred for SD3(3)
- d Plannin | ed that,as | d rsley reasons setoutin the
00 g aresult should | SOCG between CP and 'Proposals
01 Officer, of the have ECC set outthe reasons | must
In consulta been site not currently a demonstrat
respons tion, the include | preferred alternative for | e how the
e toyour draftis d. allocation) and also the SuDS
Castle given a Propos | August 2025 North West | feature(s)
Point radical ed Thundersley transport reflect and
Section rethink. allocati | evidence. respond to
19 (And we onto Sustainability Appraisal the
Consult endorse Canvey | (Policy SP3 option 4) constraints
ation, fully her Island outlines why North West | of the
Dame comme is Thundersley was not specific
Rebecc nt about disprop | preferred. geographic
a Harris the ortionat | Flooding: Flood risk location,
has very difficulty e. covered in policies and site
kindly arising Inadeq | the supporting Strategic | circumstan
sent us from the uate Flood Risk Assessment ces,
the link form of appreci | (SFRA). landscape
to her the ation of | SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | character
own consulta the SuDs and part 3 states and the
excellen tion importa | they must reflectand green-blue
t, very docume nce of respond to site infrastructur
thoroug nt, flood circumstances and have | e network,
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h and which conside | regardto the ECC SuDS and have
detailed will rations | design Guide for Essex. regard to
, need to through | Canvey SuDS options Essex
respons be taken out, have been considered County
e and into even through the SFRA. Council’s
my wife account regardi SuDS
and| in ng Design
support consider Canvey Guide for
(with ing its Essex, the
enthusi general Castle
asm) respons Point
every e.) Strategic
word of Flood Risk
it. Like Assessmen
her, we t(SFRA)
are and
extreme recommen
ly dations/adv
worried ice from
atthe statutory
major bodies
weakne (including
sses EA, Essex
and LLFA).'
deficien
cies of
the
Council'
s draft
asit
stands
(e.g.in
particul
arthe
virtual
omissio
n of our
biggest
card,
the NW.
Thunder
sley
site, the
inadequ
ate
appreci
ation of
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the
importa
nce of
flood
conside
rations
through
out,
even
regardin
g
Canvey
of all
places,
and the
impossi
ble
proposa
L of
3,000
new
homes
on
Canvey)
all of
which
we think
threaten
a
disastro
us
outcom
e for
Castle
Point,
whether
from the
Plannin
g
Inspect
oror
from
eventua
l
resultin

g
develop
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ment.

As
Dame
Rebecc
a Harris
has
pointed
out, the
designat
ion as
"grey
belt" of
perfectl
y valid,
normal
Green
Belt
land, in
order to
boost
the
Council'
S
respons
etothe
Govern
ment's
houseb
uilding
target
for
Castle
Point, is
clearly
imprope
r,Itis
alsoa
betrayal
of the
public's
trustin
the
People's
Indepen
dent
Party',
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who
made
protecti
on of
the
Green
Belt
their
outstan
ding
election
promise

The
provisio
n for
Canvey
Island of
3,000
new
homes
would
be a
disgrace
,in
terms of
amenity
basics,
if itwere
feasible
.Asitis
however
,a
moment
's
thought
reveals
itas
fantasy.
Given
the
Island's
geograp
hical
constrai
nts and
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existing
daily
traffic
problem
s, itis
simply a
formula
for
perman
ent total
gridlock

I
should
also like
to make
a
comme
nt about
the
Salvatio
n Army
land
fronting
the A13.
Like
everybo
dy else,
| was
enormo
usly
relieved
when,
as the
result of
public
pressur
e, this
iconic
strip
was
taken
out of
the Plan
asa
potentia
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
L site for
housing
develop
ment.
But the
fact that
itwas
ever
include
d was,
in
plannin
gterms,
criminal
01 | Individual Una Kipp Not Whol | Not Dear Not | Not Stated We do Not No NW North west Thundersley | Y - Policy
72 S Stated e Plan | State | Chief Stat hope State Thunde | was not preferred for SD3(3)
- d Plannin | ed that, as d rsley reasons set out in the
00 g aresult should | SOCG between CP and 'Proposals
01 Officer, of the have ECC set out the reasons | must
In consulta been site not currently a demonstrat
respons tion, the include | preferred alternative for e how the
e toyour draftis d. allocation) and also the SuDS
Castle given a Propos | August 2025 North West | feature(s)
Point radical ed Thundersley transport reflect and
Section rethink. allocati | evidence. respond to
19 (And we onto Sustainability Appraisal the
Consult endorse Canvey | (Policy SP3 option 4) constraints
ation, fully her Island outlines why North West | of the
Dame comme is Thundersley was not specific
Rebecc nt about disprop | preferred. geographic
a Harris the ortionat | Flooding: Flood risk location,
has very difficulty e. covered in policies and site
kindly arising Inadeq | the supporting Strategic | circumstan
sentus from the uate Flood Risk Assessment ces,
the link form of appreci | (SFRA). landscape
to her the ation of | SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | character
own consulta the SuDs and part 3 states and the
excellen tion importa | they must reflectand green-blue
t, very docume nce of respond to site infrastructur
thoroug nt, flood circumstances and have | e network,
h and which conside | regard to the ECC SuDS and have
detailed will rations | design Guide for Essex. regard to
, need to through | Canvey SuDS options Essex
respons be taken out, have been considered County
e and into even through the SFRA. Council’s
my wife account regardi SuDS
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and |
support
(with
enthusi
asm)
every
word of
it. Like
her, we
are
extreme
ly
worried
atthe
major
weakne
sses
and
deficien
cies of
the
Council'
s draft
as it
stands
(e.g.in
particul
ar the
virtual
omissio
n of our
biggest
card,
the NW.
Thunder
sley
site, the
inadequ
ate
appreci
ation of
the
importa
nce of
flood
conside
rations

in
consider
ingits
general
respons
e.)

ng
Canvey

Design
Guide for
Essex, the
Castle
Point
Strategic
Flood Risk
Assessmen
t(SFRA)
and
recommen
dations/adv
ice from
statutory
bodies
(including
EA, Essex
LLFA).'
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through
out,
even
regardin
g
Canvey
of all
places,
and the
impossi
ble
proposa
L of
3,000
new
homes
on
Canvey)
all of
which
we think
threaten
a
disastro
us
outcom
e for
Castle
Point,
whether
from the
Plannin
g
Inspect
oror
from
eventua
l
resultin
g
develop
ment.

10
92

00
01

Organisation

Una

Kipp

St
Jame
s the
Less
Churc

Yes

HAD1

Yes

No

Effective

".. to substantially improve the setting of
the church" is such a vague statement it
isimpossible to tell what is meant by
this. You're planning to build on the
nearest carpark (Castle Lane) used by

No

Not
Ans
wer
ed

Not
Answe
red

What is
meant
by
improvi
ngthe

As part of the

regeneration to Hadleigh
Town Centre proposed in
policy HAD1 there will be
opportunities to respect
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Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
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n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
h and many church-users, many of whom setting | and engance the setting
asan would have difficulty with the distance of the forthe church as a
indivi from other parking. What else? church | heritage asset
dual ?
Concer | The development of the
ned at castle lane car park will
the loss | be donein conjunction
of with the cooridnation of
castle parking provision in the
lane car | town centre to
park consolidate parking
arrangements.
10 | Not Answered | Una Kipp Not HAD4 | Yes No Justified When the field was divided in the 1990s, | Include | No Not Objecti | Traffic Capacity N
92 S Answere it was always agreed that the remaining vehicula Ans ngto Any application for
- d school playingfield would have long-term | raccess wer HAD4 homes on this site will
00 vehicle access from Scrub Lane, for to the ed becaus | have to comply with
02 when the Junior School, currently Junior e: policy T6 which ensures
between Church Road and The Avenue, School Keep that development
would be rebuilt on the land adjacent to field on vehicul | proposals offer safe
the Infant and Nursery school. There is that site. ar access to the highway.
no mention of retaining vehicular access access | Any proposal will also
from Scrub Lane in this plan, which to the have to comply with T5 to
would inevitably reduce the number of junior ensure sufficient
homes which could be built on the land school | highwayimpact
in question. Nottoinclude that access from mitigation.
precludes any future development along scrub
those lines, which is ridiculously short- laneto | Infrastructure
sighted. enable | Infrastructure matters
And Scrub Lane cannot accommodate future (including healthcare
suchincreased traffic as this develop | and education) are
development proposes: at certain times ment of | covered by policies
of day it can take 4 or more changes of the INFRA1-6 and the
traffic lights to cross the Rectory Rd / school | supporting Infrastructure
New Rd /Scrub Lane junction. Without site Delivery Plan (IDP).
an Infrastructure Plan in place, the No
quality of life of local people will infrastr
deteriorate markedly from all this ucture
intensive building. delivery
Traffic
10 | Not Answered | Una | Kipp Not HAD1 | Yes No | Justified Accessibility in relation to parking and No Not Don't The development of the N
92 s Answere 'Urban first' approach. Ans build on | castle lane car park will
- d If the council really wanted to enhance wer the car | be doneinconjunction
00 community facilities, it would be ed parkin | with the cooridnation of
03 considering replacing one of the hadleig | parking provision inthe
community halls lost in recent years, and h due to | town centre to
maybe the British Legion site could be loss of | consolidate parking
developed as a community facility with car arrangements.
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accompanying parking at ground level parking
and flats above. But the total loss of that for
car park would be detrimental to the people
south side of Hadleigh and potentially accessi
could further reduce church attendance ngthe
and therefore viability. The council church
needs to consider the knock-on effect of
its proposals, and | see little evidence of
that at present.
10 | Not Answered | Una | Kipp Not HAD3 | Yes No Effective | see nothing to indicate that there is any No Not Objects | Policy HADS specifically | N
92 S Answere realistic proposal on the table for Ans to states that the site will
- d provision of alternative clinic facilities. wer HAD3 only come forward once
00 In the plan for Hadleigh town centre ed dueto reassurance has been
04 which we worked on with CPBC ten years loss of provided from the NHS
ago, there was provision for both the NHS that the building is
Library and a clinic in a new community facility | surplus to requirements
hub in the centre of the island-site, which and and that the services
could have worked well. But the only lack of | provided currently can
recent additional NHS facility in Hadleigh planto | be provided elsewhere.
is in the ground floor of a new-build right replace

on the single-carriageway A13 (near
Meadow Rd) where there is no layby for a
taxi to pull over to unload a wheelchair
user, and no appropriate parking nearby.
All these authorities need to get real
about the ageing population they serve
(just count the quantity of sheltered
housing & nursing homes already in the
area) and bring these schemes together
as clear jointly-agreed proposals before
committing to building additional homes
on sites currently serving the community.
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00 | Individual Chris | Knig Yes SP3 No The No Positive,effective,j Soundness of the Plan To be found Conclus | Not No A Objects | The Plan addresses flood | N
17 toph | ht Regulati ustified,consistent | sound at examination, the Castle Point ion and State to the risk, infrastructure, and
- er on 19 Local Plan must satisfy the four statutory | Recom d scale of | development needs
00 consult tests of soundness as defined in mendati housing | through INFRA policies
01 ation paragraph 35 of the NPPF. These are, onto propos | and Policies SP3, C4,
represe positively prepared, justified, effective, Modify ed for C10and SD1, supported
ntsa and consistent with national policy. the Plan Canvey | bythe evidence base.
vital While | acknowledge the considerable The Island, | Dutyto Cooperate:
opportu work undertaken by Castle Point Castle citing Addressed in the Duty to
nity to Borough Council, | remain concerned Point flood Cooperate Statement
shape a that the Plan does not yet meet these Planis a risk, and supporting
Local essential criteriain full. Thereis defining hazardo | Statements of Common
Plan absolutely no doubt that the housing docume us Ground
that target for Castle Pointimposed centrally | ntfor industry | * North-West
reflects by the Government is impossible to our proximi | Thundersley: Northwest
not only meet. It would in fact be impossible for Borough ty,and | Thundersley was
the our Borough to cope with a number of .The lack of | considered butnot
needs of houses anywhere near that target Council emerge | preferred. The SOCG
our without losing its character and causing | should ncy between CP and ECC set
commu critical failure of the local infrastructure be access. | outthe reasons why the
nities residents rely on every day. However, in comme o site is not a preferred
but also order to successfully argue its casefora | nded for Argues | alternative for allocation
their lower housing figure, the Council has to prioritisi that and also the August 2025
values produce the strongest possible evidence | ng North North West Thundersley
and that it cannot meet the Government’s brownfie West transport evidence. In
aspirati target and needs to show it has ld sites Thunde | addition, Sustainability
ons. considered every viable alternative. | and rsley Appraisal (Policy SP3
Castle think significant work is still required engagin (Blinkin | option 4) outlines why
Pointis from the Council to meet both these vital | g g Owl North West Thundersley
a requirements, to successfully secure the | positivel site)is | was not preferred.
unique acceptance of a significantly lower y with amore | ¢ Biodiversity: Covered
and housing figure than the proposed target. | resident suitable | under Policy ENV3 -
tightly The Plan proposes to deliver only around | s strategi | Biodiversity and Nature
constrai 53% of the Government’s housing target, | through C Recovery, which
ned representing a shortfall of approximately | outthe growth | includes mitigation and
area. 5,446 homes over the 17-year plan Regulati locatio | delivery mechanisms.
We are period. This gap has not been robustly on19 ndueto | ® Housing Supply: See
blessed justified. Although to many residents and | process. better housing topic paper.
with observers it is obvious that our area However infrastr | Plan to provide for rolling
beautifu cannot meet the Government’s )| ucture 5 year housing land
Lopen impossibly high housing target, the believe and supply.
spaces, strongest possible evidence must be the Plan lower
arich presented to explain and prove exactly requires environ
natural why. Environmental constraints and significa mental
environ infrastructure limitations are cited, but nt constra
ment, national policy requires that such revision ints.
and a constraints be clearly evidenced and that | to meet L
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strong all reasonable alternatives be fully the tests Criticis
sense of explored. Itis absolutely imperative that | of esthe
local this is addressed for the plan inits soundne Plan’s
identity. current form to be found sound. The SS. failure
But we exclusion of North West Thundersley Castle to
also undermines the claim that the Plan has Point demon
face been positively prepared. The has strate a
serious Sustainability Appraisal fails to assess significa delivera
challeng North West Thundersley in any nt ble five-
es, meaningful depth. The analysis is infrastru year
particul superficial and lacks the comparative cture housing
arly rigour applied to other locations. This vulnerab land
around omission risks rendering the Plan ilities, supply,
flood unsound under paragraph 35(b) of the particul leaving
risk, NPPF. The five-year housing land arlyin Green
infrastru supply is not convincingly demonstrated, | Canvey Belt
cture and reliance on constrained sites casts Island. sites
capacity doubt on deliverability. Paragraphs 159 | The vulnera
,and and 161 of the NPPF are clear that allocatio ble to
the development should be directed away n of over specula
pressur from areas at highest risk of Flooding. 3,300 tive
eto The current strategy does not reflect this | homes develop
accom principle even though flood risk on onthe ment.
modate Canvey is subject to very effective island o
growth. mitigation, the unique adaptations to must be Challen
These Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems reconsid ges the
issues (SUDS) necessary to not upset the ered. soundn
are balance of the island’s already complex | The Plan ess and
especial drainage network are not sufficiently falls legal
ly acute taken into account in the Plan. Many of shortin compli
on the SUDS’ measures routinely deployed demonst ance of
Canvey on housing sites elsewhere in the rating a the
Island, country are simply not appropriate for delivera Plan
where Canvey Island’s unique geography and ble five- under
the risks drainage infrastructure. The island’s low | year the
of tidal elevation, high groundwater levels, tidal housing NPPF,
and influence and reliance on pumped land especia
surface discharge mean that infiltration-based supply. ly
water systems such as soakaways, infiltration Strength regardi
flooding trenches, permeable paving that ening ngthe
are well depends on infiltration, and unlined the Duty to
known. attenuation basins would be ineffective brownfie Cooper
Also, at best-and dangerous at worst. These d ate and
significa systems rely on water soaking naturally strategy Sustain
ntly into the ground, yet Canvey’s ground and ability
there conditions make this highly unlikely and | includin Apprais
are risk creating new flooding or g North al.
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effectiv groundwater contamination problems. West e Calls
ely only Similarly, swales designed primarily as Thunder for
three infiltration features would not function sley modific
highway as intended and could fail under high tide | would ations
S or storm conditions. Any on-site drainage | improve to
access solutions that cannot be mechanically resilienc reduce
routes discharged or connected into a properly | eand pressur
inand managed and maintained system would | delivera eon
out of pose an unacceptable risk. The Council’s | bility. Canvey
the plan must reflect this reality and ensure Essex and
Borough that all new developments on Canvey County include
for allits use only those SUDS types that are Council North
almost compatible with its tidal regime, high is West
100K groundwater, and pumped network, not investin Thunde
resident shoehorn in the same infiltration-based gin rsley.
S, measures used elsewhere without regard | infrastru
Sadlers to the local constraints. In summary, cture
Farm, the Plan must be revised to provide a and
the A13 more robust justification for its housing would
towards shortfall, reassess the exclusion of North | be
Southen West Thundersley, strengthen delivery legally
d, or mechanisms, and align more closely obliged
Rayleigh with national policy. Site allocations for | to
Weir. | strategic housing growth — Concerns and | coopera
welcom Alternatives The spatial strategy te. North
e the proposed in the Plan places West
Council’ disproportionate pressure on Canvey Thunder
S Island, despite its well-documented sley
decision flood risk and infrastructure limitations. offers a
not to The allocation of over 3,300 homes is strategic
include excessive and difficult to justify. North opportu
any of West Thundersley offers a far more nity for
the suitable location for strategic growth. It sustaina
Green benefits from superior transport ble
Belt connectivity, greatly lower flood risk, and | growth.
sites strong public support. The site is
thatare composed largely of plotlands and
S0 industrial units, and its development
treasure would affect fewer residents. Its
d by exclusion is not adequately justified in
local the Council’s evidence base. The
resident Sustainability Appraisal fails to assess
sinthe North West Thundersley as a reasonable
first alternative. This omission risks rendering
draft of the Plan unsound under paragraph 35(b)
this of the NPPF. Arevised spatial strategy
plan. should reduce the housing burden on
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Thisisa Canvey Island and incorporate North
victory West Thundersley. Canvey Island’s
for geography and infrastructure present
resident significant planning challenges,
sanda particularly related to flood risk. |
testame welcome the Council’s commitment to
ntto the requiring Sustainable Urban Drainage
strength Systems (SUDS) in all new
of developments. However, SUDS must be
commu designed with a full understanding of
nity Canvey’s unique drainage context. The
feeling. slow release of retained water can have
Our negative cumulative effects if not
Green properly accounted for. The lack of a
Beltis third access point to Canvey because of
not just its unique geography remains a strategic
a weakness. The housing allocation to
plannin Canvey Island should be reduced and
g made contingent upon robust flood
designat resilience measures, including a
ion, comprehensive drainage strategy unique
many to Canvey Island and renewed
local exploration of a third access route. The
Green reliance on inadequate traffic routes to
Belt the Proposed Canvey West
sites are development, Haven Road, Northwick
a Road and Roscommon Way, all 3 filtering
cherish out onto Canvey Road at the Dutch
ed part Village area will lead to increased and
of our unacceptable congestion and pollution.
landsca North West Thundersley offers a more
pe and suitable alternative, with better
heritage connectivity, lower flood risk, and
. They infrastructure-led potential. Five-year
must be Housing Supply and Green Belt
protecte Protection Castle Point Borough
d Council deserves credit for adopting a
whereve brownfield-first approach. This aligns
r with national policy and reflects local
possible priorities. However, the Plan must
. demonstrate that brownfield
Howeve opportunities are deliverable and
r,| fear capable of contributing meaningfully to
that the housing supply. The failure to
Planin demonstrate a deliverable five-year
its housing land supply within this plan, as
current mandated by the NPPF, is a serious
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form concern. Without it, the Borough remains
will exposed to speculative development on
render all Green Belt land where development is
this possibly viable. This is, | believe, a fatal
attempt flaw in the Plan as it stands and needs
at addressing immediately. Having a five-
protecti year supply of housing to meet local
on by need is crucial to the soundness of the
the plan, but itis also a very robust defence
Council against speculative planning
meanin applications, something that the local
gless. Green Belt site’s residents desperately
That need the protection of in the face of ever-
said, | growing numbers of speculative planning
do applications and appeals. Green Belt
believe land provides flood attenuation, as
thereis demonstrated on Canvey Island during
acase the 2013 and 2014 Summer flooding
fora events, biodiversity, and recreational
carefull value. Its protection is essential. |
y commend the Council for removing
conside several treasured Green Belt sites from
red consideration for development.
exceptio However, | fear that gesture made on
ninthe behalf of concerned residents will be
site rendered meaningless, providing little or
known no actual defence of those Green Belt
as North sites that residents want to see
West preserved if the Council does not include
Thunder aviable five-year supply of deliverable
sley, or housing into the plan and better
colloqui evidence its case for a lower housing
ally as target. | am concerned that either the
the Planning Inspector is likely to direct the
expande Councilto include a quantum of
d deliverable Green Belt sites to meet the
‘Blinking need, which is likely to see a greater rush
Owl of speculative planning applications on
Site’. Green Belt while the Council decides
This site which ones to include, or the Secretary
offers a of State may decide to take plan-making
rare powers away from Castle Point Borough
opportu Councillors entirely. Although most
nity to local Green Belt sites should be
deliver protected from development in the plan,
much- North West Thundersley represents a
needed carefully considered exception. It offers

137



ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
housing infrastructure-led growth in a
ina sustainable location and would relieve
sustaina pressure on more vulnerable areas. As a
ble and new settlement, it could be built to
accessi different style specifications to the rest
ble of the Borough (e.g. three- or four-story
location town houses) that would allow for gentle
) densification compared to other
without residential settlements in the Borough.
undermi Recommendation to include North West
ning the Thundersley in the plan as a strategic
wider housing growth site The exclusion of
function North West Thundersley from the Castle
of the Point Plan is not only a strategic
Green oversight, it is a missed opportunity to
Belt. It deliver sustainable, infrastructure-led
isa growth in a location that is demonstrably
pragmat more suitable than many of the sites
ic currently proposed. The area,
solution particularly the Blinking Owl site, has
toa long been recognised in previous
difficult capacity studies as capable of
problem accommodating up to and over 5,000
,and | homes. This scale of development would
support not only relieve pressure on Canvey
its Island but also contribute meaningfully
inclusio to closing the gap between Castle Point’s
ninthe current housing trajectory and the
Plan as Government Assessed Need. The
away to current Plan places disproportionate
increas reliance on Canvey Island, despite its
e the well-documented flood risks and
soundn infrastructure constraints. By contrast,
ess of as previously discussed, North West
the plan Thundersley offers a strategic growth
whilst location with lower flood risk, stronger
allowing transport connectivity, and greater
for the public support. Itis situated on higher
better ground, adjacent to the A127 corridor.
protecti These characteristics align with the
on of principles set out in paragraphs 8, 11,
other and 20 of the NPPF (2024), which require
more that development be directed to
accessi locations that are sustainable, resilient
ble and capable of supporting necessary
Green infrastructure. Claims that the North
Belt West Thundersley site is not viable due to
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sites policy restrictions by the local highways
resident authority are unjustified in the plan and
S do not withstand scrutiny. Essex County
treasure Councilis currently investing over £59
,a million in the Fairglen Interchange
significa upgrade, in partnership with the
nt Department for Transport and the South
decreas East Local Enterprise Partnership. This
ein scheme includes new slip roads,
planned signalised junctions, and
housing pedestrian/cycle infrastructure, all
density designed to accommodate future
on housing and economic growth in South
Canvey Essex. Additionally, Essex County
Island, Council’s own infrastructure planning
and documents acknowledge that the
creating A127/A130 corridor will come under
an extra increasing pressure due to planned
highway growth, and that long-term options for
access further expansion remain viable, subject
forthe to funding and strategic coordination.
Borough There is no formal policy from Essex
onto the County Council opposing new junctions
wider in principle. On the contrary, their
road planning approach is growth-responsive
network and designed to support development
I where it is justified and properly planned.
acknowl Itis also important to clarify that, under
edge the Duty to Cooperate provisions of the
that, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
Council’ 2004, and as reinforced by paragraphs
S 24-28 of the NPPF, Essex County
approac Council would be legally obliged to
hto engage with Castle Point Borough
engage Council if North West Thundersley were
ment included in the Plan. Their role would be
has to assess feasibility, cost and mitigation
been - not to veto strategic growth proposals.
constru The Planning Inspectorate has
ctive consistently advised that infrastructure
and the constraints must be addressed through
consult joint working and evidence-based
ations planning, not through informal
onthe objections. Furthermore, while a
Plan portion of the site lies within the Green
well- Belt designation, its inclusion can be
advertis justified under paragraph 143 of the
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ed, | find NPPF, which allows for Green Belt
the release where exceptional
Regulati circumstances are demonstrated. In this
on 19 case, the circumstances are clear:
consult Castle Point faces a significant housing
ation shortfall, and North West Thundersley
difficult offers a location where growth can be
to delivered safely, sustainably, and with
engage minimal environmental impact. The site
with due is composed largely of ‘Grey Belt’
toits plotlands, light industrial units, and
length inaccessible land, and its development
and would affect fewer existing residents
comple than other Green Belt sites. It is precisely
Xity.| the kind of strategic release that the
have NPPF envisages — one that protects more
attempt sensitive areas by concentrating growth
edto where it can be properly supported. In
answer summary, the Plan should be modified to
all the include North West Thundersley as a
questio strategic growth location. This would not
nsinthe only improve the Plan’s soundness under
consult paragraph 35, but also reflect a more
ation, balanced, evidence-led, and community-
and supported approach to development
would across Castle Point. Itis a solution that
like this meets the tests of sustainability,
docume deliverability, and public interest — and
nt one that should be embraced, not
treated dismissed. As a Resident of Castle
as my Point, | find the format of the CPBC Plan
main Regulation 19 makes it difficult for me to
respons engage with, therefore | trust that my use
e, asit of this format will not make it impossible
is far for my views to be accepted. Previously
easier the original Local Plan 2011, was
for me rejected by the Examining Inspector, due
to to reliance of Land on Canvey Island so
outline as to protect the Mainland’s Green Belt.
the The Inspector found that approach
strength totally unacceptable due to the Flood
of my Risk issue. This latest version of the Plan,
views some 14 years later, indicates Castle
and Point Borough Councilrelying on land in
include a Flood Risk zone3 at Canvey Island are
greater content to make the same mistakes of
detailin old! With the right adjustments, this
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this
format
thanitis
by
engagin
g with
the
formal
consult
ation
questio
nnaire
online.
The key
points |
wish to
raisein
this
respons
e
regardin
gthe
draft
plan
are: *
Castle
Point
faces
serious
challeng
es,
includin
g
surface
water
flooding
infrastru
cture
strain
and
pressur
eto
accom
modate
growth.
*The

Plan can secure a future for our local
area thatis sustainable and in the best
interests of current and future residents
of our Borough. | strongly
urge Castle Point Borough Council to
modify the Plan before submission to the
Planning Inspectorate.
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West
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d
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credibili
ty and
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Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

resilienc
e
Legal
Complia
nce of
the Plan
For the
Castle
Point
Plan to
be
legally
complia
nt, it
must
satisfy
the
statutor
y
obligati
ons set
outin
the
Town
and
Country
Plannin
gAct
1990,
the
Plannin
gand
Compul
sory
Purchas
e Act
2004,
and the
National
Plannin
g Policy
Framew
ork
(NPPF,
Decemb
er
2024).
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nt?

First
Nam
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Na
me

If
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isatio
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name

Has
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to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
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Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
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Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

While |
recognis
e the
effort
that has
gone
into
preparin
gthe
Regulati
on19
draft,
there
are
several
areas
where,
inmy
view,
the Plan
does
not yet
meet
the legal
tests of
soundn
ess and
complia
nce,
and
these
must be
address
ed
before
submiss
ion for
examina
tion.
Perhaps
most
critically
, the
Council
has not
yet
demons
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y/Par
a No.
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ly
Com
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2h. If
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nt?
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Wish
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cipat
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A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
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trated a
delivera
ble five-
year
housing
land
supply,
as
required
under
paragra
ph 78 of
the
NPPF.
Thisis
nota
technic
al
detail; it
isa
fundam
ental
test of
the
Plan’s
credibili
ty.
Policy
SP3in
the Plan
does
not
provide
a
delivera
ble five-
year
supply
of
housing
land for
either
the
Govern
ment’s
housing
targets,
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cipat
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A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
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or
indeed
the
Council’
sown
lower
assesse
d need.
The
absence
ofa
transpar
entand
evidenc
ed
supply
not only
weaken
sthe
Plan’s
position
but also
leaves
all of
Castle
Point’s
Green
Belt,
which
possibly
could
be
develop
ed,
critically
vulnera
ble to
specula
tive
develop
ment,
particul
arly
areas
that are
environ
mentall
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A,B
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ry
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y
sensitiv

eor
poorly
served
by
infrastru
cture.

In
summar
y, while
the
Regulati
on19
draft
represe
nts
progres
s, inmy
view,
the draft
planis
not yet
legally
complia
nt. The
Plan
must be
revised
to
address
these
shortco
mings,
particul
arlyin
relation
to the
Duty to
Cooper
ate, the
treatme
nt of
strategi
C
alternati
ves, the

148



Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.
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enforce
ability of
mitigati
on, and
the
evidenci
ng of
housing
supply.
These
are not
academ
ic
concern
s; they
are the
legal
safegua
rds that
ensure
develop
mentis
sustaina
ble,
justified
,andin
the
public
interest.

00
17

00
02

Individual

Chris
toph
er

Knig
ht

Yes

Forwo
rd

No

A key
statutor
y
require
mentis
the
‘Duty to
Cooper
ate’.
Thisis
nota
procedu
ral
formalit
y buta
legal

No

Not
State

No

e Duty
to
Cooper
ate -
Absenc
e of
clear
and
binding
agreem
ents on
Cross-
bounda
ry
infrastr
ucture

Duty to Cooperate:
Addressed in the Duty to
Cooperate Statement
and supporting
Statements of Common
Ground.
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obligati
on
requirin
g
sustaine
dand
meanin
gful
engage
ment
with
neighbo
uring
authoriti
esand
statutor
y bodies
on
strategi
c
matters.
Paragra
ph 28 of
the
NPPF is
explicit
inits
expecta
tion that
Stateme
nts of
Commo
n
Ground
should
be used
to
evidenc
e this
coopera
tion. In
Castle
Point’s
case,
the
absence
of clear

and
housing
distribu
tion.
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
and
binding
agreem
ents on
Cross-
boundar
y
infrastru
cture
and
housing
distribut
ionisa
serious
concern
Without
demons
trable
coopera
tion, the
Plan
risks
being
found
unsoun
don
procedu
ral
grounds
alone.
07 | Individual Geor | Knig Yes Whol | Yes Yes Not | Not | Not Castle | Support noted. N
28 gia ht e Plan Ans | Ans | Answe Point
- were | wer | red Planis
00 d ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
09 | Organisation Davi | Knig | CPRE | Yes Whol | Yes Yes No Not | Not Castle | Support noted. N
91 d ht Essex e Plan Ans | Answe Point
- (Cam wer | red Planis
00 paign ed sound
01 for and
the legally
Prote compli
ction ant,
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
of
Rural
Engla
nd)
07 | Individual John | Knot Yes Whol | Yes Yes Not | Not | Not Castle | Support noted. N
16 t e Plan Ans | Ans | Answe Point
- were | wer | red Planis
00 d ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
07 | Individual Kate | Knot Yes Whol | Yes Yes Not Not | Not Castle Support noted. N
21 t e Plan Ans | Ans | Answe Point
- were | wer | red Planis
00 d ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
08 | Individual Amb | Koy Yes HAD4 | Yes No Positively 1. Green Belt Designation Tomake | No Not | Yes A Objecti | Policy HAD4 is not N
73 er as prepared, The Castle Point Green Belt Landscape the plan Ans ngto contained within the
- Effective, Justified, | Assessment (2010) identifies the area sound, wer HAD4 GreenBelt and therefore
00 Consistent with south of Scrub Lane as part of the the ed becaus | has been proposed.
01 national policy Green Belt. It describes the land as a allocatio e:
wedge-shaped area bounded by n HAD4: Should | Other sites available
Benfleet Creek, Canvey Way, and the Land ntbuild | Allreasonable option
railway, containing fields, scrub, and a south of on sites were considered in
wildlife sanctuary. The assessment Scrub green the Strategic Land
notes that the area is visually degraded | Lane belt Availability Assessment
by infrastructure but still serves the (Page land (SLAA) and the
purposes of the Green Belt. 72, other Sustainability Appraisal
Source: Paragra alternat | (SA).
https://www.placeservices.co.uk/media | ph ive
/56565/greenbelt-landscape- 10.31) brownfi | Transport
assessment-castle-point.pdf should eld The plan has been
2. National Planning Policy Framework be sites subject to detailed
(NPPF) deleted are Transport Assessment,
According to the NPPF, Green Belt inits availabl | assessingimpacts and
boundaries should only be altered entirety. e recommending local
where 'exceptional circumstances' are Transpo | interventions. These are
fully evidenced and justified. The draft | The site rt identified in the
Castle Point Plan does not demonstrate | should Infrastr | Infrastructure Delivery
such circumstances for the release of not be ucture | Plan. Alongside this, the
Green Belt land south of Scrub Lane. allocate Local Transport
Source: dfor Authority, Essex County
https://consultation.castlepoint.gov.uk/ | housing Council, have prepared
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
planning/the-castle-point-plan-pre- because the Essex Local
submission-regulation- : Transport Plan 4, which
19/user_uploads/castle-point-plan--- e lts within the
regulation-19-draft---consultation- develop Implementation Plan for
version---july-2025.pdf ment South Essex includes
3. Infrastructure and Transport would wider local
Constraints require improvements to
Local residents have expressed release transport networks in
concerns about the narrow roads on of Green and around Castle Point,
Scrub Lane, congestion during peak Belt land including improved
times, and limited public transport without linkages to other areas.
options. These issues suggest that the demonst Growth in Castle Point
site may not be effectively deliverable rating will facilitate the delivery
within the plan period. exceptio of the proposals in the
Source: nal Local Transport Plan 4.
https://www.rebeccaharris.org/sites/w | circumst
ww.rebeccaharris.org/files/2024- ances, Infrastructure
09/Rebecca%20Harris%20Local%20Plan | contrary Infrastructure matters
%20Consultation%20Response%20AUG | to (including healthcare
24.pdf national and education) are
4. Flood Risk policy. covered by policies
The Environment Agency's flood risk . INFRA1-6 and the
maps indicate that parts of the area Reasona supporting Infrastructure
south of Scrub Lane are within Flood ble Delivery Plan (IDP).
Zones 2 and 3, meaning they are at risk | alternati
of flooding. Development in these areas | ve sites,
would need to pass the sequential and | includin
exception tests, which may not be g
achievable. brownfie
Source: https://flood-map-for- ld and
planning.service.gov.uk/ more
5. Alternative Sites sustaina
The Castle Point Plan Issues and ble
Options document lists various options,
potential development sites, including are
brownfield sites and areas with fewer availabl
constraints. The allocation of Green e and
Belt land south of Scrub Lane appears should
to be an unnecessary choice when be
more suitable alternatives exist. prioritise
Source: d.
https://consultation.castlepoint.gov.uk/ | * The
planning/castle-point-plan-issues-and- | siteis
options/user_uploads/annex-a-1.pdf not
6. Local Opposition effective
Community groups like Save Castle or
Point have actively opposed the delivera
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
development of Green Belt land, ble
including the site south of Scrub Lane. within
Their website provides a platform for the plan
residents to express concerns and period
objections. dueto
Source: infrastru
https://www.savecastlepoint.co.uk/ cture,
transpor
t, and
environ
mental
constrai
nts.
09 | Individual Paul | Krug Yes C5 No No No | Justified Access for emergency services on and New No Not | Not A Lackof | Community Engagament | N
12 er commu off the island. road Ans | Answe commu | Comments noted. The
- nity access wer | red nity council has prioritised
00 involve off the ed engage | inclusivity for the
01 ment island. ment consultations. Further
and this Third details of this is included
docume road in the reg 18 consultation
ntis onto statement and reg 22
everythi canvey | consultation statement.
ng that Emerge
is ncy Third road onto Canvey
wrong vehicle | The planhas been
with S subject to detailed
this Transport Assessment,
consult including Canvey,
ation assessing impacts and
that recommending
makes it interventions. Access
hard for improvements for
the Canvey are a strategic
average matter which cannot be
tax addressed through the
paying Castle Point Plan alone,
home as any growth isonly a
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ry
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owners
of
Canvey
to state
their
wishes

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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
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.

Emergency Services
Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).

01
62

00
01

Individual

Gabri
ella

Kwol
ek

Yes

SP3

No

Dear
Sir/Mad
am, |
DO NOT
support
the
Castle
Point
Plan
Regulati
on19

No

Justified,
Consistent with
National policy

I DO NOT consider the draft plan to be
sound. Reason: The draft local planis
not justified and consistent with national
policy.Ilt doesn’t meet the housing target
for Castle Point. The site selection
ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new
NPPF guidelines. The draft local plan is
not justified. The selection strategy is
biased and predetermined towards a 'no
greenbelt build policy'. The site selection
is based on the 'over development of

PROPOS
ED
MODIFI
CATION
S: Add
North
West
Thunder
sley site

Not
State

No

Housin
gtarget
for
Castle
Point
not
met.
The site
selectio
n
ignores

Green Belt/Grey belt
covered under policy
GB2.

All reasonable sites
considered in both the
supporting SLAA and SA
processes.

Flooding: Flood risk
covered in policies and
the supporting Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment

Y - Policy
SD3(3)

3. Proposals
must
demonstrat
e how the
SuDS
feature(s)
reflect and
respond to
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have Greenb | (SFRA). the site
Consult been considered, no Greenbelt / Grey elt/ SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, with the exclusion of Grey SuDs and part 3 states ces,
DO NOT North West Thundersley. NPPF Belt they must reflect and landscape
conside guidelines state that development against | respond to site character
rthe should be directed away from areas at new circumstances and have | andthe
draft highest risk of flooding. SUDS measures NPPF regard to the ECC SuDS | green-blue
plan to are not appropriate for Canvey Island's guidelin | design Guide for Essex. infrastructur
be unique geography and drainage es.The | Canvey SuDS options e network,
legally infrastructure. The 3,316+ urban homes selectio | have been considered and have
complia for Canvey is not resident led. n through the SFRA. regard to
nt. strategy Essex
Reason: is County
Failed biased Council’s
to and SuDS
conside predete Design
r rmined Guide for
strategi towards Essex and
o a"no the Castle
alternati greenb Point
ves like elt build Strategic
North policy". Flood Risk
West The site Assessmen
Thunder selectio t(SFRA).
sley. nis
No based
credible onthe
five-year "over
housing develop
land ment of
supply. Brownfi
eld
sites".
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
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floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
t led.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
01 | Individual Gabri | Kwol Yes C4 No Canvey | No Not Stated Not No Housin | Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
62 ella ek West State gtarget | covered under policy SD3(3)
- homes d for GB2.
00 puts Castle | Allreasonable sites 'Proposals
02 resident Point considered in both the must
sinthe not supporting SLAAand SA | demonstrat
East at met. processes. e how the
risk with The site | Flooding: Flood risk SuDS
emerge selectio | covered in policies and feature(s)
ncy n the supporting Strategic | reflect and
evacuati ignores | Flood Risk Assessment respond to
on Greenb | (SFRA). the
procedu elt/ SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | constraints
res. Grey SuDs and part 3 states of the
Belt they must reflect and specific
against | respond to site geographic
new circumstances and have | location,
NPPF regard to the ECC SuDS site
guidelin | design Guide for Essex. circumstan
es.The | Canvey SuDS options ces,
selectio | have been considered landscape
n through the SFRA. character
strategy and the
is green-blue
biased infrastructur
and e network,
predete and have
rmined regard to
towards Essex
a"no County
greenb Council’s
elt build SuDS
policy". Design
The site Guide for
selectio Essex, the
nis Castle
based Point
onthe Strategic
"over Flood Risk
develop Assessmen
ment of t(SFRA)
Brownfi and
eld recommen
sites". dations/adv
NPPF ice from
guidelin statutory
es state bodies
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that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at

(including
EA, Essex
LLFA).'
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.
07 | Individual Gabr | Kwo Yes C5 No Thereis | No Do not build on canvey island. If anything | Make No Not | Not A Third The plan has been N
49 iella lek no please build another road into the island | plansto Ans | Answe Road subject to detailed
- space build wer | red onto Transport Assessment,
00 on another ed Canvey | including Canvey,
01 canvey road to assessing impacts and
to build canvey recommending
addition do not interventions. Access
al build improvements for
homes. more Canvey are a strategic
Please homes matter which cannot be
not do addressed through the
it 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
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
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improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
07 | Individual Gabr | Kwo Yes SP3 No Do not No Do not build more homes No Not A Dont Housing Need N
49 iella | lek build Ans build The Council undertook a
- more wer any Local Housing Needs
00 homes ed more Assessmentin
02 homes | December 2023 which

identified a need for
around 255 homes per
year in Castle Point.
Changes to the NPPF in
December 2024,
removed the ability for
Councils to set a 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
NPPFwhenread as a
whole, 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

161




ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
requirement for housing
set outin the NPPF 2025.
11 | Individual Roge | Lake SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
99 r r the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. Itis not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
eto the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
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on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
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Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

West

Thunder
sley and
ithasno
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

rsley
site, the
NPPF
guidelin
es state
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

11
99

00
02

Individual

Roge

Lake

Hou5b

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any
different
.The
Houb
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
ed on
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, but the
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve

improv
ed site
environ
ment
forthe
local
residen
ts
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sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
11 | Individual Roge | Lake C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
99 r r residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
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02 | Individual Reec | Lang Not SP3 No Idonot | No Not Stated 2. Applicability of North West Not Yes, A 1. The plan has been Y - Policy
27 e ley Stated conside Thundersley SoCG to Canvey State attach Conges | subject to detailed SD3(3)
- rthe Infrastructure The plans approach to d ed tionon | Transport Assessment,
00 planto North West Thundersley highlights respon Canvey | including Canvey, 3. Proposals
01 be significant highways and transportation sein Island assessing impacts and must
sound constraints that cannot be easily Word and recommending demonstrat
or mitigated (as noted in the related SoCG). doc Infrastr | interventions. e how the
legally Similar constraints apply to Canvey, form ucture | The Essex Transport SuDS
complia where the plan recognises access Upgrad | Strategy ‘ A Better feature(s)
nt. 1. bottlenecks but defers major solutions to es Connected Essex’ has reflect and
Congest future studies. The SoCG indicates that The set out a range of respond to
ion on funding for infrastructure cannot impose plan initiatives to improve the site
Canvey an unaffordable public purse burden, acknow | access links to Canvey. circumstan
Island which aligns with ECC’s positions in ledges | Scheme Details can be ces,
and other contexts. Without evidence of ECC congest | found in Appendix A. landscape
Infrastru commitment to funding major works like ionon South Essex character
cture a third road (estimated at hundreds of Canvey | Implementation Plan. and the
Upgrade millions), the plans reliance on such Island’s green-blue
sThe studies undermines its justification and access | Infrastructure: infrastructur
plan effectiveness. 3. Reliance on Developer routes, | Infrastructure matters e network,
acknowl Contributions and Lack of SoCG with noting are covered by policies and have
edges ECC Infrastructure delivery relies thatall | INFRA1-6 andthe regard to
congesti primarily on developer contributions. traffic supporting Infrastructure | Essex
onon Viability assessments allow reductions if passes | Delivery Plan (IDP). County
Canvey contributions are unviable. The plan through Council’s
Island’s claims SoCG’s with ECC on highways one Duty to Cooperate: SuDS
access and education, but no published point. It | Addressed inthe Dutyto | Design
routes, evidence confirms agreements on propos | Cooperate Statement Guide for
noting Canvey specific infrastructure. 4. Lack of es and supporting Essex and
that all Evidence for Financial Backing Funding 3,300 Statements of Common | the Castle
traffic sources are indicative, primarily reliant dwellin | Ground. Point
passes on developer contributions and potential gson Strategic
through grants. No secured funding for all Canvey, | Flood risk coveredin Flood Risk
one upgrades. The plan allows delays if gaps which policies and the Assessmen
point. It arise, but provides no statements or based supporting Strategic t(SFRA).
propose committed budgets, making delivery not on Flood Risk Assessment
53,300 effective. 5. Sequential and Exception nationa | (SFRA).
dwelling Tests for Canvey Flood Zone 3a Canvey [
son Island is largely in Flood Zone 3a; the average | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
Canvey, plan applies the sequential test by sof2.4 | and part 3 states they
which prioritising non flood risk sites but persons | must reflect and respond
based allocates over half of the development per to site circumstances
on on Canvey, mainland alternatives exist househ | and have regard to the
national but are dismissed. This may not fully old and | ECC SuDS design Guide
average comply with NPPF flood risk policies. 6. 1.40 for Essex. Canvey SuDS
sof2.4 Drainage, Flooding Risks, and COMAH vehicle | options have been
persons Sites The planned growth on Canvey s per considered through the
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per increases exposure without detailed risk househ | SFRA.
househ assessments for COMAH and flooding oldin
old and scenarios, potentially failing the East | Canvey Access: The plan
1.40 effectiveness. The plan requires site of has been subject to
vehicles specific FRA’s for developments in flood England | detailed Transport
per zones and incorporating sustainable ,could | Assessment, including
househ drainage systems (SuDS) of 90 litres per add Canvey, assessing
oldin person day water efficiency, but no approxi | impacts and
the East details on deliverability. mately | recommending
of 7,400 interventions.
England residen | The Essex Transport
, could ts and Strategy ‘ A Better
add 4,400 Connected Essex’ has
approxi vehicle | setoutarange of
mately s.The initiatives to improve
7,400 plan access links to Canvey.
resident seeks Scheme Details can be
sand to found in Appendix A.
4,400 enhanc | South Essex
vehicles e Implementation Plan
.The connec
plan tivity
seeksto through
enhanc highwa
€ Y,
connect public
ivity transpo
through rt, and
highway other
, public travel
transpor improv
t, and ements
other , but
travel lists
improve only
ments, minor
but lists upgrad
only essuch
minor as
upgrade junctio
ssuch n
as improv
junction ements
improve for
ments exampl
for e
example Somne
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Somnes S
Avenue/ Avenue
Link /Link
Road Road
and bus and bus
enhanc enhanc
ements, ements
without )
address without
ing address
major ing
access major
needs. access
A needs.
feasibili A
ty study feasibili
for ty study
access for
improve access
ments is improv
referenc ements
ed, but is
no referen
delivera ced,
ble but no
scheme delivera
fora ble
third scheme
road is fora
identifie third
d, road is
despite identifi
require ed,
ments. despite
This require
level of ments.
housing This
to level of
Canvey housing
Island is to
reliant Canvey
on Island
major is
transpor reliant
t on
infrastru major
cture transpo
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upgrade rt
s of infrastr
which ucture
no real upgrad
study of es of
sustaina which
bility or no real
proof of study of
agreem sustain
entor ability
funding or proof
is of
availabl agreem
e, entor
therefor funding
e is
renderin availabl
gthe e,
plan not therefor
effectiv e
e.As renderi
growth ngthe
occurs, plan
shared not
highway effectiv
sthe e.As
impacts growth
are not occurs,
mitigate shared
d, highwa
therefor ys the
e likely a impact
failure sare
of duty not
to mitigat
coopera ed,
te over therefor
Cross- e likely
boundar afailure
y of duty
infrastru to
cture cooper
burdens ate over
Cross-
bounda
ry
infrastr
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ucture
burden
S.

2.
Applica
bility of
North
West
Thunde
rsley
SoCG
to
Canvey
Infrastr
ucture
The
plans
approa
chto
North
West
Thunde
rsley
highligh
ts
signific
ant
highwa
ys and
transpo
rtation
constra
ints
that
cannot
be
easily
mitigat
ed (as
noted
inthe
related
SoCG).
Similar
constra
ints
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apply to
Canvey,
where
the
plan
recogni
ses
access
bottlen
ecks
but
defers
major
solutio
ns to
future
studies.
The
SoCG
indicate
sthat
funding
for
infrastr
ucture
cannot
impose
an
unaffor
dable
public
purse
burden,
which
aligns
with
ECC’s
positio
nsin
other
context
S
Without
evidenc
e of
ECC
commit
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ment to
funding
major
works
like a
third
road
(estima
ted at
hundre
ds of
millions
), the
plans
relianc
eon
such
studies
underm
ines its
justifica
tion
and
effectiv
eness.

3.
Relianc
eon
Develo
per
Contrib
utions
and
Lack of
SoCG
with
ECC
Infrastr
ucture
delivery
relies
primaril
yon
develop
er
contrib
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utions.
Viability
assess
ments
allow
reducti
onsif
contrib
utions
are
unviabl
e.The
plan
claims
SoCG’s
with
ECCon
highwa
ys and
educati
on, but
no
publish
ed
evidenc
e
confirm
S
agreem
entson
Canvey
specific
infrastr
ucture.

4. Lack
of
Evidenc
e for
Financi
al
Backing
Funding
sources
are
indicati
ve,
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primaril
y reliant
on
develop
er
contrib
utions
and
potenti
al
grants.
No
secure
d
funding
forall
upgrad
es. The
plan
allows
delays
if gaps
arise,
but
provide
sno
statem
ents or
commit
ted
budgets
making
delivery
not
effectiv
e.

5.
Sequen
tialand
Excepti
on
Tests
for
Canvey
Flood
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Zone 3a
Canvey
Island
is
largely
in Flood
Zone
3a; the
plan
applies
the
sequen
tial test
by
prioritis
ing non
flood
risk
sites
but
allocat
esover
half of
the
develop
ment
on
Canvey,
mainla
nd
alternat
ives
exist
but are
dismiss
ed. This
may not
fully
comply
with
NPPF
flood
risk
policies
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omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

Drainag
e,
Floodin
g Risks,
and
COMAH
Sites
The
planne
d
growth
on
Canvey
increas
es
exposur
e
without
detaile
drisk
assess
ments
for
COMAH
and
floodin
g
scenari
0s,
potenti
ally
failing
effectiv
eness.
The
plan
require
S site
specific
FRA’s
for
develop
ments
in flood
zones
and
incorpo
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
rating
sustain
able
drainag
e
system
S
(SuDS)
of 90
litres
per
person
day
water
efficien
cy, but
no
details
on
delivera
bility.
10 | Individual Gary | Lang Yes SP3 No Thereis | No | Justified Infrastructure! Scrap Yes Not | Not Infrastr | Infrastructure N
96 lois no the Ans | Answe ucture Infrastructure matters
- provisio whole wer | red (including healthcare
00 n for idea, NO ed and education) are
01 the MORE covered by policies
infrastr BUILDIN INFRA1-6 and the
ucture G! supporting Infrastructure
on the Includin Delivery Plan (IDP).
island g athird
for all exit off!
the
vehicles
that
theses
develop
ments
will
bring.
Clearly
there
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
has
been no
thought
put into
the plan
at all.
There is
no
room
for
anymor
e
homes
this end
of the
country
period!
12 | Individual Kare | Lang SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
12 n wort the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- h respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ion on selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | outthe reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
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Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

failed to
conside
r
strategi
c
alternati
ves like
North
West
Thunder
sley and
ithasno
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

added,
and the
exclusi
on of
the
North
West
Thunde
rsley
site, the
NPPF
guidelin
es state
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
residen
tled
12 | Individual Kare | Lang Houb The plan Policy Comments noted. Policy | N
12 n wort has HOU5 HOUS does not restrict
- h include should | improvementto the sites
00 d make environment
02 Thorney provisio
Bay n for
develop improv
ment for ed site
173 environ
homes, ment
so what for the
makes local
the residen
HO31 ts
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Hou5
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
12 | Individual Kare | Lang C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
12 n wort residents in the East at risk with pment Pointresidentsis a
- h emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
at East
Canvey
08 | Individual Lorra | Lar Yes Whol | Yes Yes No Not | Not Castle | Support noted. N
36 ine man e Plan Ans | Answe Point
- wer | red Planis
00 ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
03 | Individual Trace | Laug Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft plan to be PROPOS | Not No It Consideration of All Sites | Y - Policy
01 y hton Sir/Mad consistent with sound. Reason: The draft local planis ED State doesn’t | Allreasonable option SD3(3)
- am, | national policy not justified and consistent with national | MODIFI d meet sites were considered in
00 DO NOT policy. Itdoesn’t meetthe housing CATION: the the Strategic Land 3. Proposals
01 support target for Castle Point. The site selection | Add housing | Availability Assessment must
the ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North target (SLAA) and the demonstrat
Castle NPPF guidelines. The draftlocal planis | West for Sustainability Appraisal e how the
Point not justified. The selection strategy is Thunder Castle (SA). SuDS
Plan biased and predetermined towards a 'no | sley site. Point. North-West Thundersley | feature(s)
Regulati greenbelt build policy'. The site selection Not all Northwest Thundersley reflect and
on 19 is based on the 'over development of sites was considered but not respond to
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have have preferred. The SOCG the site
Consult been considered. No Greenbelt / Grey been between CP and ECC set | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, specifically with the conside | outthe reasons why the ces,
DO NOT exclusion of North West Thundersley. red. No | siteis nota preferred landscape
conside NPPF guidelines state that development Greenb | alternative for allocation | character
rthe should be directed away from areas at elt/ and also the August 2025 | and the
draft highest risk of flooding. Sustainable Grey North West Thundersley | green-blue
planto Drainage measures are not appropriate Belt transport evidence. In infrastructur
be for Canvey Island's unique geography sites addition, Sustainability e network,
legally and drainage infrastructure. The 3,316+ added, | Appraisal (Policy SP3 and have
complia urban homes for Canvey is not resident specific | option 4) outlines why regard to
nt. led. ally North West Thundersley | Essex
Reason: with the | was not preferred. County
It fails to exclusi | Green Belt/Grey belt Council’s
conside on of covered under policy SuDS
r North GB2. Design
strategi West Flood Risk and Guide for
c Thunde | Infrastructure Essex and
alternati rsley. Flooding and the Castle
ves like The site | infrastructure covered by | Point
North selectio | policies and supporting Strategic
West n evidence in the form of Flood Risk
Thunder ignores | the SFRA and IDP, Assessmen
sley. It Greenb | includingin relation to t(SFRA).
has no elt/ Canvey.
credible Grey SUDs
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Individual/Org
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nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

five-year
housing
land

supply.

Belt
against
new
NPPF
guidelin
es. The
draft
local
planis
not
justified
.The
selectio
n
strategy
is
biased
and
predete
rmined
towards
a“no
greenb
elt build
policy”.
The site
selectio
nis
based
onthe
“over
develop
ment of
Brownfi
eld
sites”.
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from

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.

Emergency Services
Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).
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Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island’s
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
proced
ures.
03 | Individual Trace | Laug Yes C4 No Canvey | No Not Stated Not No The Needs of emergency N
01 y hton West State number | services considered in
- homes d of the supporting
00 puts Canvey | Infrastructure Delivery
02 resident West Plan (IDP).
sinthe homes
East at puts
risk with residen
emerge tsinthe
ncy East at
evacuati risk
on with
procedu emerge
res. ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
12 | Individual Susa | Laur SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
58 n ie the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
eto the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.ltis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
o the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithas no guidelin
credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
land should
supply. be
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Individual/Org
anisation/Age
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Na
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If
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n -
name

Has
agreed
to
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ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

12
58

00
02

Individual

Susa

Laur

Hou5

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay
develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for
improv
ed site
environ
ment
for the
local
residen
ts

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n-
name

Has
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to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, but the
Hou5
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S
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ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
12 | Individual Susa | Laur C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
58 n ie residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. at West | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
14 | Individual Gayn | Law Yes Whol | Yes I Yes | consider the Draft Plan to be sound. Castle Support Noted N
02 or e Plan support Point
- the Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Point and
Plan legally
Draft compli
I ant,
conside
rthe
Draft
Planto
be
legally
complia
nt
14 | Individual Ray Law Yes Whol | Yes I Yes | consider the Draft Plan to be sound. Castle Support Noted N
03 mon e Plan support Point
- d the Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Point and
Plan legally
Draft compli
| ant,
conside
rthe
Draft
Plan to
be
legally
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complia
nt
00 | Organisation Jame | Law | Essex | Yes Whol | Yes 1. Yes Not Yes, A Essex Comments noted N
57 S son | Polic e Plan Essex State Neighb Police -
- e Police d ourhoo Policy
00 (EP) d Recogni
01 submitt Police tion for
ed Updat Develo
evidenc e per
etothe Funded
Castle Infrastr
Point ucture
Plan EPis
2023- satisfie
2043 d that
(Issues sufficie
& nt
Options recogni
(Regulat tionis
ion 18) now
consult include
ationin dinthe
Septem propos
ber ed
2024, policies
outlinin and text
gEP’s of the
role as draft
an local
essentia plan, to
L social ensure
infrastru that
cture develop
provider er
with a funded
key role police
to play infrastr
in ucture/
providin facilitie
g for scan
commu be
nity secure
safety, d from
cohesio residen
nand tial
policing develop
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inthe ment
Borough either
to via
achieve plannin
sustaina g
ble new obligati
commu ons (i.e.
nities. Section
2. 106
EP’s Agreem
evidenc ents) or
e also via CIL
outlined atsuch
the atime
require asa
ment for levy
develop may be
er introdu
funded ced.
police EP
infrastru welcom
cture/ es the
facilities approa
to chand
mitigate raises
and no
manage ‘sound
the ness
impacts objecti
arising ons’to
onits the
service draft
capacity Plan as
from currentl
planned y
housing drafted.
and Infrastr
populati ucture
on Delivery
growth. Plan -
3. Infrastr
EPis ucture
satisfied Assess
that ment
sufficie (May
nt 2025)
recognit
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ionis
now
include
dinthe
propose
d
policies
and text
of the
draft
local
plan, to
ensure
that
develop
er
funded
police
infrastru
cture/
facilities
can be
secured
from
resident
ial
develop
ment
either
via
plannin
g
obligati
ons (i.e.
Section
106
Agreem
ents) or
via CIL
atsuch
atime
as alevy
may be
introduc
ed.

4,

EP
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welcom
esthe
approac
hand
raises
no
‘soundn
ess
objectio
ns’to
the draft
Plan as
currentl
y
drafted.
00 | Organisation Jame | Law | Essex | Yes IDP Yes 5. Yes Not Yes, A EPis Comments noted N
57 S son | Polic Essex State Neighb satisfie
- e Police d ourhoo d that
00 submitt d that
02 ed Police sufficie
evidenc Updat nt
eto e recogni
inform tion for
the develop
Borough er
'S funded
housing police
growth infrastr
infrastru ucture/
cture facilitie
scoping sisnow
process include
- atthe d within
stakeho the IDP.
lder EP
consult welcom
ation esthe
stage of approa
the chand
Castle raises
Point no
Infrastru ‘sound
cture ness
Delivery objecti
Plan ons’to
(IDP) in the
Februar Infrastr
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y 2025. ucture
6. Delivery
EP’s Plan
evidenc Infrastr
e ucture
assesse Assess
dthe ment
increas (IDP
ed evidenc
demand e base)
arising as
onits currentl
service y
capacity drafted.
from Finally,
planned Annex 1
housing and
and Annex 2
populati below,
on provide
growth, a
and set number
out the of
scope clarifica
and tions to
level of update
develop the EP
er evidenc
funded e base,
infrastru along
cture/ with
facilities minor
required change
to sto
mitigate assist
and with the
manage update
the of the
impacts IDP.
from
housing
/
populati
on
growth.
7.
EPis
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satisfied
that that
sufficie
nt
recognit
ion for
develop
er
funded
police
infrastru
cture/
facilities
is now
include
d within
the IDP.
8.

EP
welcom
es the
approac
hand
raises
no
‘soundn
ess
objectio
ns’to
the
Infrastru
cture
Delivery
Plan
Infrastru
cture
Assess
ment
(IDP
evidenc
e base)
as
currentl
y
drafted.
9.
Finally,
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Annex 1
and
Annex 2
below,
provide
a
number
of
clarifica
tionsto
update
the EP
evidenc
e base,
along
with
minor
changes
to assist
with the
update
of the
IDP.
08 | Individual Lara | Law Yes Infra6 | Not Not | would like to add that these ICNIRP Not | Not | Yes- Non | Objecti N
89 son Answ Ans 'Safety' Certificates have been also Ans | Ans | See e ngto ICNIRP
- ered wer been self certified. were | wer | attach INFRA6 | Referringto the
00 ed d ed ments : International
02 | would like to add that the Concer | Commission on Non-
International Commission of Non ned due | lonsizing Radiation is
lonizing Radiation Safety Guidelines in to best practice and
2020 do state that they do not cover exposur | ensures the applications
the public who have with metal e of non | submitted are regulated
implants. idiozing | under this body.
radiatio | Further to this policy
Also as with the safety certificates for n INFRA 6 requires a risk
Cell Towers with a Limited Company reducti | assessmentto be
Name that is not registered there are onin submitted which will
also Applications for the infrastructure house ensure all protected
to the Council with Limited Company prices groups are taken care of.

Names that are also not registered at
Companies House.

For future planning and
implementation of this type of
infrastructure we need more due
diligence to protect the residents from
long term exposure to non ionizing

Reduction in house
prices

This is not a material
planning consideration.
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radiation.
There are also many other concerns
with regards to this infrastructure,
reduction in property prices to the
surrounding houses.
We ask that these concerns be taken
into account when introducing any
more of this infrastructure to
residential areas.

08 | Individual Lara | Law Yes Infra6 | Not Not With regards to wireless infrastructure No Not | Yes- B - Objecti | ICNIRP N

89 son Answ Ans due to my findings that | am concerned Ans | See see | ngto Referring to the

- ered wer with regards to safety of wireless wer | attach | 088 | INFRA6 | International

00 ed infrastructure and ask Councils and ed ments | 9- : Commission on Non-

01 Castle Point Council to ensure health 000 | Concer | lonsizing Radiation is
protective policies for 2 ned due | best practice and
telecommunications infrastructure. and | tothe ensures the applications
There is evidence now that there are addi | use of submitted are regulated
carcinogenic risks from RF radiation. tion | ICNIRP | under this body.

al
There are many emerging studies that supp
warrant health and safety to be taken ortin
into consideration. g

evid
Health Risks of Wireless Radiation for ence

Children, Elderly & Vulnerable Groups
Dr. Erica Mallery-Blythe — Radiation
Research

Lennart Hardell, MD, Ph.D — Radiation
Research

| live in [REDACTED] and there have had
a number of cell towers implemented in
the surrounding residential area near to
my property which has been a concern
for residents.

| would like to report further to my
research of the last three years with
regards to Cell Towers that have been
erected in the local area that the
current ICNIRP 'International
Commission of Non lonising Radiation'
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Safety Certificates for a number of
these towers have a discrepancy. They
have been issued with a Ltd Company
Name that was Dissolved in 2015.

There are also many other concerns
with regards to this infrastructure,
reduction in property prices to the
surrounding houses.

We ask that these concerns be taken
into account when introducing any
more of this infrastructure to
residential areas.

Please consider the following:

A review the of masts with applications
and safety certificates that have Limited
Company Names that are either
dissolved or not registered at
Companies House.

That these towers are setback at least
500 metres from homes and further
back from schools and hospitals
including care homes.

Implementation and testing and
constant monitoring of infrastructure to
uphold fire and radiation safety
standards.

Ensure that the safety certificates are
issued by an independent expert and
not self certified going forward.

References:
lan Jarvis — Three UK Ltd brief update,
Jan 2025: https://ianjarvis.co.uk/wp

content/uploads/2025/01/25-01-24-
Three-UK-Ltd-Brief-update.pdf 3.

Radiation Research Trust — Three UK
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Limited report: ICNIRP Certificates
issued in the name of ‘Three UK
Limited’ dissolved in 2015 — Radiation
Research
00 | Individual Steve | Laza Not Whol | Yes I Yes Not No A Castle Support Noted N
32 rus Stated e Plan support State Point
- the d Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Point and
Plan legally
Draft compli
and feel ant,
itis
"legally
complia
nt' and
meets
the test
of
soundn
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ess', as
set out
inthe
National
Plannin
g Policy
Framew
ork
12 | Individual Alber | Leat SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
91 t ham the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
s Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure , West the evidence thatthisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
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Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
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Thunder
sley and
ithasno
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

site, the
NPPF
guidelin
es state
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

12
91

00
02

Individual

Alber

Leat
ham

Hou5

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay
develop

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for
improv

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any
different
.The
Houb
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe

ed site
environ
ment
forthe
local
residen
ts
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overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
12 | Individual Alber | Leat C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
91 t ham residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsiis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
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05 | Individual Barb | Lee Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes A No 5YHLS N
30 ara to Consistent with national policy. North 5YHLS | The Council is
- conside national policy Doesn't meet the housing target for West and currently relying on
00 r Castle Point. Thunder failed the 1998 Adopted
01 strategi Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ Grey sley site, to Local Plan which
c Belt against new NPPF guidelines. 187 Ha, conside | does not have up to
alternati The draft local plan is not justified. asa r date policies on
ves like Site selection strategy is biased and Greenbe strategi | housing supply,
North predetermined towards a "no greenbelt lt, Grey o consequently, the
West build policy". Belt, alternat five-year housing
Thunder Site selection is based on the "over Brownfie ives like land supply position
sley. No development of Brownfield sites". ld site North is calculated using
gredlble Not con5|dgred all S|tes,.no Greenbelt./ option West the Government's
five-year Grey Belt sites added, with the exclusion | for 7 500 Thunde Standard method.
housing of North homes. rsley.
land West Thundersley, and HO31. Add the Not However, -Once a
- . new plan is place,
supply. The policy is based on the total over Greenbe consist . .
development of urban sites, especially lt/ Grey ent with the housing target is
. . set by that plan and
on Canvey. Belt site nationa
The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | of Kings L policy not the ,
resident led. Park and is Government's
Canvey West homes puts residents in HO31. predete Standard method.
the East at risk with emergency Reduce rmined The f_|ve-year
evacuation the to hou_s_lng _Iand supply
procedures. urban towards position Is
There are 870 homes on Kings Park with housing no CalCU|ate_C| from that
approximately 1,400 residents; we have | target to greenp | target. Itis therefore
serious concerns as to how they would | 3500 elt important that we
be able to evacuate the island in the from Over continue to progress
eventof a 6200, develop | the Castle Point
flood or major incident. Our positionon | with mentof | Plan. The Castle
the island means that we would have Canvey brownfi | Point Plan will
great at 1050. eld provide a rolling 5
difficulty getting off the park and onto the | Total sites year housing land
main route off the island as they would housing No supply. It should be
already be gridlocked. Then there isthe | target of Green/ | noted that it is
issue of those residents who are 11,000. Grey common for stepped
disabled, Belt increases in housing
house-bound/bed-bound. This would sites delivery to be set
obviously increase the time needed for conside | out and agreed in
evacuation. This highlights once again red plans, as stepped
the need for a third road off of Canvey Canvey | changes respond to
and itis west the capacity of the
our opinion that this must form part of homes | housing market to
the Local Plan. The majority of Canvey's put respond to and
residents are of the same opinion. Canvey | deliver against new
East
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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
Thundersley is in
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 site is
deliverable for those
reasons set out in
the SOCG between
CPBC and ECC and
also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
homes | housing targets. In
atrisk | the first ten years of
with the plan the
emerge | Council’s aim is to
ncy deliver 231 homes
evacuat per year on
ion average. It then
proced | expects to step up
ures delivery again from
Need | year 11 onwards to
fora 555 homes per year
third | on average. It is
roadto | these delivery rates
be that will be used to
'dnicnu,:gg calculate the five-
year housing land
plan.

209



ID
Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

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

Consideration of All
Sites

All reasonable
option sites were
considered in the
Strategic Land
Avalilability
Assessment (SLAA)
and the
Sustainability
Appraisal (SA).

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 set out
in 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
environment in
Castle Point,
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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 belt
is addressed under
policy GB2.

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

Emergency
Evacuation

The Councils
detailed emergency

211




Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

planning pages are
here
www.castlepoint.gov
.uk/emergencyplann
ing/

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
Plan for South
Essex specifically
identifies three
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projects which will
improve accessibility
to and from the
Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
alongside the Castle
Point Plan, and the
development in the
Castle Point Plan
will make a
contribution to
relevant transport
improvement
projects identified in
the Local Transport
Plan.
05 | Individual Barb | Lee Yes Houb The plan has included Thorney Bay A The Thorny Bay N
30 ara development for 173 homes, so what plan The 173 homes at
- make the H031 allocat | Thorney Bay are as
00 site any different. es173 | aresult of an
02 Policy Hou5 states, new park homes will homes existing planning
only be supported on existing Park Home at permission and are
sites. All Thorney | not allocated as part
our homes are robust, make provision for Bayso | of this Plan as they
cold weather and risk from flooding, but Kings already have
Hous Park | permission. They
should allow further development which should are however
improves the overall site environment for be included within the
the.local allowed existing
residents. HOUS 1 commitments. Full
should | jetails of the 480
allow

existing commitment
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ts

adjacent to 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 for
inclusion within the
Castle Point Plan,
and is not therefore
available for
development
purposes.
Separately, it has
been identified
through the 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.
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further | can be found within
develop | the housing
ment trajectory at
which | Appendix 2 of the
improv | Housing Topic
esthe | paper (August
site 2025).
environ
ment | Kings Park
for Within the
local | \ithdrawn local
residen | plan, the site
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05 | Individual Barb | Lee Yes Forew I would like to introduce myself as Chair A Kings Comments noted. N
30 ara ord of the Kings Park Village Residents Park The council has
- Association. Our committee have residen prioritised inclusivity
00 recently been: inundated with enquiries ts feel for the
03 from discrimi | consultations.
residents asking how they can object to nated Further details of
the building of 3,316 homes in Canvey against | this is included in
Island during | the reg 18
and emphasise the need for a third road the consultation
off the island. As you must be aware we consult statement and reg
area ationas | 95 consultation
retirement park, and as such many of our they do statement.
residents do not have access to social not
media have
or the internet where the majority of the access
information on this matter has been to the
published internet
and the meetings were poorly and felt
adveliised. The residents feel that they events
are were
discriminated againstin that they are poorly
limited in having a say in these matters advertis
and the ed.

committee are in agreement with them.
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06 | Individual Jenn | Lee Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes A No 5YHLS N
03 y to Consistent with national policy. North 5YHLS | The Councilis currently
- conside national policy Doesn't meet the housing target for West and relying on the 1998
00 r Castle Point. Thunder failed Adopted Local Plan
01 strategi Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ Grey sley site, to which does not have up
o Belt against new NPPF guidelines. 187 Ha, conside | to date policies on
alternati The draft local plan is not justified. asa r housing supply,
ves like Site selection strategy is biased and Greenbe strategi | consequently, the five-
North predetermined towards a "no greenbelt lt, Grey C year housing land supply
West build policy". Belt, alternat | positionis calculated
Thunder Site selection is based on the "over Brownfie ives like | using the Government’s
sley. No development of Brownfield sites". ld site North Standard method.
credible Not considered all sites, no Greenbelt/ option West However, once a new
five-year Grey Belt sites added, with the exclusion | for 7 500 Thunde | planis place, the
housing of North homes. rsley. housing target is set by
land West Thundersley, and HO31. Add the Not that plan and not the
supply. The policy is based on the total over Greenbe consist | Government’s Standard
development of urban sites, especially lt/ Grey entwith | method. The five-year
on Canvey. Belt site nationa | housing land supply
The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | of Kings Lpolicy | positionis calculated
resident led. Park andis from that target. Itis
Canvey West homes puts residents in HO31. predete | therefore important that
the East at risk with emergency Reduce rmined | we continue to progress
evacuation the to the Castle Point Plan.
procedures. urban towards | The Castle Point Plan will
There are 870 homes on Kings Park with housing no provide arolling 5 year
approximately 1,400 residents; we have | targetto greenb | housing land supply. It
serious concerns as to how they would 3500 elt should be noted that itis
be able to evacuate the island in the from Over common for stepped
eventofa 6200, develop | increasesin housing
flood or major incident. Our position on with ment of | delivery to be set out and
the island means that we would have Canvey brownfi | agreed in plans, as
great at 1050. eld stepped changes
difficulty getting off the park and onto the | Total sites respond to the capacity
main route off the island as they would housing No of the housing market to
already be gridlocked. Then there is the target of Green/ | respond to and deliver
issue of those residents who are 11,000. Grey against new housing
disabled, Belt targets. In the first ten
house-bound/bed-bound. This would sites years of the plan the
obviously increase the time needed for conside | Council’s aimisto
evacuation. This highlights once again red deliver 231 homes per
the need for a third road off of Canvey Canvey | year on average. It then
anditis west expects to step up
our opinion that this must form part of homes | delivery again from year
the Local Plan. The majority of Canvey's put 11 onwards to 555
residents are of the same opinion. Canvey | homes peryearon
East average. Itis these
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included within the plan.
Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
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
All reasonable option
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).

Green/Grey Belt

The Council has
undertaken a Green Belt
Review in accordance
with the requirements of
the Governments
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homes | delivery rates that will be
atrisk used to calculate the
with five-year housing land
emerge | supply position once the
ncy Castle Point Planis
evacuat | adopted, and from that
ion point onwards. For
proced | furtherinformation
ures please see housing topic
Need paper.
fora
third Strategic alternatives
roadto | North west Thundersley
be is in the Greenbelt. For
include | thosereasonssetoutin
dinthe | the Housing Capacity
plan. Topic Paper it was not
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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 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 belt is
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
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those reasons set out
above.

Emergency Evacuation
The Councils detailed
emergency planning
pages are here
www.castlepoint.gov.uk/
emergencyplanning/

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 isonly 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
accessibility to and from
the Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
alongside the Castle
Point Plan, and the
developmentin the
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Castle Point Plan will
make a contribution to
relevant transport
improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
06 | Individual Jenn | Lee Yes Houb The plan has included Thorney Bay A The Thorny Bay N
03 y development for 173 homes, so what plan The 173 homes at
- make the HO31 allocat | ThorneyBayareasa
00 site any different. es 173 result of an existing
02 Policy Hou5 states, new park homes will homes | planning permission and
only be supported on existing Park Home at are not allocated as part
sites. All Thorney | of this Plan as they
our homes are robust, make provision for Bayso | already have permission.
cold weather and risk from flooding, but Kings They are however
Houb Park included within the
should allow further development which should | existing commitments.
improves the overall site environment for be Full details of the 480
the local allowed | existing commitment can
residents. HOU5 be found within the
should | housing trajectory at
allow Appendix 2 of the
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further | Housing Topic paper
develop | (August 2025).
ment
which Kings Park
improv | Within the withdrawn
esthe local plan, the site
site adjacent to the eastern
environ | boundary of Kings Park
ment wasincluded asa
for housing allocation.
local However, that plan was
residen | withdrawn and that site
ts remains within the extent
of the Green Belt.
That site was not
promoted for
consideration for
inclusion within the
Castle Point Plan, and is
not therefore available
for development
purposes. Separately, it
has been identified
through the 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.
06 | Individual Jenn | Lee Yes Forew I would like to introduce myself as Chair A Kings Comments noted. The N
03 y ord of the Kings Park Village Residents Park council has prioritised
- Association. Our committee have residen | inclusivity for the
00 recently been: inundated with enquiries ts feel consultations. Further
03 from discrimi | details of this is included
residents asking how they can object to nated in the reg 18 consultation
the building of 3,316 homes in Canvey against | statement and reg 22
Island during consultation statement.
and emphasise the need for a third road the
off the island. As you must be aware we consult
area ation as
retirement park, and as such many of our they do
residents do not have access to social not
media have
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or the internet where the majority of the access
information on this matter has been to the
published internet
and the meetings were poorly and felt
adveliised. The residents feel that they events
are were
discriminated againstin that they are poorly
limited in having a say in these matters advertis
and the ed.
committee are in agreement with them.
06 | Individual Shirr | Legg Yes SP3 No Canvey | No Positively Please live on canvey for a week and you Yes Not | Not Third Third Road off Canvey N
84 alee | ett island prepared, will realise it will be a complete disaster Ans | Answe road off | The plan has been
- infer Effective, Justified, | to build more homes on anisland that wer | red Canvey | subjectto detailed
00 structur Consistent with struggles with traffic water pipes now ed Transport Assessment,
01 e national policy with the amount of people already living including Canvey,
cannot here now. assessing impacts and
take recommending
anymor interventions. Access
e improvements for
houses Canvey are a strategic
or flats matter which cannot be
being addressed through the
built. Castle Point Plan alone,
We as any growthisonly a
need a proportion of the
second demand for those access
road improvements. The bulk
now of the demand come
with the from the existing 16,000
homes households on Canvey.
we However, the strategic
already need for access
have on improvements to Canvey
the Island have been
island it identified through the
will be a Essex Local Transport
complet Plan 4, which within the
e Implementation Plan for
disaster South Essex specifically
to have identifies three projects
more which willimprove
houses accessibility to and from
built the Island. The Local
and Transport Plan sits
people alongside the Castle
to live Point Plan, and the
onan developmentin the
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already Castle Point Plan will
over make a contribution to
populat relevant transport
ed area. improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
13 | Individual Chris | Le- Houb5 The Hou5 Policy states, new park homes No Policy Comments noted. Policy | N
62 tine May will only be supported on existing Park HOU5 HOUS5 does not restrict
- Home sites. All our homes are robust, should | improvementto the sites
00 make provision for cold weather and risk make environment
01 from flooding, but the Hou5 policy provisio
should allow further development which n for
improves the overall site environment for improv
the local residents. ed site
environ
ment
for the
local
residen
ts
13 | Individual Chris | Le- SP3 No I No Justified, Itis not consistent with national policy, it | The No No five | Five Year Housing Land Y - Policy
62 tine May conside Consistent with doesn't meet the housing target for followin year Supply SD3(3)
- rthe National Policy Castle Point, and site selection ignores g housing | The Councilis currently
00 Castle Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF modifica land relying on the 1998 3. Proposals
02 Point guidelines. It is not justified, the site tions are supply | Adopted Local Plan must
Plan selection strategy is biased and necessa North which does not have up demonstrat
Regulati predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt ry to West to date policies on e how the
on 19 build policy", itis solely based on the make Thunde | housing supply, SuDS
Draft to "over development of Brownfield sites", the rsley consequently, the five- feature(s)
not be has not considered all sites, with no Castle shgould | year housing land supply | reflectand
legally Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Point have position is calculated respond to
complia the exclusion of the North West Plan been using the Government’s | the site
nt, as it Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines Regulati include | Standard method. circumstan
has state development should be directed on19 d However, once a new ces,
failed to away from areas at highest risk of Draft Approa | planisplace, the landscape
conside flooding, SUDS measures are not legally chto housing target is set by character
r appropriate for Canvey Island's unique complia Green/ | thatplan and not the and the
strategi geography and drainage infrastructure, ntand Grey Government’s Standard | green-blue
C the proposed 3316 urban homes for sound. Belt method. The five-year infrastructur
alternati Canvey is not resident led. Add NPPF housing land supply e network,
ves like North guidelin | position is calculated and have
North West es state | from that target. Itis regard to
West Thunder develop | therefore importantthat | Essex
Thunder sley site, ment we continue to progress | County
sley and 187 Ha, should | the Castle Point Plan. Council’s
ithasno asa be The Castle Point Plan will | SuDS
credible Greenbe directe | provide arolling 5year Design
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used to calculate the
five-year housing land
supply position once the
Castle Point Planiis
adopted, and from that
point onwards. For
further information
please see housing topic
paper.

North West Thundersley
North West Thundersley
is in the Green Belt. For
those reasons set outin
the Housing Capacity
Topic Paper, it was not
included within the plan.
Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
SOCG between CP and
ECC and also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley transport

ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
five-year lt, Grey daway | housingland supply. It Guide for
housing Belt, from should be noted thatitis | Essex and
land Brownfie areas at | common for stepped the Castle
supply. ld site highest | increases in housing Point
option risk of delivery to be setoutand | Strategic
for 7500 floodin | agreedin plans, as Flood Risk
homes. g, stepped changes Assessmen
Reduce SUDS respond to the capacity t(SFRA).
the measur | of the housing market to
urban esare respond to and deliver
housing not against new housing
targetto appropr | targets. In the first ten
3500 iate for | years of the plan the
from Canvey | Council’saimisto
6200, Island's | deliver 231 homes per
with unique | yearon average. It then
Canvey geograp | expects to step up
at 1050. hy and delivery again from year
Total drainag | 11 onwardsto 555
housing e homes per year on
target of infrastr | average. Itis these
11,000. ucture. | delivery rates that will be
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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 environment in
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
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purpose. Green
Belt/Grey belt is
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.

Flooding

Flood risk covered in
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 design Guide
for Essex. Canvey SuDS
options have been
considered through the
SFRA.

13
62

00
03

Individual

Chris
tine

Le-
May

Cc4

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

No

Develo
pment
at West
Canvey
will
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen

The safety of all Castle
Pointresidentsis a
priority and has been
considered within the
Castle Point Plan
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ts living
at East
Canvey
05 | Individual Iris Leo Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes A No 5YHLS N
05 nard to Consistent with national policy. North 5YHLS | The Councilis currently
- conside national policy Doesn't meet the housing target for West and relying on the 1998
00 r Castle Point. Thunder failed Adopted Local Plan
01 strategi Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ Grey sley site, to which does not have up
c Belt against new NPPF guidelines. 187 Ha, conside | to date policies on
alternati The draft local plan is not justified. asa r housing supply,
ves like Site selection strategy is biased and Greenbe strategi | consequently, the five-
North predetermined towards a "no greenbelt lt, Grey C year housing land supply
West build policy". Belt, alternat | positionis calculated
Thunder Site selection is based on the "over Brownfie ives like | using the Government’s
sley. No development of Brownfield sites". ld site North Standard method.
credible Not considered all sites, no Greenbelt/ option West However, once a new
five-year Grey Belt sites added, with the exclusion | for 7 500 Thunde | planis place, the
housing of North homes. rsley. housing target is set by
land West Thundersley, and HO31. Add the Not that plan and not the
supply. The policy is based on the total over Greenbe consist | Government’s Standard
development of urban sites, especially lt/ Grey entwith | method. The five-year
on Canvey. Belt site nationa | housing land supply
The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | of Kings Lpolicy | positionis calculated
resident led. Park andis from that target. Itis
Canvey West homes puts residents in HO31. predete | therefore important that
the East at risk with emergency Reduce rmined | we continue to progress
evacuation the to the Castle Point Plan.
procedures. urban towards | The Castle Point Plan will
There are 870 homes on Kings Park with housing no provide arolling 5 year
approximately 1,400 residents; we have | targetto greenb | housing land supply. It
serious concerns as to how they would 3500 elt should be noted that itis
be able to evacuate the island in the from Over common for stepped
eventofa 6200, develop | increases in housing
flood or major incident. Our position on with ment of | delivery to be set out and
the island means that we would have Canvey brownfi | agreed in plans, as
great at 1050. eld stepped changes
difficulty getting off the park and onto the | Total sites respond to the capacity
main route off the island as they would housing No of the housing market to
already be gridlocked. Then there is the target of Green/ | respond to and deliver
issue of those residents who are 11,000. Grey against new housing
disabled, Belt targets. In the first ten
house-bound/bed-bound. This would sites years of the plan the
obviously increase the time needed for conside | Council’saimisto
evacuation. This highlights once again red deliver 231 homes per
the need for a third road off of Canvey Canvey | year on average. It then
anditis west expects to step up
our opinion that this must form part of homes | delivery again from year
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included within the plan.
Furthermore, it is not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
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
All reasonable option
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).

Green/Grey Belt
The Council has
undertaken a Green Belt
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the Local Plan. The majority of Canvey's put 11 onwards to 555
residents are of the same opinion. Canvey | homes peryearon
East average. Itis these
homes | delivery rates that will be
atrisk used to calculate the
with five-year housing land
emerge | supply position once the
ncy Castle Point Planiis
evacuat | adopted, and from that
ion point onwards. For
proced | furtherinformation
ures please see housing topic
Need paper.
fora
third Strategic alternatives
roadto | North west Thundersley
be isin the Greenbelt. For
include | thosereasonssetoutin
dinthe | the Housing Capacity
plan. Topic Paper it was not
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Review in accordance
with the requirements of
the Governments
guidance. After a
thorough review, backed
up by strong evidence (as
set out in 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 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 belt is
addressed under policy
GB2.

Where our Green Belt
Review indicates that a
site may potentially be
Grey Belt, it does not
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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/
emergencyplanning/

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 isonly 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which willimprove
accessibility to and from
the Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
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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.
05 | Individual Iris Leo Yes Houb The plan has included Thorney Bay A The Thorny Bay N
05 nard development for 173 homes, so what plan The 173 homes at
- make the HO31 allocat | ThorneyBayareasa
00 site any different. es 173 result of an existing
02 Policy Hou5 states, new park homes will homes | planning permission and
only be supported on existing Park Home at are not allocated as part
sites. All Thorney | of this Plan as they
our homes are robust, make provision for Bayso | already have permission.
cold weather and risk from flooding, but Kings They are however
Houb Park included within the
should allow further development which should | existing commitments.
improves the overall site environment for be Full details of the 480
the local allowed | existing commitment can
residents. HOU5 be found within the
should | housing trajectory at
allow Appendix 2 of the
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further | Housing Topic paper
develop | (August 2025).
ment
which Kings Park
improv | Within the withdrawn
esthe local plan, the site
site adjacent to the eastern
environ | boundary of Kings Park
ment wasincluded asa
for housing allocation.
local However, that plan was
residen | withdrawn and that site
ts remains within the extent
of the Green Belt.
That site was not
promoted for
consideration for
inclusion within the
Castle Point Plan, and is
not therefore available
for development
purposes. Separately, it
has been identified
through the 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.
05 | Individual Iris Leo Yes Forew I would like to introduce myself as Chair A Kings Comments noted. The N
05 nard ord of the Kings Park Village Residents Park council has prioritised
- Association. Our committee have residen | inclusivity for the
00 recently been: inundated with enquiries ts feel consultations. Further
03 from discrimi | details of this is included
residents asking how they can object to nated in the reg 18 consultation
the building of 3,316 homes in Canvey against | statement andreg 22
Island during consultation statement.
and emphasise the need for a third road the
off the island. As you must be aware we consult
are a ation as
retirement park, and as such many of our they do
residents do not have access to social not
media have
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or the internet where the majority of the access
information on this matter has been to the
published internet
and the meetings were poorly and felt
adveliised. The residents feel that they events
are were
discriminated againstin that they are poorly
limited in having a say in these matters advertis
and the ed.
committee are in agreement with them.
05 | Individual John | Leo Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, The draft local plan is not consistent with | Add Yes A No 5YHLS N
11 nard to Consistent with national policy. North 5YHLS | The Councilis currently
- conside national policy Doesn't meet the housing target for West and relying on the 1998
00 r Castle Point. Thunder failed Adopted Local Plan
01 strategi Site selection ignores Greenbelt/ Grey sley site, to which does not have up
c Belt against new NPPF guidelines. 187 Ha, conside | to date policies on
alternati The draft local plan is not justified. asa r housing supply,
ves like Site selection strategy is biased and Greenbe strategi | consequently, the five-
North predetermined towards a "no greenbelt lt, Grey o year housing land supply
West build policy". Belt, alternat | positionis calculated
Thunder Site selection is based on the "over Brownfie ives like | using the Government’s
sley. No development of Brownfield sites". ld site North Standard method.
credible Not considered all sites, no Greenbelt/ option West However, once a new
five-year Grey Belt sites added, with the exclusion | for7 500 Thunde | planis place, the
housing of North homes. rsley. housing target is set by
land West Thundersley, and HO31. Add the Not that plan and not the
supply. The policy is based on the total over Greenbe consist | Government’s Standard
development of urban sites, especially t/ Grey entwith | method. The five-year
on Canvey. Belt site nationa | housing land supply
The 3316 urban homes for Canveyis not | of Kings Lpolicy | positionis calculated
resident led. Park and is from that target. Itis
Canvey West homes puts residents in HO31. predete | therefore important that
the East at risk with emergency Reduce rmined | we continue to progress
evacuation the to the Castle Point Plan.
procedures. urban towards | The Castle Point Plan will
There are 870 homes on Kings Park with housing no provide a rolling 5 year
approximately 1,400 residents; we have | targetto greenb | housing land supply. It
serious concerns as to how they would 3500 elt should be noted that it is
be able to evacuate the island in the from Over common for stepped
eventofa 6200, develop | increases in housing
flood or major incident. Our position on with ment of | delivery to be set out and
the island means that we would have Canvey brownfi | agreedin plans, as
great at 1050. eld stepped changes
difficulty getting off the park and onto the | Total sites respond to the capacity
main route off the island as they would housing No of the housing market to
already be gridlocked. Then there is the target of Green/ | respond to and deliver
issue of those residents who are 11,000. Grey against new housing
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included within the plan.
Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons set outin the
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
All reasonable option
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
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disabled, Belt targets. In the first ten
house-bound/bed-bound. This would sites years of the plan the
obviously increase the time needed for conside | Council’saimisto
evacuation. This highlights once again red deliver 231 homes per
the need for a third road off of Canvey Canvey | yearon average. It then
anditis west expects to step up
our opinion that this must form part of homes | delivery again from year
the Local Plan. The majority of Canvey's put 11 onwards to 555
residents are of the same opinion. Canvey | homes peryearon
East average. Itis these
homes | delivery rates that will be
atrisk used to calculate the
with five-year housing land
emerge | supply position once the
ncy Castle Point Planis
evacuat | adopted, and from that
ion point onwards. For
proced | furtherinformation
ures please see housing topic
Need paper.
fora
third Strategic alternatives
roadto | North west Thundersley
be isin the Greenbelt. For
include | thosereasonssetoutin
dinthe | the Housing Capacity
plan. Topic Paper it was not
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(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).

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 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 belt is

235



Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

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/
emergencyplanning/

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 isonly 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
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Implementation Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
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.
05 | Individual John | Leo Yes Houb The plan has included Thorney Bay A The Thorny Bay N
11 nard development for 173 homes, so what plan The 173 homes at
- make the HO31 allocat | ThorneyBayareasa
00 site any different. es 173 result of an existing
02 Policy Hou5 states, new park homes will homes | planning permission and
only be supported on existing Park Home at are not allocated as part
sites. All Thorney | of this Plan as they
our homes are robust, make provision for Bayso | already have permission.
cold weather and risk from flooding, but Kings They are however
Houb Park included within the
should allow further development which should | existing commitments.
improves the overall site environment for be Full details of the 480
the local allowed | existing commitment can
residents. HOU5 be found within the
should | housing trajectory at
allow Appendix 2 of the
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name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
further | Housing Topic paper
develop | (August 2025).
ment
which Kings Park
improv | Within the withdrawn
esthe local plan, the site
site adjacent to the eastern
environ | boundary of Kings Park
ment wasincluded asa
for housing allocation.
local However, that plan was
residen | withdrawn and that site
ts remains within the extent
of the Green Belt.
That site was not
promoted for
consideration for
inclusion within the
Castle Point Plan, and is
not therefore available
for development
purposes. Separately, it
has been identified
through the 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.
05 | Individual John | Leo Yes Forew I would like to introduce myself as Chair A Kings Comments noted. The N
11 nard ord of the Kings Park Village Residents Park council has prioritised
- Association. Our committee have residen | inclusivity for the
00 recently been: inundated with enquiries ts feel consultations. Further
03 from discrimi | details of this is included
residents asking how they can object to nated in the reg 18 consultation
the building of 3,316 homes in Canvey against | statement andreg 22
Island during consultation statement.
and emphasise the need for a third road the
off the island. As you must be aware we consult
are a ation as
retirement park, and as such many of our they do
residents do not have access to social not
media have
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or the internet where the majority of the access
information on this matter has been to the
published internet
and the meetings were poorly and felt
adveliised. The residents feel that they events
are were
discriminated againstin that they are poorly
limited in having a say in these matters advertis
and the ed.
committee are in agreement with them.
09 | Individual Ryan | Leo Yes Whol | No No Positively Not | Not | Not The Comments noted. N
31 nard e Plan prepared, Ans | Ans | Answe Castle
- Effective, Justified, were | wer | red Point
00 Consistent with d ed Planis
01 national policy not
sound
or
Legally
Compli
ant
09 | Individual Sara | Leo Yes Whol | No No Not | Not | Not The Comments noted. N
32 h nard e Plan Ans | Ans | Answe Castle
- were | wer | red Point
00 d ed Planis
01 not
sound
or
Legally
Compli
ant
12 | Individual Barb | Letc SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
82 ara h the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ion on selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati L policy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
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omment exa
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signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure , West the evidence thatthisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
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We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithasno guidelin
credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
land should
supply. be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
es are
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
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geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled
12 | Individual Barb | Letc Houb The plan Policy Comments noted. Policy | N
82 ara h has HOU5 HOUS5 does not restrict
- include should | improvementto the sites
00 d make environment
02 Thorney provisio
Bay n for
develop improv
ment for ed site
173 environ
homes, ment
so what for the
makes local
the residen
HO31 ts
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
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omment exa
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sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Hou5
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
12 | Individual Barb | Letc C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
82 ara h residents in the East at risk with pment Pointresidentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
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at East
Canvey
04 | Individual Jenn | Leve Yes Whol | Yes Not Yes Not Stated No Castle | Supportnoted. N
54 y y e Plan Stated Point
- Planis
00 sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
11 | Individual Bern | Lewi SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
80 ard n the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
s Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. Itis not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthisis considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure , West the evidence thatthisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
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Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
o the
alternati North
ves like West
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Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2b. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

North
West
Thunder
sley and
ithasno
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

Thunde
rsley
site, the
NPPF
guidelin
es state
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

11
80

00
02

Individual

Bern
ard

Lewi

Hou5b

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

Bay
develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any
different
.The
Houb
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
ed on
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, but the
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which

n for
improv
ed site
environ
ment
for the
local
residen
ts
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improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
11 | Individual Bern | Lewi C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
80 ard n residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
01 | Individual Jan Lewi Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft plan to be Not No Housin | Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
51 S Sir/Mad Consistent with sound. Reason: The draft local planis PROPOS | State gtarget | covered under policy SD3(3)
- am, | National policy not justified and consistent with national | ED d for GB2.
00 DO NOT policy. Itdoesn’t meetthe housing MODIFI Castle | Allreasonable sites 3. Proposals
01 support target for Castle Point. The site selection | CATION: Point considered in both the must
the ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | Add not supporting SLAAand SA | demonstrat
Castle NPPF guidelines. The draftlocal planis | North met. processes. e how the
Point not justified. The selection strategy is West The site | Flooding: Flood risk SuDS
Plan biased and predetermined towards a'no | Thunder selectio | covered in policies and feature(s)
Regulati greenbelt build policy'. The site selection | sley site. n the supporting Strategic reflect and
on 19 is based on the 'over development of ignores | Flood Risk Assessment respond to
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have Greenb | (SFRA). the site
Consult been considered. No Greenbelt / Grey elt/ SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, specifically with the Grey SuDs and part 3 states ces,
DO NOT exclusion of North West Thundersley. Belt they must reflect and landscape
conside NPPF guidelines state that development against | respond to site character
rthe should be directed away from areas at new circumstances and have | andthe
draft highest risk of flooding. Sustainable NPPF regard to the ECC SuDS green-blue
planto Drainage measures are not appropriate guidelin | design Guide for Essex. infrastructur
be for Canvey Island's unique geography es.The | Canvey SuDS options e network,
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legally and drainage infrastructure. The 3,316+ selectio | have been considered and have
complia urban homes for Canvey is not resident n through the SFRA. regard to
nt. led. strategy Essex
Reason: is County
It fails to biased Council’s
conside and SubDS
r predete Design
strategi rmined Guide for
c towards Essex and
alternati a"no the Castle
ves like greenb Point
North elt build Strategic
West policy". Flood Risk
Thunder The site Assessmen
sley. It selectio t(SFRA).
has no nis
credible based
five-year onthe
housing "over
land develop
supply. ment of
Brownfi
eld
sites".
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
es are
not

249




Re

Individual/Org
anisation/Age
nt?

First
Nam

Last
Na
me

If
organ
isatio
n -
name

Has
agreed
to
publicat
ion of
Name/C
omment
s?

Polic
y/Par
a No.

2a.
Legal
ly
Com
plian
t?

2h. If
No,
explana
tion

3a.
Sou
nd?

3b.
Positive/Effective/
Justified/Consiste
nt?

3c. Explanation

4.
Suggest
ed
modific
ations

Wish
to
parti
cipat
ein
exa

Why

Suppo
rting
Eviden
ce
suppli
ed?

Opti
on

A,B
orC

Summa
ry

Officer Response

Mods
Required

appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.

01
51

00
02

Individual

Jan

Lewi

Yes

C4

No

Canvey
West
homes
puts
resident
sinthe
East at
risk with
emerge
ncy
evacuati
on

No

Not Stated

Not
State

No

The
number
of
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with

Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).
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procedu emerge
res. ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures
00 | Individual Don | Lidd Yes SP3 Not lam Not | Not Stated Not No A Oppose | Noted N
08 ard State | really Stat State dto North-West Thundersley
- d pleased | ed d develop | Northwest Thundersley
00 that ment was considered but not
01 some of on preferred. The SOCG
the Green between CP and ECC set
green Belt out the reasons why the
belt land, site is not a preferred
sites but alternative for allocation
have Support | and also the August 2025
been s North | North West Thundersley
remove West transport evidence. In
d, but Thunde | addition, Sustainability
was rsley Appraisal (Policy SP3
surprise (Blinkin | option 4) outlines why
d that g Owl North West Thundersley
the site) for | was not preferred.
North housing
West
corner
area
{blinking
Owl}
was left
out, this
areais
perfect
location
04 | Individual Josh | Lillis Yes Whol | Yes Not Yes Not Stated No Castle | Supportnnoted. N
45 ua e Plan Stated Point
- Planis
00 sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
06 | Individual Ama | Lillis Yes Whol | Yes Yes Not | Not | Not A Castle | Support noted. N
28 nda e Plan Ans | Ans | Answe Point
- were | wer | red Planis
d ed sound
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00 and
01 legally
compli
ant,
06 | Individual Rob | Lillis | Christ | Yes Whol | Yes Yes No Not | Not A Castle | Support noted. N
63 ophe e Plan Ans | Answe Point
- r wer | red Planis
00 Sarge ed sound
01 nt and
Assoc legally
iates compli
ant,
06 | Individual Chris | Lillis Yes Whol | Yes Yes No Not | Not Castle Support noted. N
99 tine e Plan Ans | Answe Point
- wer | red Planis
00 ed sound
01 and
legally
compli
ant,
12 | Individual Matt | Lind SP3 No This is No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
18 hew | say the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ion on selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
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the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
etothe homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.ltis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | outthe reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
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c the
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West rsley
Thunder site, the
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credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
land should
supply. be
directe
d away
from
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es are
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for
Canvey
is not
residen
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12 | Individual Matt | Lind Houb The plan Policy Comments noted. Policy | N
18 hew | say has HOU5 HOUS does not restrict
- include should | improvementto the sites
00 d make environment
02 Thorney provisio
Bay n for
develop improv
ment for ed site
173 environ
homes, ment
so what for the
makes local
the residen
HO31 ts
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
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existing
Park
Home
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sites. All
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are
robust,
make
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n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Hou5
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S.
12 | Individual Matt | Lind C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
18 hew | say residents in the East at risk with pment Pointresidentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
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at East
Canvey
12 | Individual Susa | Lind SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
19 n say the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. Itis not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Iltisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | that this is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
eto the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with ,the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
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and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithas no guidelin
credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
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resident
S.
12 | Individual Susa | Lind C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
19 n say residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. at West | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
12 | Individual Chris | Lock SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
09 tine woo the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- d respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on 19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand Lpolicy, | less housingthan the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
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the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
etothe homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.ltis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | outthe reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
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, butthe
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should
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overall
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ment for
the
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S.
12 | Individual Chris | Lock C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
09 tine woo residents in the East at risk with pment Pointresidentsis a
- d emergency evacuation procedures. atWest | priority and has been
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03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
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those
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ts living
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Canvey
12 | Individual Mark | Lock SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis | Housing Supply - Y - See
10 ele} the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- d respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. Itis not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | that this is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
e to the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.Itis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with ,the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er 2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to with no | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
c the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithas no guidelin
credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
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land
supply.

should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
isnot
residen
tled

12
10

00
02

Individual

Mark

Lock
W00

Hou5

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay
develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for
improv
ed site
environ
ment
for the
local

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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HO31
site any
different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, butthe
Houb
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local

residen
ts

269



ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
resident
S.
12 | Individual Mark | Lock C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
10 elo} residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- d emergency evacuation procedures. at West | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
01 | Individual Laur | Long Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, I DO NOT consider the draft plan to be PROPOS | Not No A Housin | Green Belt/Grey belt Y - Policy
75 a Sir/Mad Consistent with sound. Reason:The draft local planis ED State gtarget | covered under policy SD3(3)
- am, | National policy not justified and consistent with national | MODIFI d for GB2.
00 DO NOT policy. Itdoesn’t meetthe housing CATION: Castle | Allreasonable sites 3. Proposals
01 support target for Castle Point. The site selection | Add Point considered in both the must
the ignores Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new | North not supporting SLAAand SA | demonstrat
Castle NPPF guidelines. The draft localplanis | West met. processes. e how the
Point not justified. The selection strategy is Thunder The site | Flooding: Flood risk SuDS
Plan biased and predetermined towards a'no | sley site. selectio | covered in policies and feature(s)
Regulati greenbelt build policy'. The site selection n the supporting Strategic | reflect and
on 19 is based on the 'over development of ignores | Flood Risk Assessment respond to
Draft Brownfield sites'. Not all sites have Greenb | (SFRA). the site
Consult been considered. No Greenbelt / Grey elt/ SUDs: Policy SD3 covers | circumstan
ation. | Belt sites added, specifically with the Grey SuDs and part 3 states ces,
DO NOT exclusion of North West Thundersley. Belt they must reflect and landscape
conside NPPF guidelines state that development against | respond to site character
rthe should be directed away from areas at new circumstances and have | andthe
draft highest risk of flooding. Sustainable NPPF regard to the ECC SuDS | green-blue
plan to Drainage measures are not appropriate guidelin | design Guide for Essex. infrastructur
be for Canvey Island's unique geography es.The | Canvey SuDS options e network,
legally and drainage infrastructure. The 3,316+ selectio | have been considered and have
complia urban homes for Canvey is not resident n through the SFRA. regard to
nt. led. strategy Essex
Reason: is County
It fails to biased Council’s
conside and SuDS
r predete Design
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strategi
C
alternati
ves like
North
West
Thunder
sley. It
has no
credible
five-year
housing
land

supply.

rmined
towards
a'"no
greenb
elt build
policy".
The site
selectio
nis
based
onthe
"over
develop
ment of
Brownfi
eld
sites".
Not all
sites
have
been
conside
red.
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not

appropr

Guide for
Essex and
the Castle
Point
Strategic
Flood Risk
Assessmen
t(SFRA).
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iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.

01
75

00
02

Individual

Laur

Long

Yes

Cc4

No

Canvey
West
homes
puts
resident
sinthe
East at
risk with
emerge
ncy
evacuati
on

No

Not Stated

Not
State

No

The
number
of
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
with
emerge

Needs of emergency
services considered in
the supporting
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP).
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
procedu ncy
res. evacuat
ion
proced
ures
06 | Individual Laur | Long Yes SP3 No No Thanks for making this almost No Not | Not A Concer | The Councils detailed N
49 a impossible for normal people to protest Ans | Answe ns emergency planning
- and protect Canvey Island from your wer | red around | pages are here
00 development plans. Know this even if ed emerge | www.castlepoint.gov.uk/
01 your just basic admin processing this ncy emergencyplanning/
disaster your accountable to what plannin
happens to the Island and the people on g
it. The Island is a death trap and putting
3000 more homes on it just makes you
all mass murderers.
08 | Individual Soni | Look Yes SP3 No Failed No Justified, Not consistent with national policy.not Greenbe | No Not | Not Not Housing Need N
27 a er to Consistent with meeting housing target for Castle Point lt Ans | Answe meetin | The Council undertook a
- conside national policy ..Site not taking Greenbelt or Greybelt ..Greybe wer | red g Local Housing Needs
00 r into consideration...new guidelines... lt ed standar | Assessmentin
01 strategi Lack of Infrastructure and for traffic....in | ..Brownf d December 2023 which
c this area gridlock ield site method | identified a need for
alternat look at No five | around 255 homes per
ives..ie North year year in Castle Point.
North West housing | Changes to the NPPFin
West Thunder land December 2024,
Thunde sley. supply | removed the ability for
rsley. housing North Councils to set a lower
No target West housing target, than that
credible too high Thunde | setout by the Standard
fiveyear needs rsley Methodology.
land reducing Strategi
supply. massivel C However, taking into
yin this alternat | account the extensive
area... ives evidence base that has
Green/ | been prepared to
Grey support the Castle Point
Belt Plan, it is not considered
Infrastr | appropriate, sustainable
ucture or in keeping with the

NPPFwhenread as a
whole, to deliver this
scale of growth in Castle
Point.

The Castle Point Plan
Regulation 19 Draft
makes provision for
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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
setoutinthe 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 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 arolling 5 year
housing land supply. It
should be noted that it is
common for stepped
increases in housing
delivery to be set out and
agreed in plans, as
stepped changes
respond to the capacity
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of the housing market to
respond 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 from year
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

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
set out in 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,
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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 belt is
addressed under policy
GB2.

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

Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
SOCG between CP 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.

Strategic Alternatives
All reasonable option
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name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).
Infrastructure
Infrastructure matters
(including healthcare
and education) are
covered by policies
INFRA1-6 and the
supporting Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP).
02 | Individual Zoe Love Yes SP3 No Dear No Justified, | consider the Castle Point Plan The No Not | No Doesn't | Consideration of All N
59 day Sir/Mad Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin Stat meet Sites: All reasonable
- am, National Policy fails the tests of soundness, justifiedand | g ed the option sites were
00 Thisis consistent with national policy. Itis not modifica housing | considered in the
01 my own consistent with national policy, it doesn’t | tions are target Strategic Land
persona meet the housing target for Castle Point, | necessa for Availability Assessment
L and site selection ignores Greenbelt / ry to Castle (SLAA) and the
respons Grey Belt against new NPPF guidelines. make Point. Sustainability Appraisal
e to the Itis not justified, the site selection the The (SA).
Castle strategy is biased and predetermined Castle draft
Point towards a 'no Greenbelt build policy', itis | Point local North west Thundersley
Plan solely based on the 'over development of | Plan planis | was considered but not
Regulati Brownfield sites', has not considered all | Regulati not preferred for reasons set
on 19 sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites | on 19 justified | outinthe SOCG between
Draft added, and the exclusion of the North Draft .The CP and ECC set out the
consult West Thundersley site, the NPPF legally selectio | reasons site not
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n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
ation. | guidelines state development should be | complia n currently a preferred
conside directed away from areas at highest risk ntand strategy | alternative for allocation)
rthe of flooding, SUDS measures are not sound. is and also the August 2025
Castle appropriate for Canvey Island’s unique Add biased | North West Thundersley
Point geography and drainage infrastructure, North and transport evidence.
Plan the proposed 3316 urban homes for West predete | Sustainability Appraisal
Regulati Canvey is not resident led The inclusion Thunder rmined | (Policy SP3 option 4)
on 19 of the Charfleets Industrial estate as a sley site, towards | outlines why North West
Draft to brownfield site for developmentinto a 187 Ha, a"no Thundersley was not
not be mixed use housing and industrial area asa greenb | preferred.
legally has not fully considered the impact on Greenbe elt build
complia micro, small, medium and large lt, Grey policy". | Flooding: Flood risk
nt, as it businesses currently operating on the Belt, The site | covered in policies and
has estate that are currently renting property | Brownfie selectio | the supporting Strategic
failed to or own their own site, there is no ld site nis Flood Risk Assessment
conside assessment of how they will be able to option based (SFRA).
r operationally or financially continue to for 7500 onthe SUDs: Policy SD3 covers
strategi operate, should they be forced to move homes. "over SuDs and part 3 states
C to new premises or have restrictions Reduce develop | they mustreflect and
alternati placed on their existing operationsin the | the ment of | respond to site
ves like future, due to the proximity of new urban Brownfi | circumstances and have
North residential properties. This policy is not housing eld regard to the ECC SuDS
West evidence based, as | believe there has target to sites". design Guide for Essex.
Thunder been poor engagement verging on 3500 Notall | Canvey SuDS options
sley and negligent engagement, and officers have | from sites have been considered
ithas no not engaged with the majority of the 6200, have through the SFRA.
credible businesses on the Charfleets Industrial with been
five-year estate. The future plans for Charfleets Canvey conside | Charfleets: Charfleets
housing Industrial estate needs a fully supported, | at 1050. red. Industrial Estate is
land full economic regeneration of the estate, | Remove Add included within Policy E1
supply. and there is no reasoned justification for | Charflee North which includes the
using the Charfleets Industrial estate for | ts West statement ' the Council
housing, with businesses integrated with | Industria Thunde | will seek to provide and
residential homes. | Estate rsley retain Class E(g), B2 and
site from site, B8 use classes or other
the plan. 187Ha, | ‘suigeneris’ usesofa
Total a similar employment
housing Greenb | nature unless it can be
target of elt/Grey | demonstrated that there
11,000. Belt/Br | is noreasonable
ownfiel | prospect forthe siteto
d site be used for these
option. | purposes'
NPPF
guidelin
es state
that
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develop
ment
should
be
directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g.
Sustain
able
Drainag
e
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture.
The
3,316+
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled.
Canvey
West
homes
puts
residen
tsinthe
East at
risk
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
with
emerge
ncy
evacuat
ion
proced
ures.
Object
to
propos
als for
residen
tialon
Charfle
ets.
02 | Individual Zoe Love Yes Cc4 No ,and No Not Stated No Not | No The Needs of emergency N
59 day the Stat number | services considered in
- number ed of the supporting
00 of Canvey | Infrastructure Delivery
02 Canvey West Plan (IDP).
West homes
homes puts
puts residen
resident tsinthe
sinthe East at
East at risk
risk with with
emerge emerge
ncy ncy
evacuati evacuat
on ion
procedu proced
res. ures
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12 | Individual Steve | Low SP3 No Thisis No Justified, We consider the Castle Point Plan The Planis Housing Supply - Y - See
72 n e the Consistent with Regulation 19 Draft to be unsound. It followin unsoun | Government Housing Schedule of
- respons National Policy fails the tests of soundness for justified g d. It Target and Standard Mods, in
00 e from and consistent with national policy. Itis modifica fails the | method relation to
01 Kings not consistent with national policy, it tions are tests of | Through robusttechnical | Canvey,
Park doesn't meet the housing target for necessa soundn | evidence as outlined in Infrastructur
Residen Castle Point, and site selection ignores ry to essfor | the Housing Capacity e and
ts Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF make justified | Topic Paper August Sustainable
Associat guidelines. It is not justified, the site the and 2025, CPBC has Developme
ionon selection strategy is biased and Castle consist | identified through a nt (including
behalf predetermined towards a "no Greenbelt Point entwith | housing strategy of urban | SuDS)
of the build policy", itis solely based on the Plan nationa | intensification and
149 "over development of Brownfield sites", Regulati Lpolicy. | regeneration sufficient
resident has not considered all sites, with no on19 Itisnot | sitesto 6,196 homes
swho Greenbelt / Grey Belt sites added, and Draft consist | through the planned
have the exclusion of the North West legally entwith | period. CPBC realises
signed Thundersley site, the NPPF guidelines complia nationa | thatthis is considerably
the state development should be directed ntand L policy, | less housing than the
accomp away from areas at highest risk of sound. it Standard Method
anying flooding, SUDS measures are not Add doesn't | housing need but
forms, appropriate for Canvey Island's unique North meet considers based on the
and the geography and drainage infrastructure, West the evidence that thisis a
75 the proposed 3316 urban homes for Thunder housing | realistic housing delivery
resident Canvey is not resident led sley site, target Castle Point’s approach
swho 187 Ha, for to the site review is
have asa Castle | outlined within the
signed Greenbe Point, Housing Capacity Topic
the lt, Grey and site | Paper August 2025.
enclose Belt, selectio | Consideration of All Sites
d Brownfie n All reasonable option
letters, ld site ignores | sites were considered in
in option Greenb | the Strategic Land
respons for 7500 elt/ Availability Assessment
eto the homes. Grey (SLAA) and the
Castle Reduce Belt Sustainability Appraisal
Point the against | (SA).
Plan urban new North-West Thundersley
Regulati housing NPPF Northwest Thundersley
on 19 target to guidelin | was considered but not
Draft 3500 es.ltis | preferred. The SOCG
consult from not between CP and ECC set
ation, as 6200, justified | out the reasons why the
reopene with , the site is not a preferred
d 24th Canvey site alternative for allocation
October at 1050. selectio | and also the August 2025
2025 Total n North West Thundersley
and housing strategy | transport evidence. In
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closing target of is addition, Sustainability
5th 11,000. biased | Appraisal (Policy SP3
Decemb and option 4) outlines why
er2025. predete | North West Thundersley
Policy rmined | was not preferred.
referenc towards | Green Belt/Grey Belt
e/name: a"no Green Belt/Grey belt
Hou5 Greenb | covered under policy
Page elt build | GB2 and supporting
number: policy", | Green Belt Assessments.
92 itis Flooding
Paragra solely Flood risk covered in
ph based policies and the
number: onthe supporting Strategic
13.43- "over Flood Risk Assessment
13.46 develop | (SFRA).
We ment of | SUDs
conside Brownfi | Policy SD3 covers SuDs
rthe eld and part 3 states they
Castle sites", must reflect and respond
Point has not | to site circumstances
Plan conside | and have regard to the
Regulati red all ECC SuDS design Guide
on 19 sites, for Essex. Canvey SuDS
Draft to withno | options have been
not be Greenb | considered through the
legally elt/ SFRA.
complia Grey
nt, as it Belt
has sites
failed to added,
conside and the
r exclusi
strategi on of
o the
alternati North
ves like West
North Thunde
West rsley
Thunder site, the
sley and NPPF
ithas no guidelin
credible es state
five-year develop
housing ment
land should
supply. be
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directe
d away
from
areas at
highest
risk of
floodin
g, SUDS
measur
esare
not
appropr
iate for
Canvey
Island's
unique
geograp
hy and
drainag
e
infrastr
ucture,
the
propos
ed 3316
urban
homes
for
Canvey
is not
residen
tled

12
72

00
02

Individual

Steve

Low

Hou5

The plan
has
include
d
Thorney
Bay
develop
ment for
173
homes,
so what
makes
the
HO31
site any

Policy
HOU5
should
make
provisio
n for
improv
ed site
environ
ment
for the
local
residen
ts

Comments noted. Policy
HOUS5 does not restrict
improvement to the sites
environment
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different
.The
Hou5
Policy
states,
new
park
homes
will only
be
support
edon
existing
Park
Home
sites. All
of our
homes
are
robust,
make
provisio
n for
cold
weather
and risk
from
flooding
, but the
Hou5
policy
should
allow
further
develop
ment
which
improve
sthe
overall
site
environ
ment for
the
local
resident
S
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12 | Individual Steve | Low C4 The number of Canvey West homes puts Develo | The safety of all Castle N
72 n e residents in the East at risk with pment Point residentsis a
- emergency evacuation procedures. at West | priority and has been
00 Canvey | considered within the
03 will Castle Point Plan
impact
emerge
ncy
evacula
tion
proced
ures for
those
residen
ts living
at East
Canvey
08 | Individual Chris | Low Yes HAD2 | No Failed No Justified, Itis not consistent with national policy. Add No Not | Not No five | Five Year Housing Land N
06 tine es to Consistent with It doesn’t meet the housing target for North Ans | Answe year Supply
- conside national policy Castle Point and site selection ignores West wer | red housing | The Councilis currently
00 r Greenbelt/Grey belt against new NPPF Thunder ed land relying on the 1998
01 strategi guidelines. sley supply | Adopted Local Plan
C site,187 North which does not have up
alternat Itis not justified, the site selection Ha, as a West to date policies on
ives like strategy is biased and predetermined Greenbe Thunde | housing supply,
North towards a “no Greenbelt build policy”, it | lt, Grey rsley consequently, the five-
West is solely based on the “overdevelopment | belt, Green/ | year housing land supply
Thunde of Brownfield sites”, has not considered | Brownfie Grey position is calculated
rsley. all sites, with no Greenbelt/Grey belt ld site Belt using the Government’s
No sites added and the exclusion of the option Support | Standard method.
credible North West Thundersley site. for 7500 sHAD2 | However, once a hew
five- homes. Wants planis place, the
year | do totally agree with Had2 Policy, for Reduce policy housing target is set by
housing the Hadleigh Farm area, which states the C6 for that plan and not the
land this site as environmental, recreational, urban Hadleig | Government’s Standard
supply. nature recovery, biodiversity, housing h method. The five-year
agricultural, farming activities, nature target to housing land supply
conservation, SSSI, Ramsay site, 3500 position is calculated
ecological restoration, habitat creation from from that target. Itis
and connectivity, protection as an open 6200, therefore important that
space, promoting the heritage site, the with we continue to progress
Castle, and whatever is planned for this Canvey the Castle Point Plan.
site in the future does not have a at 1050, The Castle Point Plan will
significantimpact on the landscape or and provide arolling 5 year
the Greenbelt. Hadleig housing land supply. It
h at 305. should be noted that it is
| also agree the Had2 policy is about Total common for stepped
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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 I 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.

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 aimis to
deliver 231 homes per
year on average. It then
expects to step up
delivery again from year
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 Thundersley
isin the Green Belt. For
those reasons setoutin
the Housing Capacity
Topic Paper, it was not
included within the plan.

Furthermore, itis not
considered that the site
is deliverable for those
reasons setoutin the
SOCG between CP and
ECC and also the August
2025 North West
Thundersley transport
evidence. Sustainability
Appraisal (Policy SP3
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Name/C t? ein ed?
omment exa
s? m
protecting this Greenbelt site as not housing increases in housing
suitable for development, but this target of delivery to be set out and
unsound plan for 6,200 homes puts the 11,000. agreed in plans, as
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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 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 belt is
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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 land is safeguarded
by policy HAD2
08 | Individual Gary | Luck Yes B9 No Failed No | Justified, Freeing up some of the playing fields may No Not | Not A Allocat | Policy B9intends forthe | N
34 man to Consistent with not impact significantly on available Ans | Answe esome | spacetobe
- conside national policy useable space, nor will it hinder the wer | red of the masterplanned with the
00 rusing councils plans to increase Biodiversity ed playing | supportforuse of the
01 a and accessibility of the playing fields. fields site for recreational/and
section (B9) for | or community purposes
of the commu | and other ancillary
top/nor nity buildings provided as
th part facilitie | appropriate.
of the S
playing
fields to
build
new
commu
nity
facilities
in the
heart of
South
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Benflee
t, such
as

Doctors

Dentist/
NHS
reach
facilities
, either
to
increase
capacity
of these
facilities
or to
replace
existing
old sites
which
would
be
freed

up for
housing
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08 | Individual Gary | Luck Yes HAD2 | No Failed No | Justified, No Not A No five | Five Year Housing Land N
34 man to Consistent with | do totally agree with Had2 Policy, for Ans year Supply
- conside national policy the Hadleigh Farm area, which states wer housing | The Councilis currently
00 r this site as environmental, recreational, ed land relying on the 1998
02 strategi nature recovery, biodiversity, supply | Adopted Local Plan
C agricultural, farming activities, nature North which does not have up
alternat conservation, SSSI, Ramsar site, West to date policies on
ives like ecological restoration, habitat creation Thunde | housing supply,
North and connectivity, protection as an open rsley consequently, the five-
West space, promoting the heritage site, the Green/ | year housing land supply
Thunde Castle, and whatever is planned for this Grey position is calculated
rsley. site in the future does not have a Belt using the Government’s
No significantimpact on the landscape or Support | Standard method.
credible the Greenbelt. sHAD2 | However, once a new
five- | also agree the Had2 Policy is about Wants planis place, the
year protecting this Greenbelt site as not policy housing target is set by
housing suitable for development, but this Cé6 for that plan and not the
land unsound plan for 6,200 homes, put’s the Hadleig | Government’s Standard
supply. Hadleigh farmland site at risk to h method. The five-year

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.

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 arolling 5 year
housing land supply. It
should be noted that it is
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’saimisto
deliver 231 homes per
year on average. Itthen
expects to step up
delivery again from year
11 onwards to 555
homes per year on
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average. Itis these
delivery rates that will be
used to calculate the
five-year housing land
supply position once the
Castle Point Planiis
adopted, and from that
point onwards. For
further information
please see housing topic
paper.

North West Thundersley
North West Thundersley
is in 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 setoutin the
SOCG between CP 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.

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
set out in the Housing
Capacity Topic Paper),
the Council has found
several clear reasons,
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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 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 belt is
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
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considered necessary as
the land is safeguarded
by policy HAD3
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08 | Individual Gary | Luck Yes SP3 Not Not Itis not consistent with national policy, it | 1. Add No Not A Not Housing Need N
34 man Answ Ans doesn’t meet the housing target for North Ans meetin | The Council undertook a
- ered wer Castle Point, and site selection ignores West wer g Local Housing Needs
00 ed Greenbelt / Grey Belt against new NPPF Thunder ed standar | Assessmentin
03 guidelines. sley site, d December 2023 which
Itis not justified, the site selection 187 Ha, method | identified a need for
strategy is biased and predetermined asa North around 255 homes per
towards a "no greenbelt build policy", it Greenbe West year in Castle Point.
is solely based on the "over development | lt, Grey Thunde | Changes to the NPPFin
of Brownfield sites", has not considered Belt, rsley December 2024,
all sites, with no Greenbelt / Grey Belt Brownfie Strategi | removed the ability for
sites added, and the exclusion of the ld site c Councils to set a lower
North West Thundersley site. option alternat | housing target, than that
for 7500 ives set out by the Standard
homes. Green/ | Methodology.
Grey
2. Utilise Belt However, taking into
a account the extensive
section evidence base that has
of the been prepared to
top of support the Castle Point
the Plan, it is not considered
Playing appropriate, sustainable
Fields orin keeping with the
(Richmo NPPF whenread as a
nd Park) whole, to deliver this
for the scale of growth in Castle
construc Point.
tion of
new The Castle Point Plan
commu Regulation 19 Draft
nity makes provision for
health around 364 new homes a
facilities year (around 6,196
homes to 2043) which is
sufficient to meet the
3. Utilise need for housing arising
the land from the Local Housing
adjacent Needs Assessment but is
to the insufficient for the
A130 standard methodology
between requirement for housing
Sadlers set outin the NPPF 2025.
Farm for
affordab Green/Grey Belt
le The Council has
housing undertaken a Green Belt
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purpose. Green
Belt/Grey belt is
addressed under policy
GB2.

North West Thundersley
North West Thundersley
is in the Green Belt. For
those reasons set out in

ID | Individual/Org | First | Last | If Has Polic | 2a. 2b. If 3a. | 3b. 3c. Explanation 4. 5. 6. Suppo | Opti | Summa | Officer Response Mods
Re | anisation/Age | Nam | Na organ | agreed y/Par | Legal | No, Sou | Positive/Effective/ Suggest | Wish | Why | rting on ry Required
f nt? e me | isatio | to aNo. |ly explana | nd? | Justified/Consiste ed to ? Eviden | A,B
n- publicat Com | tion nt? modific | parti ce orC
name | ion of plian ations cipat suppli
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and Review in accordance
build it with the requirements of
into the the Governments
addition guidance. After a
of North thorough review, backed
West up by strong evidence (as
Thunder set outin the Housing
sley site Capacity Topic Paper),
(seel the Council has found
above), several clear reasons,
together when considered
with together, to rule out
addition Green Belt sites for
al development. These are
access not limited to; Evidence
roads of the value of the
for natural environmentin
housing Castle Point, Evidence of
behind the value of heritage
Tarpots assets in Castle Point,
and Evidence of the role of
adjoinin greenfield sites in
g Manor providing flood
Trading mitigation, Evidence of
Estate. the capacity of the
highway network in and
Reduce around Castle Point,
the Evidence of the impact of
urban the Green Belt sites that
housing were promoted to us
target would have on the
for landscape and on the
Canvey. number of additional
cars that will enter the
Total local highway network
housing and Evidence that parts
target of of our Green Belt fulfil a
12,000. strong Green Belt
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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 set outin the
SOCG between CP 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.
Strategic Alternatives
All reasonable option
sites were considered in
the Strategic Land
Availability Assessment
(SLAA) and the
Sustainability Appraisal
(SA).
03 | Individual Dami | Lync | Plann HOU2 The Birmingham We Recom | Address via an additional | Y -
35 en h ing draft Due to the specific viability challenges of | recomm mends | paragraph to Policy Hou2 | Additional
- Issue policy delivering older persons’ housing, the end the the as follows paragraph
00 S sets out evidence suggests on the basis of the followin followin | 6. Where these to Policy
01 OBO that all market research, appraisal inputs and g g requirements cannotbe | Hou2 as
Chur proposa policy requirements, Older Person’s addition additio | met, a fully transparent | follows
chill ls for Housing is exempted from Affordable to nto viability assessment 6. Where
Living new Housing provision. emergin emergi | should be provided in these
and resident Charnwood gHOU2 ng line with Part 6 of policy | requiremen
McCa ial Our viability evidence shows that neither | to HOU2 SP4. The Council ts cannot
rthy develop sheltered housing nor extra care housing | ensure to reserves the right to be met, a
Stone ment developments are likely to be viable if a the ensure | seek mitigation through | fully
resultin contribution towards affordable housing | policyis the the use of a late stage transparent
gin10 is sought. justified, policy viability assessment viability
or more This was also the case in BCP and most effective is linked to an overage assessmen
net recently in Hyndburn emerging local plan | andisin justified | clause within the $106 tshould be
addition policies. accorda , Agreement, in the event | providedin
al In addition, Fareham Borough Council’s nce with effectiv | thatviability improves line with
homes adopted local plan Policy HP5 states: national eandis | priortothe completion Part 6 of
(or0.5 The Viability Study concludes that planning in of the development. policy SP4.
hectare affordable housing is not viable for older | policy accord The Council
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sor persons and specialist housing. guidanc ance reserves
more) Therefore, Policy HP5 does not apply to e: with theright to
will be specialist housing or older persons “The nationa seek
required housing. Viability L mitigation
to Both McCarthy Stone and Churchill Study plannin through the
deliver Living are of the view that a similar conclud g policy use of a late
new stance should be taken by Castle Pointin | es that guidanc stage
affordab the knowledge that older persons affordab e: viability
le housing does not have the capacity to le “The assessmen
housing, delivery affordable housing, as setoutin | housing Viability tlinked to
asa the Viability Study. is not Study an overage
proporti Council Members, Officers and the viable conclu clause
on of general public will assume that for older des that within the
the total applications for sheltered or extra care persons afforda $106
gross housing will be able to support a policy and ble Agreement,
housing compliant level of affordable housing. speciali housing in the event
with a This would however be wholly at odds st is not that
minimu with the viability evidence underpinning housing. viable viability
m of the Local Plan were the assumptions Therefor for improves
10% made within the testing to accord with e, Policy older prior to the
interme those agreed routinely on a site-specific | HOU2 persons completion
diate level. does not and of the
housing Our extensive experience in dealing with | apply to speciali developme
and a site specific viability discussions is that it | speciali st nt.
further is never appropriate to apply generic st housing
10% on affordable housing requirements as this | housing .
brownfi leads to confusion, misled expectations | for older Therefo
eld sites and delay. persons re,
(without 7 Policy
ground HOU2
floor does
commer not
cial)ora apply to
further speciali
20% st
social housing
housing for
on older
greenfie persons
ld sites. 7
In so far
as this
policy
would
impact
both
McCart
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hy &
Stone
and
Churchil
L Living,
given
that
they
deliver
almost
exclusiv
elyon
brownfi
eld
land,
the
expecta
tionis
that
they
would
be
required
to
provide
20%
affordab
le
housing
subject
to
viability.
Thisis
unless
ground
floor
commer
cialis
provide
d when
the
require
ment
would
reduce
to 10%.
Itis at
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this
point; it
is
importa
ntto
recognis
e The
PPG on
viability
at
Paragra
ph: 002
Referen
celD:
10-002-
201905
09
which
states:
“The
role for
viability
assess
ment is
primaril
y atthe
plan
making
stage.
Viability
assess
ment
should
not
compro
mise
sustaina
ble
develop
ment
but
should
be used
to
ensure
that
policies
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are
realistic
,and
thatthe
total
cumulat
ive cost
of all
relevant
policies
will not
undermi
ne
delivera
bility of
the
plan’
and that
‘Policy
require
ments,
particul
arly for
affordab
le
housing,
should
be set at
a level
that
takes
account
of
affordab
le
housing
and
infrastru
cture
needs
and
allows
forthe
planned
types of
sites
and
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develop
ment to
be
delivera
ble,
without
the
need for
further
viability
assess
ment at
the
decision
making
stage”.
When
reviewin
gthe
Council’
S
recently
publish
ed
Viability
Study
(July
2025), it
is clear
that the
older
persons
housing
typology
has
been
tested.
The
conclusi
ons of
this
report
are
clearly
set out
within
paragra
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ph6.10:
The
viability
results
for the
tested
older
person
accom
modatio
n by
accom
modatio
ntype
and
value
area are
summar
isedin
Table
6.2.1tis
clear
from
these
results
that the
older
person
accom
modatio
n would
be
unlikely
tocome
forward
under
the
emergin
g Castle
Point
Planin
the
current
market
anywher
ein
Castle
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Point
borough

Therefor
e, some
flexibilit
yinthe
emergin
g
policies
may be
required

possibly
by
lowering
the
affordab
le
housing
rates for
older
person
sites.
Our
experie
nce of
affordab
le
housing
provisio
n
elsewhe
reinthe
country
is that
its
commo
nly
agreed
older
persons
housing
cannot
provide
full
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percent
ages of
affordab
le
housing
or
indeed
often
cannot
provide
for any
affordab
le
housing.
The
draft
policy
appears
to
ignore
the
recomm
endatio
ns of the
Viability
Study
which
would
mean
that the
policy is
not
justified
orin
accorda
nce with
the
NPPG.
More
and
more
local
plannin
g
authoriti
es are
acknowl
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edging
the
viability
constrai
nts of
older
person’
S
housing
within
emergin
g and
adopted
local
plans by
way of
exempti
ons. As
industry
leading
speciali
sts, we
conside
r this
approac
hto be
proactiv
e and
necessa
ry for
enablin
g
adequat
e
delivery
of this
type of
housing.
Thisis
particul
arly the
case
where
Viability
Tests
show
the
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model
of older
persons
housing
tonot
be
viable,
asisthe
case
here.
As an
example
emergin
g
policies
in both
Birming
ham
and
Charnw
ood
propose
affordab
le
housing
exempti
onsin
respect
of
proposa
ls for
housing
for older
people
having
found
through
their
plan
wide
viability
assess
ments
that
viability
was
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constrai
ned for
these
typologi
es. The
propose
d
wording
of each
policy
has
been set
out
below:
03 | Individual Dami | Lync | Plann HOU3 This Ourview is that policy HOU3 as drafted, | We We Additional sentence Y - Aditional
35 en h ing policy fails to account for the fact that specific recomm recom Aditional sentence to sentence to
- Issue sets out types of residential proposals, including | end that mend HOU3 proposed HOU3
00 S a housing for older people will simply not the thatthe | To ensure mixed and proposed
02 OBO generic need to provide the mix of housing as set | followin followin | balanced communities, | To ensure
Chur housing out. This is clearly the case based upon gtextis gtextis | development will be mixed and
chill mix the council owns housing needs added to added required to reflect a mix balanced
Living against evidence base. the draft to the in line with the table communitie
and which The December 2023 housing needs policy to draft above, as far as possible | s,
McCa applicat assessment states the following: ensure policy and as aninitial developmen
rthy ions for We would note that between 2023 and that the to benchmark. The needs twill be
Stone resident 2043 the older person population of policy is ensure | of specialist housing required to
ial Castle Point is projected to grow by sufficien that the | typologies will differ reflect a mix
proposa 3,527persons aged 75 years or more. As | tly policy from generic housing in line with
ls will of 2023, there were 12,291 persons aged | flexible HOUS3 and will be assessed on | the table
be 75 years or more in Castle Point and and is a case by case basis in above, as
benchm there were 561 units of dedicated older effective sufficie | line with identified far as
arked. person accommodation in the area, . ntly housing need possible
The almost all of which is in the form of “The flexible and as an
Castle sheltered housing. This means that there | needs of and initial
Point are around 46 units of older person speciali effectiv benchmark.
Housing housing for every 1,000 older personsin | st e. The needs
Needs Castle Point aged over 75 years. This is housing “The of
Assess one of the lowest figures of older person | typologi needs specialist
ment accommodation per capita ORS have es will of housing
2025 seen. Statistics from the Elderly differ speciali typologies
clearly Accommodation Council show 139 per from st will differ
sets out 1,000 across England, while the National | generic housing from
that the average is 120 per thousand. housing typologi generic
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largest The housing requirements for older and will es will housing
growing people are therefore starting fromavery | be differ and will be
age low base and policy should acknowledge | assesse from assessed
cohort this and avoid creating obstacles to the dona generic on acase
over the delivery of much need housing for older case by housing by case
plan people. The significant housing case and will basisinline
period requirements for older people is set out basisin be with
will be within draft Policy HOU4 which supports | line with assess identified
amongs the provision of at 1,056 sheltered identifie edona housing
tolder housing homes and 594 extra care d case by need.
househ homes over the plan period. Paragraph housing case
olds and 13.28 of the draft plan states: need”. basisin
that Itis expected that older persons housing line
within will predominantly be 1-2 bedroom units, with
this, which reflects older people’s housing identifi
couples needs, and will help to release larger ed
without existing houses to meet the needs of housing
children growing families. Further flexibility must need”.
or single therefore be allowed within draft Policy
people HOU3 to ensure that it is effective.
will see
the
largest
increas
ein
househ
old
types.
03 | Individual Dami | Lync | Plann Infra3 | No Draft No Effective, Areport ““Healthier and Happier’ An For the Forthe | Noted N
35 en h ing policy Consistent with analysis of the fiscal and wellbeing planto planto
- Issue Infra3 National Policy benefits of building more homes for later | bein bein
00 S requires living” by WPI Strategy for Homes for line with line
03 OBO the Later Living explored the significant national with
Chur submiss savings that Government and individuals | policy nationa
chill ionofa could expect to make if more older and L policy
Living Health people in the UK could access this type effective and
and Impact of housing. The analysis showed that: the effectiv
McCa Assess J followin ethe
rthy ment for ‘Each person living in a home for later g followin
Stone plannin living enjoys a reduced risk of health wording g
g challenges, contributing to fiscal savings | should wording
applicat to the NHS and social care services of be should
ions for approximately £3,500 per year. added to be
major . the added
develop Building 30,000 more retirement housing | policy to to the
ment. dwellings every year for the next 10 years | recognis policy
The would generate fiscal savings across the | ethe INFRA3
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Council NHS and social services of £2.1bn per health to
should year. benefits recogni
note J of older se the
that On a selection of national well-being persons health
there is criteria such as happiness and life housing. benefit
a satisfaction, an average person aged 80 | “Special s of
commo feels as good as someone 10 years ist older
n younger after moving from mainstream Housing persons
miscon housing to housing specially designed for | for older housing
ception later living.’ people
that In addition, specifically designed has a
older housing for older people offers number
person’ significant opportunities to enable of health
S residents to be as independent as benefits
housing possible in a safe and warm and
places environment. Older homes are typically proposal
an in a poorer state of repair, are often s for
addition colder, damper, have more risk of fire such
al and fall hazards. They lack in adaptions scheme
burden such as handrails, wider internal doors, s will not
on stair lifts and walk in showers. Without be
healthc these simple features everyday tasks can | required
are become harder and harder. to
infrastru submita
cture Health
and Impact
therefor Assess
e rather ment.”
than Clausef.
requirin ii should
g be
applica deleted.
nts of
older
person’
S
scheme
sto
show
that
thereis
capacity
in
healthc
are
systems
andto
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show
that the
scheme
will not
have a
health
impact,
the
policy
should
instead
recognis
e the
health
benefits
that
deliverin
golder
people’
S
housing
can
bring to
individu
als.
Older
Persons
Housing
produce
salarge
number
of
significa
nt
benefits
which
can help
to
reduce
the
demand
S
exerted
on
Health
and
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Social
Services
and
other
care
facilities
-not
onlyin
terms of
the fact
that
many of
the
resident
S
remain
in better
health,
both
physical
ly and
mentall
y, but
also
doctors,
physioth
erapists
commu
nity
nurses,
hairdres
sers and
other
essentia
l
practitio
ners can
all
attend
to visit
several
occupie
rs at
once.
This
leads to
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afar
more
efficient
and
effectiv
e use of
public
resourc
es.
03 | Individual Dami | Lync | Plann Sustai | No The plan | No Justified, Effective | This approach is confirmed within the We “Specia | Noted N
35 en h ing nable seeks to Ministerial Statement (statement no : recomm list
- Issue Devel introduc Statement UIN HCWS123 available from | end that Housin
00 S opme ea Written statements - Written questions, the g for
04 OBO nt range of answers and statements - UK followin older
Chur sustaina Parliament) released on 13th December | gtextis people
chill ble 2023. The ministerial statement confirms | added to has a
Living develop that with respect to the net zero the draft number
and ment goal....“The improvement in standards policies of
McCa measur already in force, alongside the ones SD4 and health
rthy es which are due in 2025, demonstrates the | SD5 benefit
Stone includin Government’s commitment to ensuring (Zero sand
g Net new properties have a much lower Carbon propos
Zero impact on the environment in the future. | in als for
Carbon In this context, the Government does not | operatio such
Develop expect plan-makers to set local energy nand scheme
ment (in efficiency standards for buildings that go | embodie s will
operatio beyond current or planned buildings d not be
nand regulations. The proliferation of multiple, | carbon) require
embodi local standards by local authority area to dto
ed can add further costs to building new ensure it submit
carbon). homes by adding complexity and is a
Whilst undermining economies of scale. Any justified Health
Council’ planning policies that propose local and Impact
S energy efficiency standards for buildings | effective Assess
commit that go beyond current or planned .“The ment.”
ment to buildings regulation should be rejected council’
meeting at examination if they do not have awell- | s
both its reasoned and robustly costed rationale’ | viability
and the and ‘To be sound, local plans must be assessm
UK consistent with national policy — enabling | ents of
Govern the delivery of sustainable development | speciali
ment’s in accordance with the policies in the st
target of National Planning Policy Framework and | housing
net zero other statements of national planning typologi
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carbon policy, including this one.” We note that | es has
emissio the council has commissioned a further | shown
nsis viability study which looks at the impact | that
comme of zero carbon policies and specifically these
ndable, examines sheltered housing. It develop
it concludes at 10.42 that: “We do note ments
appears however that viability tends to be weaker | have
that the in the lower value area and for certain limited
Council types of scheme - flatted development, viability
is going specialist older persons housing and and
to single units, the latter 2 of which are only | therefor
achieve viable in the VA4. Itis where some or all e such
this of these factors apply that the costs of proposal
through meeting net zero carbon may mean that swill not
having residential development becomes be
mandat unviable when the additional costs are subject
ory applied. This could mean that there may | tothese
carbon need to be an adjustment to land values | require
and to account for higher costs of ments.
climate development and/or a balance of policy Instead,
standar considerations, unless other measures these
ds from can be taken to improve viability.” We proposal
adoptio are therefore concerned that policies swill
n of the within this range have not shown to be meet
plan viable for older persons housing building
that development within either of the viability | regulatio
may go studies undertaken by the council. Thisis | n
beyond particularly worrying given the identified require
govern housing needs for this typology. There is mentsin
ment a danger that the requirements of the place at
targets. plan are unviable and the policies are not | the
Howeve sufficiently flexible. time”.
r,itis
our view
that any
require
ment
should
be
‘steppe
d’inline
with
Govern
ment
targets
and the
propose
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d
changes
to the
building
regulati
ons.
06 | Individual Mich | Lyon Yes SP3 No You've No | Justified | can’t get off the island to get to work Athird No Not | Not Third Third road onto Canvey N
89 ele made it already and | often can’t get home. road, Ans | Answe Road The plan has been
- too When there’s an emergency everything more wer | red onto subject to detailed
00 comple grinds to a standstill schools ed Canvey | Transport Assessment,
01 x for and Infrastr | including Canvey,
the doctors ucture assessing impacts and
average and Consult | recommending
person dentists ation interventions. Access
to because Inclusiv | improvements for
underst | already ity Canvey are a strategic
and have to matter which cannot be
therefor get off addressed through the
e non the Castle Point Plan alone,
inclusiv island to as any growth isonly a
e access proportion of the
amenitie demand for those access
S 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 Plan for
South Essex specifically
identifies three projects
which will improve
accessibility to and from
the Island. The Local
Transport Plan sits
alongside the Castle
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Point Plan, and the
developmentin the
Castle Point Plan will
make a contribution to
relevant transport
improvement projects
identified in the Local
Transport Plan.
Infrastrcture
Infrastructure matters
(including healthcare
and education) are
covered by policies
INFRA1-6 and the
supporting Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP).
Engagement
Comments noted. The
council has prioritised
inclusivity for the
consultations. Further
details of this is included
in the reg 18 consultation
statement and reg 22
consultation statement.
14 | Individual lan Lyon Yes Whol | Yes I Yes | consider the Draft Plan to be sound. Castle Support Noted N
01 S e Plan support Point
- the Planis
00 Castle sound
01 Point and
Plan legally
Draft compli
| ant,
conside
rthe
Draft
Plan to
be
legally
complia
nt
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