NLPPS1

NLPPS2

Percy

Graham
Hugo

11.21

4.2

Yes

Yes

I am assuming that any document of this
type would need to be reviewed by
lawyers

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No

With the predicted increase in traffic on
the A127, and the new houses being built,
Rayleigh Road will not have capacity for
the long term even with junction
improvements. Already it’s virtually
impossible to turn right into it from side
roads at peak times. The junction
improvements can only be a partial
mitigation for today's congestion and will
not serve into the future, for which this
plan is intended. A relief route is required.
(Which for example could easily be
accommodated by providing a link
between the A130/A1245 roundabout and
the A13 London Road in the vicinity of its
junction with Kenneth Road. This would
provide an alternative route to Rayleigh
Road and Saddlers farm to tarpots; serve
the new homes developed in North West
Thundersley and also the Manor trading
extension. As this route is predominately
part of the new development the
opportunity is high and the cost low)

With the predicted increase
in traffic on the A127, and the
new houses being built,
Rayleigh Road will not have
capacity for the long term
even with junction
improvements. Already it’s
virtually impossible to turn
right into it from side roads at
peak times. The junction
improvements can only be a
partial mitigation for today's
congestion and will not serve
into the future, for which this
plan is intended. A relief
route is required. (Which for
example could easily be
accommodated by providing
a link between the
A130/A1245 roundabout and
the A13 London Road in the
vicinity of its junction with
Kenneth Road. This would
provide an alternative route
to Rayleigh Road and also
Saddlers farm to Tarpots. It
would also serve the new
homes developed in North
West Thundersley and also
the Manor trading extension.
As this route is
predominately part of the
new development the
opportunity is high and the
cost low)

Yes

No

It is said on the plan that Castle Point is
well connected to the wider South Essex
area? However there are parts of Castle
Point that are not well connected to the
rest of Castle Point. Canvey Island is
gridlocked every morning and every
evening during the working week. The two
access roads cannot cope as it is. When
there are blockages for either road works
or accidents on either route, it descends
to a chaotic mess focuses on Sadlers
Farm and Waterside Farm roundabouts.
There is a provision in the local plan for a
third road via Corringham but most people
in this area believe it is the council paying
lip service to allow the house building to
proceed and that this road will never be
built due to protests from the people of
Thurrock and long planning hearings. Also
this plan would increase the traffic through
the Northwick roundabout it already takes
fifteen minutes to get around this
roundabout most evenings, especially if
like me the person has this as there only
egress from the Dutch Village. The bus
services have been badly downgraded
since deregulation where the bus
company has been allowed to consolidate
many routes into "super routes". Nobody
in their right mind will try to go to
Southend by bus now as the previously
half hour journey has been tripled in time
by allowing the bus company to do this.

Make all bus stops have laybys in which to stop as this is
a problem holding traffic up
in both Benfleet and Canvey
Make it a proviso that any
building work on Canvey will
only come after the building
of a third access road and
that where the traffic meets
the island it is dissipated in a
sensible manner. I.e.
Building an extension of
Roscommon Way through to
the Western Esplanade. Put
a proper slip road where
Canvey Way joins the
westbound carriageway of
the A13, it is currently
dangerous. Where Sadlers
Farm allows traffic through to
Canvey three carriageways
converge into one lane the
space of about 100 metres
causing a choke point. This
has a knock on effect on
traffic both ways at the A13.
Why on earth a flyover direct
to Canvey Way was not
mooted when the great white
elephant of Sadlers Farm
was rebuilt I will never know.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

At least the people of Castle Point are
being consulted

No
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NLPPS4

Graham
Hugo

Graham
Hugo

4.2

11.5

Yes

Yes

I am assuming that any document of this
type would need to be reviewed by
lawyers

As above

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

It is said on the plan that Castle Point is
well connected to the wider South Essex
area? However there are parts of Castle
Point that are not well connected to the
rest of Castle Point. Canvey Island is
gridlocked every morning and every
evening during the working week. The two
access roads cannot cope as it is. When
there are blockages for either road works
or accidents on either route, it descends
to a chaotic mess focuses on Sadlers
Farm and Waterside Farm roundabouts.
There is a provision in the local plan for a
third road via Corringham but most people
in this area believe it is the council paying
lip service to allow the house building to
proceed and that this road will never be
built due to protests from the people of
Thurrock and long planning hearings. Also
this plan would increase the traffic through
the Northwick roundabout it already takes
fifteen minutes to get around this
roundabout most evenings, especially if
like me the person has this as there only
egress from the Dutch Village. The bus
services have been badly downgraded
since deregulation where the bus
company has been allowed to consolidate
many routes into "super routes". Nobody
in their right mind will try to go to
Southend by bus now as the previously
half hour journey has been tripled in time
by allowing the bus company to do this.

Make all bus stops have laybys in which to stop as this is
a problem holding traffic up
in both Benfleet and Canvey
Make it a proviso that any
building work on Canvey will
only come after the building
of a third access road and
that where the traffic meets
the island it is dissipated in a
sensible manner. I.e.
Building an extension of
Roscommon Way through to
the Western Esplanade. Put
a proper slip road where
Canvey Way joins the
westbound carriageway of
the A13, it is currently
dangerous. Where Sadlers
Farm allows traffic through to
Canvey three carriageways
converge into one lane the
space of about 100 metres
causing a choke point. This
has a knock on effect on
traffic both ways at the A13.
Why on earth a flyover direct
to Canvey Way was not
mooted when the great white
elephant of Sadlers Farm
was rebuilt I will never know.

Yes

At least the people of Castle Point are
being consulted

I think too much emphasis is put on road
transport and not enough to improve
public transport

South East Essex is a road
traffic black spot, with many
cases of gridlock whenever
there are problems on the
roads leading to Sadlers
Farm. The underpass built
for the A130 has only
succeeded in bringing more
traffic to the area whereas if
they had brought the
underpass to Canvey Island
it would have alleviated the
problem better. Nobody
believes that planning
permission for a third road off
Canvey will ever be granted
but many of the planners
seem to be hanging their
plans on this. Increasing bus
routes will only make
congestion worse as the
buses are too big for
anybody to pass while they
are at bus stops. Other areas
of Britain have recognised
this and have trams or light
railways running through
their areas on reserved track.
Perhaps some limited service
via the west of Canvey would
allow people to get to
Southend in minutes rather
than hours would assist
getting people out of their
cars? Extending to Southend
airport at one end and
Basildon at the other may
open the airport for further
traffic and preclude the
amount of people parking
their cars at the stations. It
sounds expensive but how
long can this area support
the amount of wasteful
unnecessary traffic on our
roads.

Yes

No

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS3

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No
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NLPPS5

Jeanette
Gover

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

NLPPS6

Thomas
George
McClarron

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

NLPPS7

NLPPS8

NLPPS9

DAVID
MERRICK

Robert
Scudder

Christophe
r Whipps

17.6

4.6

3.4

No

Drainage systems on Canvey Island are
incapable of transferring storm surface
water to the Pumping Stations, the whole
system need up resized and up graded as
even normal rain fall is a problem. Castle
Point Engineers need to study how
Florida U.S A handle storm water 24/7
every day of the year by using retention
ponds and water collection areas that are
slowly , drained into the channels feeding
the pumping stations, (there are several
all over the Island that are no longer used)
as no pump no matter how large the
capacity can cope with a sudden cloud
burst

Yes

No

As a Canvey Island resident of some 25
years, I am at a total loss as to how
someone can be suggesting further
development on this all ready over
crowded island, which is located within a
recognised Flood Plain , with proven
inadequate drainage and totally
inadequate road structure necessary to
support this current densely populated
area. This is also a recognised Danger
Area , in the event of incident at the Gas
storage depot, and again the
infrastructure is totally inadequate to
support a major evacuation of the island.

Provide the required homes
within the Benfleet, Hadleigh
and Thundersley areas,
which are currently well
established open areas with
main roads, good drainage
and local facilities and with
less congestion.

Soundness Comments

Housing - 2,000 new homes proposed.
Our current road systems in ratio to the
proportion of houses/cars is ridiculous. I
spend most of my time sitting in traffic on
Canvey Island. The new road in proposed
situ will not alleviate massive influx of
traffic in the inner island, it will be a
nightmare. Transport - How can you
relieve pressure at busy junctions & why
haven't you been doing it so far?

To make the local plan sound
in my opinion do not build
any more houses on a
completely congested island
where there can be no
solution to alleviating traffic
problems which occur in the
inner Canvey Island. A new
road on the outskirts will not
stop main congestion. Just
another road filtering into two
roads for all the traffic to
converge on.

No

No

Yes

No

No

Nothing has been done to elevate the
problems

No

No

I fail to see how a great crested newt's
environment is more important than our
children, when it is ok for the Island to be
concreted over with houses built
alongside hazardous liquid storage
depots.

Yes

No

As a Canvey Island resident of some 25
years, I am at a total loss as to how
someone can be suggesting further
development on this all ready over
crowded island, which is located within a
recognised Flood Plain , with proven
inadequate drainage and totally
inadequate road structure necessary to
support this current densely populated
area. This is also a recognised Danger
Area, in the event of incident at the Gas
storage depot, and again the
infrastructure is totally inadequate to
support a major evacuation of the island.
The current availability of Schools and
Medical facilities within Canvey, struggle
to sustain the current population, let alone
a further 600 plus properties, with a
possible 2,400 residents and 1,200 plus
additional vehicles. Residents are
constantly faced with major concerns, with
regard to emergency services, which fail
to be able to gain access onto and off the
Island, due to totally over crowded, and
inadequate roads, all of which converge at
the Waterside roundabout.

Build the required homes
within Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley areas, which
can support these.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Nothing has been done to elevate the
problems

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

Any suggestion of an additional access
road between Canvey and Corringham, is
missing the point, as all this will become is
an alternative route for Southend bound
residents, which would only further
congest the Waterside roundabout, further
preventing vehicle movement along
Canvey Way, and onto the Island, which
is currently the case with vehicles leaving
the Island from the Charfleets Industrial
Estate & Morrisons, and proceeding to
Benfleet. Before any decision regarding
the above plans are made final, it is
strongly recommended that the powers
making such a decision, instead of being
miss guided by slick presentations,
actually visit this area (during a normal
working day between 06.30 to 09.00 and
16.00 to 18,30) and see for themselves
just what our local residents have to
endure on a daily basis, just to get around
and on / off the Island. As residents within
the Leigh Beck area can take up to 90
minutes just to get to Benfleet station !.

Yes

This is the only way that
the Canvey residents can
get any consideration
and stop building on
Canvey Island.
Additionally, the current
Plan fails to contain any
details regarding the
proposed development of
600 properties on the
Farm area adjacent to
Canvey Way and backing
onto Jotmans Land area,
which could include a
new roundabout on
Canvey Way, which as
stated above, cannot
sustain the current
volume of traffic in either
direction. Furthermore, it
is rather strange that
most of the major
recommended
developments within the
Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley areas, all
appear to be approved to
be completed by 2031 !.
Why so far down the
line?, when all these are
all within well established
open areas with main
roads, good drainage
and local facilities with
less congestion. Surely
these should be
developed as soon as
possible to meet the
required targets. I wish to
ensure that Canvey is
correctly supported, as to
date Castle Point
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
Council, appear to favour
Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley areas, and
propose all
developments within
Canvey. And this is why
all major proposals within
the above areas are not
due for completion until
2031.

Linda
Tayor
Peggy
Dixon

New Local
Plan 2016
Proposals
Map

NLPPS13

Antony
Wisiniewsi

Proposals
Map

No

NLPPS14

Daphne
Crockett

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS15

Elizabeth
Benjamin

E3

No

NLPPS10
NLPPS11

NLPPS16

NLPPS17

Patricia
Cross

Alan
Whitecomb

New Local
Plan 2016

H5

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No to Thorney Bay Caravan Park 600
homes. Harm environment and flood
defence.
Against Jotmans development due to loss
of land and lack of infrastructure.
Retention of green belt land, woodlands,
castle and marshes essential. Upgrade of
road system on and off Canvey vital for
transport and safety.
Am concern E3 proposed development
will create too much traffic in the area.

No

Canvey Island has too many houses Land
is liable to flood and new houses that
were built in the 80's have caused
drainage problems with rogue builders not
complying with building standards. We
need a third road off the island on the
island will soon grind to a halt! It is a risk
to life and cannot be legally compliant or
sound to build more houses unless the
infrastructure is improved.

No

I feel that the involvement of the local
community has been inadequate and not
simply put to the community. The
evidence of this can even be identified by
this current communication. I have a PhD
and find the whole structure of this
documentation and its procedures difficult
to follow. I suspect that the documentation
has been made deliberately complex to
deter objections; too many people will
ignore this document because of its
complexity. The language needs
reformation to facilitate the wider
audience. The soundness of the Plan is
also questionable; it clearly cannot be
implemented with the inadequate
infrastructure that currently exists on
Canvey.

No

Yes

No
As before, Canvey Island
does not have the
infrastructure to support new
houses. It is simply not big
enough. The council needs
to make it clear to the
government that investment
must be made to improve
roads, increase schools,
transport and hospitals
before any new development
is agreed.

Impose strains that our
current infrastructure cannot
cope with. Our drainage
system is inadequate. Our
road network is inadequate
now - let alone with
increased housing, EVERY
PERSON on Canvey Island
(if they understood this
documentation) will tell you
Canvey has insufficient exit
roads / bridges currently
without further homes being
implemented.

No to Thorney Bay Caravan Park 600
homes. Harm environment and flood
defence.
Against Jotmans development due to loss
of land and lack of infrastructure.
Retention of green belt land, woodlands,
castle and marshes essential. Upgrade of
road system on and off Canvey vital for
transport and safety.
Am concern E3 proposed development
will create too much traffic in the area.

No

Canvey Island has too many houses Land
is liable to flood and new houses that
were built in the 80's have caused
drainage problems with rogue builders not
complying with building standards. We
need a third road off the island on the
island will soon grind to a halt! It is a risk
to life and cannot be legally compliant or
sound to build more houses unless the
infrastructure is improved.

No

I feel that the involvement of the local
community has been inadequate and not
simply put to the community. The
evidence of this can even be identified by
this current communication. I have a PhD
and find the whole structure of this
documentation and its procedures difficult
to follow. I suspect that the documentation
has been made deliberately complex to
deter objections; too many people will
ignore this document because of its
complexity. The language needs
reformation to facilitate the wider
audience. The soundness of the Plan is
also questionable; it clearly cannot be
implemented with the inadequate
infrastructure that currently exists on
Canvey.

No

Yes

No
As before, Canvey Island
does not have the
infrastructure to support new
houses. It is simply not big
enough. The council needs
to make it clear to the
government that investment
must be made to improve
roads, increase schools,
transport and hospitals
before any new development
is agreed.

Impose strains that our
current infrastructure cannot
cope with. Our drainage
system is inadequate. Our
road network is inadequate
now - let alone with
increased housing, EVERY
PERSON on Canvey Island
(if they understood this
documentation) will tell you
Canvey has insufficient exit
roads / bridges currently
without further homes being
implemented.

No to Thorney Bay Caravan Park 600
homes. Harm environment and flood
defence.
Against Jotmans development due to loss
of land and lack of infrastructure.
Retention of green belt land, woodlands,
castle and marshes essential. Upgrade of
road system on and off Canvey vital for
transport and safety.
Am concern E3 proposed development
will create too much traffic in the area.

No

No

No

No

Canvey Island has too many houses Land
is liable to flood and new houses that
were built in the 80's have caused
drainage problems with rogue builders not
complying with building standards. We
need a third road off the island on the
island will soon grind to a halt! It is a risk
to life and cannot be legally compliant or
sound to build more houses unless the
infrastructure is improved.

No

No

I feel that the involvement of the local
community has been inadequate and not
simply put to the community. The
evidence of this can even be identified by
this current communication. I have a PhD
and find the whole structure of this
documentation and its procedures difficult
to follow. I suspect that the documentation
has been made deliberately complex to
deter objections; too many people will
ignore this document because of its
complexity. The language needs
reformation to facilitate the wider
audience. The soundness of the Plan is
also questionable; it clearly cannot be
implemented with the inadequate
infrastructure that currently exists on
Canvey.

No
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NLPPS18

Alan
Whitecomb

NLPPS19

Standley
Stockwell

NLPPS20

Joyce Day

NLPPS21

Deborah
Day

NLPPS22

NLPPS23
NLPPS24
NLPPS25
NLPPS26
NLPPS27

Robert
Smale

N
Clements
Devi
Sanassy
K
Townsend
Lesley
Smith
Tony Davis

H6

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

H7

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

No

I feel that the involvement of the local
community has been inadequate and not
simply put to the community. The
evidence of this can even be identified by
this current communication. I have a PhD
and find the whole structure of this
documentation and its procedures difficult
to follow. I suspect that the documentation
has been made deliberately complex to
deter objections; too many people will
ignore this document because of its
complexity. The language needs
reformation to facilitate the wider
audience. The soundness of the Plan is
also questionable; it clearly cannot be
implemented with the inadequate
infrastructure that currently exists on
Canvey.

Impose strains that our
current infrastructure cannot
cope with. Our drainage
system is inadequate. Our
road network is inadequate
now - let alone with
increased housing, EVERY
PERSON on Canvey Island
(if they understood this
documentation) will tell you
Canvey has insufficient exit
roads / bridges currently
without further homes being
implemented.

No

I feel that the involvement of the local
community has been inadequate and not
simply put to the community. The
evidence of this can even be identified by
this current communication. I have a PhD
and find the whole structure of this
documentation and its procedures difficult
to follow. I suspect that the documentation
has been made deliberately complex to
deter objections; too many people will
ignore this document because of its
complexity. The language needs
reformation to facilitate the wider
audience. The soundness of the Plan is
also questionable; it clearly cannot be
implemented with the inadequate
infrastructure that currently exists on
Canvey.

Impose strains that our
current infrastructure cannot
cope with. Our drainage
system is inadequate. Our
road network is inadequate
now - let alone with
increased housing, EVERY
PERSON on Canvey Island
(if they understood this
documentation) will tell you
Canvey has insufficient exit
roads / bridges currently
without further homes being
implemented.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

I feel that the involvement of the local
community has been inadequate and not
simply put to the community. The
evidence of this can even be identified by
this current communication. I have a PhD
and find the whole structure of this
documentation and its procedures difficult
to follow. I suspect that the documentation
has been made deliberately complex to
deter objections; too many people will
ignore this document because of its
complexity. The language needs
reformation to facilitate the wider
audience. The soundness of the Plan is
also questionable; it clearly cannot be
implemented with the inadequate
infrastructure that currently exists on
Canvey.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Soundness Comments

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

The proposal and Plan to build 64 homes
and a new school on land off Scrub Lane
is not practical given the existing traffic
and parking problems in the area. Scrub
Lane is seeing increased traffic flow and
traffic is continually using the road as an
alternative to the A13 through Hadleigh up
to Thames Drive. Parking near the school
is already a problem in Scrub Lane and
adjoining roads. The addition of 64 homes
will add to this problem. At recent
planning meeting at the school the main
concern of residents was parking.

To reduce the traffic flow in
Scrub Lane a weight limit for
HGV's could be introduced
as these vehicles cause
congestion when trying to
negotiate parked vehicles.
Introduce parking restrictions
in Scrub Lane and adjoining
roads during peak times and
specifically school drop off
and pick up times. The above
actions would address a
number of residents
concerns.

The proposal and Plan to build 64 homes
and a new school on land off Scrub Lane
is not practical given the existing traffic
and parking problems in the area. Scrub
Lane is seeing increased traffic flow and
traffic is continually using the road as an
alternative to the A13 through Hadleigh up
to Thames Drive. Parking near the school
is already a problem in Scrub Lane and
adjoining roads. The addition of 64 homes
will add to this problem. At recent
planning meeting at the school the main
concern of residents was parking.

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Do not wish to support any more building
of new properties on Canvey

No more building!!

No

Do not wish to support any more building
of new properties on Canvey

No more building!!

No

No

Do not wish to support any more building
of new properties on Canvey

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Leslie
Shaw

3 - Policy
Context

No

NLPPS29

M.A Neal

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Allen
Raynond

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS31

Alison
Love

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

Yes

NLPPS32

Alison
Love

9 - Building a
strong,
competitive
economy

Yes

It fails to satisfy the Governments building
number requirements Thus it must fail!!!

The modifications to the
existing Local Plan needs to
fulfil the Governments
requirements on number of
properties to be built.

No

It fails to satisfy the Governments building
number requirements Thus it must fail!!!

The modifications to the
existing Local Plan needs to
fulfil the Governments
requirements on number of
properties to be built.

Yes
There are more flats and houses being
built and time and again the roads are an
issue its bad enough getting on and of
Canvey build a 3rd road and then submit
a revised plan. Think of the safety issues
1 accident and Canvey comes to a
standstill. Please think on this as the only
thing is money and profit think of the
people who have lived on Canvey all
there lives. Build a 3rd road.
I think it is great to have other housing but
I feel that the amount of time (2031) is too
long to wait. I feel that given the amount
of people on Castle Points housing
waiting list it should be done a lot sooner,
what do you call affordable how
expensive will it be to buy property on
Canvey?
This is great too. Hope the job vacancy
will be for the residents of Canvey Island
other so than outsiders

Are these houses going to be
for Canvey people or others.

No

Yes

Yes

No

It fails to satisfy the Governments building
number requirements Thus it must fail!!!

Yes
There are more flats and houses being
built and time and again the roads are an
issue its bad enough getting on and of
Canvey build a 3rd road and then submit
a revised plan. Think of the safety issues
1 accident and Canvey comes to a
standstill. Please think on this as the only
thing is money and profit think of the
people who have lived on Canvey all
there lives. Build a 3rd road.
I think it is great to have other housing but
I feel that the amount of time (2031) is too
long to wait. I feel that given the amount
of people on Castle Points housing
waiting list it should be done a lot sooner,
what do you call affordable how
expensive will it be to buy property on
Canvey?
This is great too. Hope the job vacancy
will be for the residents of Canvey Island
other so than outsiders

Are these houses going to be
for Canvey people or others.

No

Yes

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

NLPPS28

NLPPS30

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No
There are more flats and houses being
built and time and again the roads are an
issue its bad enough getting on and of
Canvey build a 3rd road and then submit
a revised plan. Think of the safety issues
1 accident and Canvey comes to a
standstill. Please think on this as the only
thing is money and profit think of the
people who have lived on Canvey all
there lives. Build a 3rd road.
I think it is great to have other housing but
I feel that the amount of time (2031) is too
long to wait. I feel that given the amount
of people on Castle Points housing
waiting list it should be done a lot sooner,
what do you call affordable how
expensive will it be to buy property on
Canvey?
This is great too. Hope the job vacancy
will be for the residents of Canvey Island
other so than outsiders

No

No

No
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11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

Yes

NLPPS34

Robert
Mayhew

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS35

Barbara
Doody

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS36

Gerald
Broughton

NLPPS37

Mark Roe

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS38

Louise
White

H6

No

No more building on Canvey
Island

No

What is the point of building more on
Canvey when we cannot get on or off the
island now. It only take one small accident
to Canvey Way, A130 and this shuts the
island down. The traffic congestion is not
safe. Every day the traffic builds up. There
should be no more buildings on Canvey
till we get a 3rd road.
There should be no more building on
Canvey Island. The roads cannot cope
now.

Yes
To make any improvement
and make sense of the local
Plan. The only way this will
work is will better
infrastructure, new road,
drainage, know more
buildings till we get a new
road.

No

No more building on Canvey
Island

No

Needs to be other bus routes to park of
the island where at the moment no buses
go.
What is the point of building more on
Canvey when we cannot get on or off the
island now. It only take one small accident
to Canvey Way, A130 and this shuts the
island down. The traffic congestion is not
safe. Every day the traffic builds up. There
should be no more buildings on Canvey
till we get a 3rd road.
There should be no more building on
Canvey Island. The roads cannot cope
now.

No

No
No

No

No

No

No

No

Traffic on and off Canvey is terrible. If
more homes are built then will make
worse. If over a vacating emergency we
would be stranded on this island (Canvey)
to suffer the consequences which could
result in death.

The Island cannot cope with anymore
homes, due to the infrastructure. Let
alone the drainage system! If this plan is
agreed then you are putting all our lives at
risk, in the event of an emergency!

No

NLPPS40

Lisa
Crowley

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

A third road off Canvey
would help. Maybe another
two roads off Canvey and
different ends of the Island,
so not all traffic diverting to
waterside roundabout,
causing congestion. A road
direct to Southend from
Newlands Area / Point Area
as a lot of jobs in Southend
Area.
More roads or at least
another road on and off the
island before anymore
buildings take place. Our one
way off, cannot cope in event
of an emergency.

No

Not justified, effective or consistent

No

The Island cannot cope with anymore
homes, due to the infrastructure. Let
alone the drainage system! If this plan is
agreed then you are putting all our lives at
risk, in the event of an emergency!

A third road off Canvey
would help. Maybe another
two roads off Canvey and
different ends of the Island,
so not all traffic diverting to
waterside roundabout,
causing congestion. A road
direct to Southend from
Newlands Area / Point Area
as a lot of jobs in Southend
Area.
More roads or at least
another road on and off the
island before anymore
buildings take place. Our one
way off, cannot cope in event
of an emergency.

Yes

Fails to take forward a sound New Local
Plan. A plan cannot be considered to be
Sound or Legal when it is primarily out of
date evidence The consultation
documentation has misled the community
of Canvey Island when it identifies on the
Proposals Map for Canvey a number of
large scale developments that have
already progressed through the planning
process into Outline Planning. These sites
are therefore not proposals they are
already a given. This is a
misrepresentation and therefore the whole
process cannot be Legally Compliant.
Furthermore I consider the Local Plan not
to be Legally Compliant because it is not
supported by a credible evidence base
including meeting the requirement for
keeping matters affecting the
development of the area under review
such as Flood Risk and Hazardous Sites.
Planning policies and decisions must
reflect and where appropriate promote
relevant EU obligations and statutory
requirements.

Address long term
sustainability issues
regarding climate change
Produce and communicate a
functional Emergency Plan
for Flood and for the COMAH
sites (external plan) Remove
all greenbelt sites within the
borough from the New Local
Plan

No

No

As in 1 above (Traffic on and off Canvey
is terrible. If more homes are built then will
make worse. If over a vacating
emergency we would be stranded on this
island (Canvey) to suffer the
consequences which could result in
death). Not looking out for the residents of
Canvey

No

The Island cannot cope with anymore
homes, due to the infrastructure. Let
alone the drainage system! If this plan is
agreed then you are putting all our lives at
risk, in the event of an emergency!

Yes
A plan cannot be considered to be Sound
or Legal when it is primarily out of date
evidence Does not meet the four tests of
soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of
the NPPF The provision of funding for the
repair and renovation of the Critical
Drainage Systems and the funding for
road infrastructure despite considered as
being justified is not evidenced as being
forthcoming. All of the material
requirements that are necessary to
support the community of Canvey Islands
sustainability, for these to be only
inspirational post proposed development
does not substantiate this to be a sound
and viable plan. Not to have a suitable
emergency plan that will aid the
evacuation of a community in the
circumstances of a major industrial
accident or a breach or over topping of a
sea defence and continue to plan for
further occupation of Canvey Island is far
from Sound Planning The Plan has not
provided the evidence needed to support
the delivery of the infrastructure required
to support the sustainability of Canvey
Island. Policies CC1 CC2 and CC6
Climate change; Insufficient weight is
being applied which consistently
undermines the issue of Climate Change
Impact upon the long term sustainability of
the whole community of Canvey Island
Policy SD1; Sea defence and critical
drainage funding would need to be
secured before development of Canvey
Island can be considered to be
sustainable for its lifetime, therefore H5, 6
and 10 should be removed from the plan
as should the 15ha of land identified for
employment growth in West Canvey.
Policy SD1; The whole of Canvey Island

Sea defence and critical
drainage funding to be
secured, the current
necessary works carried out
and a sustainable fully
funded maintenance plan
produced. Identify how non
transformational
infrastructure will be
developed to accommodate
an increased population
including securing of funds.
Remove H5, 6, 10 and E5
from the plan Fully
implement the
recommendations made by
the Buncefield Major Incident
Investigation Board

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

NLPPS39

3.1

To make any improvement
and make sense of the local
Plan. The only way this will
work is will better
infrastructure, new road,
drainage, know more
buildings till we get a new
road.

Needs to be other bus routes to park of
the island where at the moment no buses
go.

General Comments

No

New Local
Plan 2016

NEIL
SCARFF

What is the point of building more on
Canvey when we cannot get on or off the
island now. It only take one small accident
to Canvey Way, A130 and this shuts the
island down. The traffic congestion is not
safe. Every day the traffic builds up. There
should be no more buildings on Canvey
till we get a 3rd road.
There should be no more building on
Canvey Island. The roads cannot cope
now.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Tracey
Woodlard

NLPPS41

Needs to be other bus routes to park of
the island where at the moment no buses
go.

Soundness Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

NLPPS33

Alison
Love

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

because the council does
not listen to residents of
Canvey who live here
and suffer the everyday
congestion of traffic on
and off the Island

Yes

Because I live down the
point and I know how
hard it is to get off the
island.

No

Insufficient evidence to substantiate the
duty to co-operate with other Authorities
to justify that Green Belt is considered to
be given greater weight than flood risk as
a reason for actively not seeking to satisfy
CPBC Objectively Assessed Housing
Needs. A New Local Plan which seeks
only a limited ability to meet its housing
need will not sit well with neighbouring
authorities who are seeking to release
green belt sites to meet their own housing
needs: to expect those authorities to
release even more of their green belt to
meet the Councils unmet need is
unrealistic. There has been insufficient
communication and co-operation with the
local populous, it is common knowledge
that many oppose further development on
Canvey and that residents feel strongly
that the highways network is unable to
properly cope with current loads There
has been insufficient communication and
co-operation with the local populous, it is
common knowledge that many oppose
further development on Canvey and that
residents feel strongly that the highways
network is unable to properly cope with
current loads

No
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

is identified as a Class 3 Flood Plain, both
the Association of British Insurers & the
Flood Protection Association and of
course the Government say inappropriate
development on a flood plain should be
avoided, therefore there should be no
further development allowed on Canvey
and H5, 6 and 10 should be removed from
the proposed plan as should the 15ha of
land identified for employment growth in
West Canvey. Policy SD1; Land raising
has recently been identified as a
technique to mitigate the restrictions
identified for building on a class 3 flood
plain, indeed it is contained in the outline
planning application for the proposed
business park adjacent Roscommon Way
on Canvey which has recently been
granted outline planning approval by this
council, this is in direct contradiction to the
National Planning Policy Framework, the
Thames Estuary 2100 Plan and Castle
Point Councils flood risk strategy.
Transport Policy and Infrastructure
statements; These are purely inspirational
and not support by evidenced time scale
as to when funding will become available
to support the Councils statements
Transport Policy and Infrastructure
statements; Does not say how other items
of infrastructure will be increased to cope
with the additional population, for example
schools, doctors surgeries, emergency
services and public transport. Transport
Policy and Infrastructure statements;
Highway improvements are outside of
Castle Point Council's control! Transport
Policy and Infrastructure statements; The
"proposal" to dual the northern section of
Canvey Way was to be supported by the
potential delivery of 800 new dwellings at
Jotmans Farm however the mainland map
reveals no such Housing Development
proposal. The proposal for a 265 dwelling
development at Jotmans is currently
awaiting the decision of the Secretary of
State. There is no such, part-duelling of
Canvey Way included as a condition in
this current proposal, AND the housing
proposal does not form part of the Local
Plan 2016. Policy H5 Thorney Bay; This
is misleading in that this site has already
been granted Outline planning and is
therefore no longer a proposal Policy E5
Employment sites West Canvey; This is
misleading in that these sites have
already been granted Outline planning
and are therefore no longer a proposal.
Employment provision for the Borough is
disproportionately directed to Canvey
Island leaving the mainland area of the
borough poorly served Policy T7 Safe and
Sustainable Access; This policy fails to
recognise the fact that access and egress
provision required for emergency planning
have been abandoned in favour of a stay
put policy. The evacuation of Canvey
Island now being considered too onerous
even for a Breach of its Sea Defence or a
Major Industrial accident emanating from
Top Tier COMAH sites. The Emergency
Plan currently in force for the Borough has
not been updated since 2012, it is also not
fit for purpose when one considers the
two COMAH sites, is a strategic document
that has anyway not been properly
communicated to the residents of Castle
Point. There is no detailed plan to inform
the public or indeed the council on the
procedure to be adopted in the event of a
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

required evacuation of Canvey in the
event of a major incident at either of the
two COMAH sites or in the event of flood,
it is all very well saying that it is the
responsibility of the ECP&EM to provide
the off site plan for the COMAH sites and
that it is held in the Emergency Planning
Office but the public need to know what it
says if not only to be aware of what is
expected from them. COMAH Sites; The
Buncefield Major Incident Investigation
Board Recommendation on Land Use
Planning and Control of Societal Risk
around Major Hazardous Sites identifies
recommendations on the role of planning
authorities, these have been prepared
taking on board comments from experts
following the disaster at Buncefield and
are applicable to the two top tier COMAH
sites on Canvey and yet items 52, 53 and
54 have not been taken up by CPBC.
CPBC Statement of Community
Involvement; Item 4.2.1 of the councils
Statement of Community Involvement
requires that the issues to be addressed
must be determined, whilst one may
argue that that has been done it is
irrefutable that budgets and permissions
for highway improvements have not been
identified making their inclusion farcical.
Inconsistencies; The document is
inaccurate, for example it states Retention
and protection of 2,734ha of Green Belt.
The maps indicate just 2,687ha and 2,000
new homes. The maps identify just 1,720
new homes!
NLPPS42

NLPPS43

NLPPS44

NLPPS45

NLPPS46

NLPPS47

Christine
Foreman

Hannah
Taylor

Louise
White

J jeffreys

J jeffreys

M Ridley

New Local
Plan 2016

4.2

H5

H 10

H5

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

Yes
Development on the island should not
start until a new road is built it is
disgusting that opposite castle view has
not even been fixed yet its dangerous but
where we need another road you won't
even give permission to close the road.
What about the safety of residents or
college students. New road then build
more.

No

Traffic on and off Canvey is terrible, if
more homes are built then will make
worse. If ever a vacating emergency we
would be stranded on this island (Canvey)
to suffer the consequences which could
result in death.

No

Do not agree with a lovely garden H10
Centre to be demolished in view of 50 bed
nursing home. Why not turn the empty
king Canute into old people's home

No

Thorney Bay caravan park too many
houses. Whom in their right minds would
pay over £250,000 for a property on a
caravan site.

No

There should be no more houses without
a substantial increase in infrastructure. IE
Roads Floods/drainage Water pressure If
you have ever tried to get on or off
Canvey you will realise this. The new
house will mean a minimum of 1000 extra
cars.

No

A third road off Canvey
would help. Maybe another
two roads off Canvey and
different ends of the island so
not all traffic diverting to
waterside roundabout
causing congestion. A road
direct to Southend from
Newlands Area / Point Area
as a lot of jobs in Southend.
New road now not in 3 to 5
years after again the hold up
last night 11-5-16. And it’s
about time the High Street
was tied up all the old shops.
New road now not in 3 to 5
years after again the hold up
last night 11-5-16. And it’s
about time the high street
was tied up all the old shops.

Yes
Development on the island should not
start until a new road is built it is
disgusting that opposite castle view has
not even been fixed yet it’s dangerous but
where we need another road you won't
even give permission to close the road.
What about the safety of residents or
college students. New road then build
more.

No

Not justified, effective or consistent

No

Do not agree with a lovely garden H10
Centre to be demolished in view of 50 bed
nursing home. Why not turn the empty
king Canute into old people's home

No

Thorney Bay caravan park too many
houses. Whom in their right minds would
pay over £250,000 for a property on a
caravan site.

No

There should be no more houses without
a substantial increase in infrastructure. IE
Roads Floods/drainage Water pressure If
you have ever tried to get on or off
Canvey you will realise this. The new
house will mean a minimum of 1000 extra
cars.

New road before houses built

A third road off Canvey
would help. Maybe another
two roads off Canvey and
different ends of the island so
not all traffic diverting to
waterside roundabout
causing congestion. A road
direct to Southend from
Newlands Area / Point Area
as a lot of jobs in Southend.
New road now not in 3 to 5
years after again the hold up
last night 11-5-16. And it’s
about time the High Street
was tied up all the old shops.
New road now not in 3 to 5
years after again the hold up
last night 11-5-16. And it’s
about time the high street
was tied up all the old shops.

No

No

Development on the island should not
start until a new road is built it is
disgusting that opposite castle view has
not even been fixed yet it’s dangerous but
where we need another road you won't
even give permission to close the road.
What about the safety of residents or
college students. New road then build
more.

No

As in 1 above (Traffic on and off Canvey
is terrible, if more homes are built then will
make worse. If ever a vacating
emergency we would be stranded on this
island (Canvey) to suffer the
consequences which could result in
death). Not looking out for the residents of
Canvey.

Yes

No

Do not agree with a lovely garden H10
Centre to be demolished in view of 50 bed
nursing home. Why not turn the empty
king Canute into old people's home

No

No

Thorney Bay caravan park too many
houses. Whom in their right minds would
pay over £250,000 for a property on a
caravan site.

No

No

There should be no more houses without
a substantial increase in infrastructure. IE
Roads Floods/drainage Water pressure If
you have ever tried to get on or off
Canvey you will realise this. The new
house will mean a minimum of 1000 extra
cars.

No

Yes

Because the council do
not listen to residents of
Canvey who live here
and suffer every day
congestion of traffic on
and off Canvey.
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NLPPS49
NLPPS50
NLPPS51
NLPPS52

Julian
Belcher

New Local
Plan 2016

R Willis
R Willis
R Willis
Frederick
East

H 10
H5
H6
New Local
Plan 2016

No

No

Kerry
Skillett

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS54

Vicky
Regan

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS56

T.C.
Kruger

T.C.
Kruger

3.1

H5

No provision for extra schools, medical
care, recreational facilities to cope with
the additional demand 2,000 new homes
will place on the area. Transport provision
is not sufficient to cope with the extra
volume of traffic resulting from 2,00 new
homes. The current road system is
insufficient to cope with the existing
volume of traffic with roads often
gridlocked during the rush hour / school
run. No mention of extra capacity to be
created by additional residential care
provision. No mention on where vehicles
will be parked at the 2,00 new homes.
Roads are already congested with parked
vehicles. No provision for extra
emergency services for increased
population.

Yes
Yes
Yes

NLPPS53

NLPPS55

No

No

Soundness Comments

No

No provision for extra schools, medical
care, recreational facilities to cope with
the additional demand 2,000 new homes
will place on the area. Transport provision
is not sufficient to cope with the extra
volume of traffic resulting from 2,00 new
homes. The current road system is
insufficient to cope with the existing
volume of traffic with roads often
gridlocked during the rush hour / school
run. No mention of extra capacity to be
created by additional residential care
provision. No mention on where vehicles
will be parked at the 2,00 new homes.
Roads are already congested with parked
vehicle. No provision for extra emergency
services for increased population.

Yes
Yes
Yes
No more buildings on Canvey Island get
schools drainage and roads sorted
Canvey Island is already occupied by
building further homes and a care home,
this would increase considerably. Each
household normally has at least 2 cars.
By building an additional 760 homes, this
could mean an extra 1520 cars travelling
on and off the island. We do not have the
road facilities to be able to cope with this
increase, as we already struggle with
having only 2 routes on and off the island.

no more building on Canvey
Island end off
Canvey Island requires a
third road off and on the
island prior to these new
developments being built. No
approval of new homes
should be agreed until the
infrastructure is in place to
deal with the extra vehicles
on Canvey roads.

No

No

No

No

No

No provision for extra schools, medical
care, recreational facilities to cope with
the additional demand 2,000 new homes
will place on the area. Transport provision
is not sufficient to cope with the extra
volume of traffic resulting from 2,00 new
homes. The current road system is
insufficient to cope with the existing
volume of traffic with roads often
gridlocked during the rush hour / school
run. No mention of extra capacity to be
created by additional residential care
provision. No mention on where vehicles
will be parked at the 2,00 new homes.
Roads are already congested with parked
vehicle. No provision for extra emergency
services for increased population.

Yes
Yes
Yes
No more buildings on Canvey Island get
schools drainage and roads sorted
Canvey Island is already occupied by
building further homes and a care home,
this would increase considerably. Each
household normally has at least 2 cars.
By building an additional 760 homes, this
could mean an extra 1520 cars travelling
on and off the island. We do not have the
road facilities to be able to cope with this
increase, as we already struggle with
having only 2 routes on and off the island.

no more building on Canvey
Island end off

No

Canvey Island requires a
third road off and on the
island prior to these new
developments being built. No
approval of new homes
should be agreed until the
infrastructure is in place to
deal with the extra vehicles
on Canvey roads.

No

No
The unsound idea of any
further large scale housing
construction on this
fantastically overcrowded
and congested island,
together with the constant
danger of fuel storage is
beyond belief. One
roundabout for 50,000
people defies any sensible
ideas of island expansion.
Emergency services and
constant traffic congestion
are already a large problem.
The unsound idea of any
further large scale housing
construction on this
fantastically overcrowded
and congested island,
together with the constant
danger of fuel storage is
beyond belief. One
roundabout for 50,000
people defies any sensible
ideas of island expansion.
Emergency services and
constant traffic congestion
are already a large problem.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No
No
No
No more buildings on Canvey Island get
schools drainage and roads sorted
Canvey Island is already occupied by
building further homes and a care home,
this would increase considerably. Each
household normally has at least 2 cars.
By building an additional 760 homes, this
could mean an extra 1520 cars travelling
on and off the island. We do not have the
road facilities to be able to cope with this
increase, as we already struggle with
having only 2 routes on and off the island.

No
The unsound idea of any
further large scale housing
construction on this
fantastically overcrowded
and congested island,
together with the constant
danger of fuel storage is
beyond belief. One
roundabout for 50,000
people defies any sensible
ideas of island expansion.
Emergency services and
constant traffic congestion
are already a large problem.
The unsound idea of any
further large scale housing
construction on this
fantastically overcrowded
and congested island,
together with the constant
danger of fuel storage is
beyond belief. One
roundabout for 50,000
people defies any sensible
ideas of island expansion.
Emergency services and
constant traffic congestion
are already a large problem.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS48

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No

No

No

The unsound idea of any further large
scale housing construction on this
fantastically overcrowded and congested
island, together with the constant danger
of fuel storage is beyond belief. One
roundabout for 50,000 people defies any
sensible ideas of island expansion.
Emergency services and constant traffic
congestion are already a large problem.

No

No

The unsound idea of any further large
scale housing construction on this
fantastically overcrowded and congested
island, together with the constant danger
of fuel storage is beyond belief. One
roundabout for 50,000 people defies any
sensible ideas of island expansion.
Emergency services and constant traffic
congestion are already a large problem.

No
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NLPPS58

P White

Mary
Wirdnam

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

No

While it may be legally compliant, and I'm
sure it is, it is still not 'sound' or complies
with the Duty to Co-operate. Canvey
Island has been developed over the years
- without the infrastructure, roads, etc,
resulting in many difficulties of which you
are well aware. That this report is now
attempting to play catch-up to those ends
is admirable, but adding another 760
houses will again put us behind, to the
'status quo' or even worse position. It is
recognised that houses are required in
Castle Point, but the N.I.M.B.Y. ism has
been allowed for too long in this part of
Essex, putting unnecessary pressure on
small communities like Canvey Island,
instead of more sensible areas of castle
Point. We have experienced 'grid-lock' on
many occasions due to the location and
limited access to our Island. It is time the
infrastructure and road links were in built
first, before any suggestion of more
houses. Castle Point is a large area and
housing can be absorbed better other
than Canvey Island.

Same as set out in part 5
(While it may be legally
compliant, and I'm sure it is,
it is still not 'sound' or
complies with the Duty to Cooperate. Canvey Island has
been developed over the
years - without the
infrastructure, roads, etc,
resulting in many difficulties
of which you are well aware.
That this report is now
attempting to play catch-up
to those ends is admirable,
but adding another 760
houses will again put us
behind, to the 'status quo' or
even worse position. It is
recognised that houses are
required in Castle Point, but
the N.I.M.B.Y. ism has been
allowed for too long in this
part of Essex, putting
unnecessary pressure on
small communities like
Canvey Island, instead of
more sensible areas of castle
Point. We have experienced
'grid-lock' on many occasions
due to the location and
limited access to our Island.
It is time the infrastructure
and road links were in built
first, before any suggestion
of more houses. Castle Point
is a large area and housing
can be absorbed better other
than Canvey Island.)

No

Housing - We as an Island cannot have
this amount of new houses built, sewage
system cannot cope and we cannot have
1000+ more cars on the Island! Currently
if you don't get off the Island by 7am you
will get caught in a traffic jam and take an
hour to get off the Island and if you don't
get back by 3:30pm you will take an hour
to get onto the Island, we only have
Somnes Avenue and long Rd all feeding
to waterside roundabout and Sadlers. The
traffic already is a nightmare with only 2
exists from Canvey. If you build more
houses that equals more cars which =
total gridlock!! How are emergency
services meant to get through? They
can't, so if a Canvey resident was to fall
severely ill no emergency services can
reach them.

Sewage system updated
before new houses
considered. 2 new ways off
and onto Island - we need a
road off and onto island that
avoids waterside and
Sadlers, 1 choice is a road
on old "mod" site which
currently is only used by
utility companies, offer this
road which would take the
traffic away from Somnes
Avenue and Sadlers, and
build a flyover at the point to
take traffic off the island, 4
exits would be the only way
Canvey can have more
traffic.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

While it may be legally compliant, and I'm
sure it is, it is still not 'sound' or complies
with the Duty to Co-operate. Canvey
Island has been developed over the years
- without the infrastructure, roads, etc,
resulting in many difficulties of which you
are well aware. That this report is now
attempting to play catch-up to those ends
is admirable, but adding another 760
houses will again put us behind, to the
'status quo' or even worse position. It is
recognised that houses are required in
Castle Point, but the N.I.M.B.Y. ism has
been allowed for too long in this part of
Essex, putting unnecessary pressure on
small communities like Canvey Island,
instead of more sensible areas of castle
Point. We have experienced 'grid-lock' on
many occasions due to the location and
limited access to our Island. It is time the
infrastructure and road links were in built
first, before any suggestion of more
houses. Castle Point is a large area and
housing can be absorbed better other
than Canvey Island.

No

Housing - We as an Island cannot have
this amount of new houses built, sewage
system cannot cope and we cannot have
1000+ more cars on the Island! Currently
if you don't get off the Island by 7am you
will get caught in a traffic jam and take an
hour to get off the Island and if you don't
get back by 3:30pm you will take an hour
to get onto the Island, we only have
Somnes Avenue and long Rd all feeding
to waterside roundabout and Sadlers. The
traffic already is a nightmare with only 2
exists from Canvey. If you build more
houses that equals more cars which =
total gridlock!! How are emergency
services meant to get through? They
can't, so if a Canvey resident was to fall
severely ill no emergency services can
reach them.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS57

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

I live on the Island, I feel
people making the
choices live elsewhere
and they are making
decisions that they know
will not effect their
personal home lives.
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Frances
Scarff

3.1

No

Fails to take forward a sound New Local
Plan. A plan cannot be considered to be
Sound or Legal when it is primarily out of
date evidence The consultation
documentation has misled the community
of Canvey Island when it identifies on the
Proposals Map for Canvey a number of
large scale developments that have
already progressed through the planning
process into Outline Planning. These sites
are therefore not proposals they are
already a given. This is a
misrepresentation and therefore the whole
process cannot be Legally Compliant.
Furthermore I consider the Local Plan not
to be Legally Compliant because it is not
supported by a credible evidence base
including meeting the requirement for
keeping matters affecting the
development of the area under review
such as Flood Risk and Hazardous Sites.
Planning policies and decisions must
reflect and where appropriate promote
relevant EU obligations and statutory
requirements.

Address long term
sustainability issues
regarding climate change
Produce and communicate a
functional Emergency Plan
for Flood and for the COMAH
sites (external plan) Remove
all greenbelt sites within the
borough from the New Local
Plan

Soundness Comments

No

A plan cannot be considered to be Sound
or Legal when it is primarily out of date
evidence Does not meet the four tests of
soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of
the NPPF The provision of funding for the
repair and renovation of the Critical
Drainage Systems and the funding for
road infrastructure despite considered as
being justified is not evidenced as being
forthcoming. All of the material
requirements that are necessary to
support the community of Canvey Islands
sustainability, for these to be only
inspirational post proposed development
does not substantiate this to be a sound
and viable plan. Not to have a suitable
emergency plan that will aid the
evacuation of a community in the
circumstances of a major industrial
accident or a breach or over topping of a
sea defence and continue to plan for
further occupation of Canvey Island is far
from Sound Planning The Plan has not
provided the evidence needed to support
the delivery of the infrastructure required
to support the sustainability of Canvey
Island. Policies CC1 CC2 and CC6
Climate change; Insufficient weight is
being applied which consistently
undermines the issue of Climate Change
Impact upon the long term sustainability of
the whole community of Canvey Island
Policy SD1; Sea defence and critical
drainage funding would need to be
secured before development of Canvey
Island can be considered to be
sustainable for its lifetime, therefore H5, 6
and 10 should be removed from the plan
as should the 15ha of land identified for
employment growth in West Canvey.
Policy SD1; The whole of Canvey Island
is identified as a Class 3 Flood Plain, both
the Association of British Insurers & the
Flood Protection Association and of
course the Government say inappropriate
development on a flood plain should be
avoided, therefore there should be no
further development allowed on Canvey
and H5, 6 and 10 should be removed from
the proposed plan as should the 15ha of
land identified for employment growth in
West Canvey. Policy SD1; Land raising
has recently been identified as a
technique to mitigate the restrictions
identified for building on a class 3 flood
plain, indeed it is contained in the outline
planning application for the proposed
business park adjacent Roscommon Way
on Canvey which has recently been
granted outline planning approval by this
council, this is in direct contradiction to the
National Planning Policy Framework, the
Thames Estuary 2100 Plan and Castle
Point Councils flood risk strategy.
Transport Policy and Infrastructure
statements; These are purely inspirational
and not support by evidenced time scale
as to when funding will become available
to support the Councils statements.
Transport Policy and Infrastructure
statements; Does not say how other items
of infrastructure will be increased to cope
with the additional population, for example
schools, doctors surgeries, emergency
services and public transport. Transport
Policy and Infrastructure statements;
Highway improvements are outside of
Castle Point Council's control! Transport
Policy and Infrastructure statements; The
"proposal" to dual the northern section of

Sea defence and critical
drainage funding to be
secured, the current
necessary works carried out
and a sustainable fully
funded maintenance plan
produced. Identify how non
transformational
infrastructure will be
developed to accommodate
an increased population
including securing of funds
Remove H5, 6, 10 and E5
from the plan Fully
implement the
recommendations made by
the Buncefield Major Incident
Investigation Board

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Insufficient evidence to substantiate the
duty to co-operate with other Authorities
to justify that Green Belt is considered to
be given greater weight than flood risk as
a reason for actively not seeking to satisfy
CPBC Objectively Assessed Housing
Needs. A New Local Plan which seeks
only a limited ability to meet its housing
need will not sit well with neighbouring
authorities who are seeking to release
green belt sites to meet their own housing
needs: to expect those authorities to
release even more of their green belt to
meet the Councils unmet need is
unrealistic. There has been insufficient
communication and co-operation with the
local populous, it is common knowledge
that many oppose further development on
Canvey and that residents feel strongly
that the highways network is unable to
properly cope with current loads

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS59

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Canvey Way was to be supported by the
potential delivery of 800 new dwellings at
Jotmans Farm however the mainland map
reveals no such Housing Development
proposal. The proposal for a 265 dwelling
development at Jotmans is currently
awaiting the decision of the Secretary of
State. There is no such, part-duelling of
Canvey Way included as a condition in
this current proposal, AND the housing
proposal does not form part of the Local
Plan 2016. Policy H5 Thorney Bay; This
is misleading in that this site has already
been granted Outline planning and is
therefore no longer a proposal Policy E5
Employment sites West Canvey; This is
misleading in that these sites have
already been granted Outline planning
and are therefore no longer a proposal.
Employment provision for the Borough is
disproportionately directed to Canvey
Island leaving the mainland area of the
borough poorly served Policy T7 Safe and
Sustainable Access; This policy fails to
recognise the fact that access and egress
provision required for emergency planning
have been abandoned in favour of a stay
put policy. The evacuation of Canvey
Island now being considered too onerous
even for a Breach of its Sea Defence or a
Major Industrial accident emanating from
Top Tier COMAH sites. The Emergency
Plan currently in force for the Borough has
not been updated since 2012, it is also not
fit for purpose when one considers the
two COMAH sites, is a strategic document
that has anyway not been properly
communicated to the residents of Castle
Point. There is no detailed plan to inform
the public or indeed the council on the
procedure to be adopted in the event of a
required evacuation of Canvey in the
event of a major incident at either of the
two COMAH sites or in the event of flood,
it is all very well saying that it is the
responsibility of the ECP&EM to provide
the off site plan for the COMAH sites and
that it is held in the Emergency Planning
Office but the public need to know what it
says if not only to be aware of what is
expected from them. COMAH Sites; The
Buncefield Major Incident Investigation
Board Recommendation on Land Use
Planning and Control of Societal Risk
around Major Hazardous Sites identifies
recommendations on the role of planning
authorities, these have been prepared
taking on board comments from experts
following the disaster at Buncefield and
are applicable to the two top tier COMAH
sites on Canvey and yet items 52, 53 and
54 have not been taken up by CPBC.
CPBC Statement of Community
Involvement; Item 4.2.1 of the councils
Statement of Community Involvement
requires that the issues to be addressed
must be determined, whilst one may
argue that that has been done it is
irrefutable that budgets and permissions
for highway improvements have not been
identified making their inclusion farcical.
Inconsistencies; The document is
inaccurate, for example it states Retention
and protection of 2,734ha of Green Belt.
the maps indicate just 2,687ha and 2,000
new homes. The maps identify just 1,720
new homes!
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NLPPS61

Linda
Lament

Charles
Tissington

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

No

We do not need any more houses built on
this already overcrowded Island. I live 10
minutes from home to work but my
journey can sometimes take up to 1 hour
if there is an accident with only 2 roads it
is ridiculous.

Build a third road

No

No more houses Who wants wall to wall
concrete these "affordable Homes" will
not be available for local indigenous
people but be specifically concreted for
immigrants.

Dualling of Canvey Way YES 3rd road off Canvey as
specified - YES Repair pole
holes and resurface roads YES Infrastructure first No
more houses or buildings

NLPPS62

Barry and
Brenda
Scull and
Ruffell

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS63

Joy
Denham

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS64

H Burman

NLPPS65

James
Husk

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS66

Henry
Wilkins

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS67

B Gurr

NLPPS68

Brian
Hearn

NLPPS69

NLPPS70
NLPPS71

NLPPS72

NLPPS73

New road New school

No

Sort out 3rd exit off Island, before building
extra houses which will make more
people and cars. It’s hard enough to exit
and enter Island at peak times, with the
amount of people living on Island at the
moment. (It doesn't make sense). I
understand that there are 38,000 plus
living on Island.
Unfortunately I do not understand any of
the local plan except the map, but I would
prefer a new road to be built off the Island
before all these houses are built.
Information that can be understood by a
layman as well, please.

No

No more houses Who wants wall to wall
concrete these "affordable Homes" will
not be available for local indigenous
people but be specifically concreted for
immigrants.

No

No

New road New school

No

Sort out 3rd exit off Island, before building
extra houses which will make more
people and cars. It’s hard enough to exit
and enter Island at peak times, with the
amount of people living on Island at the
moment. (It doesn't make sense). I
understand that there are 38,000 plus
living on Island.
Unfortunately I do not understand any of
the local plan except the map, but I would
prefer a new road to be built off the Island
before all these houses are built.
Information that can be understood by a
layman as well, please.

Exam
(Y/N)

Dualling of Canvey Way YES 3rd road off Canvey as
specified - YES Repair pole
holes and resurface roads YES Infrastructure first No
more houses or buildings

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Only a third road off Canvey
will be my vote after 50 years
living here.

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

No

We firstly need a new road on and off the
Island. The traffic is horrendous. I can
understand we need house's but not
before a new road. A new road NOW.

New road first

No

No plans should be made until we have a
third road off Canvey. Only people who do
not live on Canvey would think it is good.

Only a third road off Canvey
will be my vote after 50 years
living here.

Yes
It is outrageous to continue building new
homes especially flays on Canvey we do
not have enough green space we do not
have roads that can cope with sheer
weight of traffic we need more decent
shops and schools. Why must Canvey
build 760 new homes when other regions
i.e.: Benfleet Hadleigh Thundersley
combined have less Stop dumping on
Canvey now

No modifications will make it
ok to keep building new
homes on Canvey We are a
small Island with very little
space left those who decide
will not be happy till Canvey
is sunk go somewhere else

No

No

We firstly need a new road on and off the
Island. The traffic is horrendous. I can
understand we need house's but not
before a new road. A new road NOW.

Yes

to be heard

No

No plans should be made until we have a
third road off Canvey. Only people who do
not live on Canvey would think it is good.

Yes

because no one is
listening to Canvey
people

Yes
It is outrageous to continue building new
homes especially flays on Canvey we do
not have enough green space we do not
have roads that can cope with sheer
weight of traffic we need more decent
shops and schools. Why must Canvey
build 760 new homes when other regions
i.e.: Benfleet Hadleigh Thundersley
combined have less Stop dumping on
Canvey now

No modifications will make it
ok to keep building new
homes on Canvey We are a
small Island with very little
space left those who decide
will not be happy till Canvey
is sunk go somewhere else

No

No
It is outrageous to continue building new
homes especially flays on Canvey we do
not have enough green space we do not
have roads that can cope with sheer
weight of traffic we need more decent
shops and schools. Why must Canvey
build 760 new homes when other regions
i.e.: Benfleet Hadleigh Thundersley
combined have less Stop dumping on
Canvey now

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

I feel at the moment there are too many
houses at the moment for the mount of
cars on the island and the infrastructure
will not cope with any more. House's and
we need another road to cope we what
we have now I feel that whatever I say will
not make any different you will still do
what you want to do.

No

Government has already stated no new
homes to be built on flood plains area.
Surface water in the Thorney Bay Area is
already a problem, drainage systems
struggle to cope already, without addition
housing and transport. Thorney Bay Road
would not be suitable for additional traffic
(possible 600 extra vehicles, plus). The
Government has made it clear there is no
money available for a 3rd road off Canvey
Island, so without the road infrastructure
being improved, the building of more
houses on the Island should not go
ahead. This plan will only cause more
congestion on the roads and put peoples
lives at risk.

3rd road off Canvey Island
(access for emergency
vehicles) Completion of
Roscommon Way (before
building more houses.
Funding could be supplied by
the builders). Canvey Way
made into a Dual
carriageway to waterside
roundabout (no roundabout
half way down for the
Benfleet traffic). This will stop
some congestion at Sadlers.
Linking Northwick Road to
the Manorway to access the
A130 to A12 (its a shorter
route than the stanford

No

I feel at the moment there are too many
houses at the moment for the mount of
cars on the island and the infrastructure
will not cope with any more. House's and
we need another road to cope we what
we have now I feel that whatever I say will
not make any different you will still do
what you want to do

No

Government has already stated no new
homes to be built on flood plains area.
Surface water in the Thorney Bay Area is
already a problem, drainage systems
struggle to cope already, without addition
housing and transport. Thorney Bay Road
would not be suitable for additional traffic
(possible 600 extra vehicles, plus). The
Government has made it clear there is no
money available for a 3rd road off Canvey
Island, so without the road infrastructure
being improved, the building of more
houses on the Island should not go
ahead. This plan will only cause more
congestion on the roads and put peoples
lives at risk.

3rd road off Canvey Island
(access for emergency
vehicles) Completion of
Roscommon Way (before
building more houses.
Funding could be supplied by
the builders). Canvey Way
made into a Dual
carriageway to waterside
roundabout (no roundabout
half way down for the
Benfleet traffic). This will stop
some congestion at Sadlers.
Linking Northwick Road to
the Manorway to access the
A130 to A12 (its a shorter
route than the stanford

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

No plans should be made until we have a
third road off Canvey. Only people who do
not live on Canvey would think it is good.

New Local
Plan 2016

No

No more houses Who wants wall to wall
concrete these "affordable Homes" will
not be available for local indigenous
people but be specifically concreted for
immigrants.

No

Yes

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Build a third road

We do not need any more houses built on
this already overcrowded Island. I live 10
minutes from home to work but my
journey can sometimes take up to 1 hour
if there is an accident with only 2 roads it
is ridiculous.

General Comments

Yes

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

No

We do not need any more houses built on
this already overcrowded Island. I live 10
minutes from home to work but my
journey can sometimes take up to 1 hour
if there is an accident with only 2 roads it
is ridiculous.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Yes

New road first

Desmond
Neville
John
Wooltorton

Soundness Comments

No

No

New Local
Plan 2016

K Stevens

Sort out 3rd exit off Island, before building
extra houses which will make more
people and cars. It’s hard enough to exit
and enter Island at peak times, with the
amount of people living on Island at the
moment. (It doesn't make sense). I
understand that there are 38,000 plus
living on Island.
Unfortunately I do not understand any of
the local plan except the map, but I would
prefer a new road to be built off the Island
before all these houses are built.
Information that can be understood by a
layman as well, please.

We firstly need a new road on and off the
Island. The traffic is horrendous. I can
understand we need house's but not
before a new road. A new road NOW.

Sally
Camping

Sheila
Rughys

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS60

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

I feel at the moment there are too many
houses at the moment for the mount of
cars on the island and the infrastructure
will not cope with any more. House's and
we need another road to cope we what
we have now I feel that whatever I say will
not make any different you will still do
what you want to do

No

No

Government has already stated no new
homes to be built on flood plains area.
Surface water in the Thorney Bay Area is
already a problem, drainage systems
struggle to cope already, without addition
housing and transport. Thorney Bay Road
would not be suitable for additional traffic
(possible 600 extra vehicles, plus). The
Government has made it clear there is no
money available for a 3rd road off Canvey
Island, so without the road infrastructure
being improved, the building of more
houses on the Island should not go
ahead. This plan will only cause more
congestion on the roads and put peoples
lives at risk.

No
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Soundness Comments

roundabout).

NLPPS74

Mark
Abbott

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS75

Wayne
Hever

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS76

JOHN
PRITCHAR
D

NLPPS77

W Stoten

NLPPS78

Alexander
Steven

NLPPS79

NLPPS80

NLPPS81

Raymond
Mash

Stephen
Kemp

Joyce
Spencer

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

H5

New Local
Plan 2016

I have concern’s that we already have a
lack of school's and doctor's place's on
the island. There seem to be no plan's for
more school places or doctor's If this
could be resolved I would be happy for
ore houses to be built.
How can you even consider building 760
new homes on Canvey Island when the
infrastructure need to be improved there
are as you know only 2 ways on and off
the Island and these are already grid
locked at most times of the day especially
peak times 760 new homes would mean
up to a thousand extra cars moving on
and off this Island. Is proposporus. We
need another route.

No

No

Another road on and off the
Island.

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No further building on Canvey island.
Need new road off.
No more housing on Canvey Island until a
third Rd and infrastructure is in place.

Plain English please. This document is for
town planners, lawyers, technical officers,
etc. We like 90% of Canvey people would
like legal jargon to be made plain simple,
it’s not hard. We are 75 year old
pensioners not undergraduates.

No
No. 1 Third Road No. 2
Infrastructure completed
This document states what
has been said repeatedly
over the last 50 years. If you
wish to put another 800
houses on this tiny Island we
need a new road off the
Island between Northwick
and the manor way first.
Another 1200 cars is too
much.

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

roundabout).

more school place's more
doctor surgery’s

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No

No

No

I have concern’s that we already have a
lack of school's and doctor's place's on
the island. There seem to be no plan's for
more school places or doctor's If this
could be resolved I would be happy for
ore houses to be built.
How can you even consider building 760
new homes on Canvey Island when the
infrastructure need to be improved there
are as you know only 2 ways on and off
the Island and these are already grid
locked at most times of the day especially
peak times 760 new homes would mean
up to a thousand extra cars moving on
and off this Island. Is porpossporas. We
need another route.
2000 new homes in an already
overcrowded area where roads are
frequently log-jammed, schools, doctors,
dentists, etc oversubscribed. Irrespective
of government targets this is ridiculous
and unsound - 64 homes in the land off
scrub lane - 64 matchboxes maybe.
No further building on Canvey island.
Need new road off.
No more housing on Canvey Island until a
third Rd and infrastructure is in place.

Plain English please. This document is for
town planners, lawyers, technical officers,
etc. We like 90% of Canvey people would
like legal jargon to be made plain simple,
it’s not hard. We are 75 year old
pensioners not undergraduates.

Access off the Island during peak/school
hours from Thorney Bay area often take
up to a hour for a two mile journey. Owing
to the road network all traffic converges
on Long Road. An additional 600 homes,
perhaps 600-1200 vehicles, would add to
the overloaded road use. The
Roscommon Way extension would go a
long way to alleviate this problem by
providing a preferable route off the Island
from Thorney Bay. I suggest very much
that the road link pre-ceeds the housing
build and is a pre-requisite of H5
development.
The increased number of houses being
built does place a significant risk in the
event of incident / emergency with limited
road infrastructure. Public service utilities
are also current stretched and the dated
electricity / sewers drainage are incapable
to meeting demands.

more school place's more
doctor surgery’s

No

Another road on and off the
Island.

No

A sharp reduction in the
number of new builds - the
area cannot take it. Better
flood defences required. New
exit/entry road for Canvey
Island. Viable plan for
Hadleigh Centre and John
Burrows Hall.

Yes

No
No. 1 Third Road No. 2
Infrastructure completed
This document states what
has been said repeatedly
over the last 50 years. If you
wish to put another 800
houses on this tiny Island we
need a new road off the
Island between Northwick
and the manor way first.
Another 1200 cars is too
much.

No

I have concern’s that we already have a
lack of school's and doctor's place's on
the island. There seem to be no plan's for
more school places or doctor's If this
could be resolved I would be happy for
ore houses to be built.
How can you even consider building 760
new homes on Canvey Island when the
infrastructure need to be improved there
are as you know only 2 ways on and off
the Island and these are already grid
locked at most times of the day especially
peak times 760 new homes would mean
up to a thousand extra cars moving on
and off this Island. Is porpossporas. We
need another route.

No

Yes

To voice our opinions of
people on the Island.

No

No further building on Canvey island.
Need new road off.
No more housing on Canvey Island until a
third Rd and infrastructure is in place.

No
No

No

Plain English please. This document is for
town planners, lawyers, technical officers,
etc. We like 90% of Canvey people would
like legal jargon to be made plain simple,
it’s not hard. We are 75 year old
pensioners not undergraduates.

Yes

Extension of Roscommon
Way would significantly
reduce the impact of H5
development on existing road
usage.

No

Access off the Island during peak/school
hours from Thorney Bay area often take
up to an hour for a two mile journey.
Owing to the road network all traffic
converges on Long Road. An additional
600 homes, perhaps 600-1200 vehicles,
would add to the overloaded road use.
The Roscommon Way extension would go
a long way to alleviate this problem by
providing a preferable route off the Island
from Thorney Bay. I suggest very much
that the road link pre-ceeds the housing
build and is a pre-requisite of H5
development.

No

I’m prove road infrastructure
additional road off Canvey.
Increased investment to
increase the capacity for the
supply of electricity and land
drainage / sewers.

Yes

What is the point, the
houses will be built the
road will not. The
developers will profit.

No
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NLPPS82

A Goodley

H5

No

NLPPS83

A Goodley

H6

No

NLPPS84

Jacqueline
Harris

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS85

Mobolagi
Raoilf
Akintola
Smith

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS86

E Newson

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS87

John
Weston

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS88

Roger
Norrington

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS89

Peter and
Linda
Lodge

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS90

NLPPS91

NLPPS92

Richard
Champion

Anthony
and Sylvia
Andrews

William
Green

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

These forms should be more easier in
laymans English we cannot cope with
drains, flooding, and cars on the Island so
get that right before building more and
more it’s not legally complaint because it’s
probably been agreed as usual with no
due thought to the people already living
on the island we never see a policeman
and what a waste of my poll tax for all this
when ½ the people won’t even return
these.
These forms should be more easier in
laymans English we cannot cope with
drains, flooding, and cars on the Island so
get that right before building more and
more it’s not legally complaint because it’s
probably been agreed as usual with no
due thought to the people already living
on the island we never see a policeman
and what a waste of my poll tax for all this
when ½ the people won’t even return
these.
No open spaces left to many people on
Canvey Island. Service delays get on and
off the Island.

No

No

New road on/off the Island a
must

No

These forms should be more easier in
laymans English we cannot cope with
drains, flooding, and cars on the Island so
get that right before building more and
more it’s not legally complaint because it’s
probably been agreed as usual with no
due thought to the people already living
on the island we never see a policeman
and what a waste of my poll tax for all this
when ½ the people won’t even return
these.
These forms should be more easier in
laymans English we cannot cope with
drains, flooding, and cars on the Island so
get that right before building more and
more it’s not legally complaint because it’s
probably been agreed as usual with no
due thought to the people already living
on the island we never see a policeman
and what a waste of my poll tax for all this
when ½ the people won’t even return
these.
No open spaces left to many people on
Canvey Island. Service delays get on and
off the Island.

No

No

New road on/off the Island a
must

Yes
I support the New Local Plan because it
does not include the development of the
land between Felstead Road and
Catherine Road which is previously
opposed.

Yes

1. Balance between Green Belt / Open
Land and housing seems reasonable 2.
Very pleased to see proposal to provide
new road off Canvey (Northwick to Manor
Way) as this will a. relieve London bound
traffic from Benfleet / Sadlers farm b.
Open job opportunities in port
development

Yes

No

No

We do not have the infrastructure to deal
with more houses on the Island. Not
enough schools, handily and green left.
Most importantly we need at least one
more exit that does not all meet up at
waterside farm.
The 'consultation' presents residents with
a single option, to truly consult residents
should have had a greater involvement in
shaping the proposals. The proposals are
not sound, no consideration has been
given to the Islands infrastructure 1.
Roads (inc access onto the Island) 2.
Schools 3. Congestion 4. Closure of
police station 5. Doctors/medical 6. air
quality In this, there has been a failure to

No

Investment in essential
infrastructure in order to
support future development,
principally the widening of
the A130 onto Canvey,
making it a dual carriageway
Additionally, the provision of
future schools and provision
of additional essential
services IE police, Doctor

No

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

These forms should be more easier in
laymans English we cannot cope with
drains, flooding, and cars on the Island so
get that right before building more and
more it’s not legally complaint because it’s
probably been agreed as usual with no
due thought to the people already living
on the island we never see a policeman
and what a waste of my poll tax for all this
when ½ the people won’t even return
these.
These forms should be more easier in
laymans English we cannot cope with
drains, flooding, and cars on the Island so
get that right before building more and
more it’s not legally complaint because it’s
probably been agreed as usual with no
due thought to the people already living
on the island we never see a policeman
and what a waste of my poll tax for all this
when ½ the people won’t even return
these.
No open spaces left to many people on
Canvey Island. Service delays get on and
off the Island.

Yes
I support the New Local Plan because it
does not include the development of the
land between Felstead Road and
Catherine Road which is previously
opposed.

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Soundness Comments

Yes

I support the New Local Plan because it
does not include the development of the
land between Felstead Road and
Catherine Road which is previously
opposed.

1. Balance between Green Belt / Open
Land and housing seems reasonable 2.
Very pleased to see proposal to provide
new road off Canvey (Northwick to Manor
Way) as this will a. relieve London bound
traffic from Benfleet / Sadlers farm b.
Open job opportunities in port
development

Investment in essential
infrastructure in order to
support future development,
principally the widening of
the A130 onto Canvey,
making it a dual carriageway
Additionally, the provision of
future schools and provision
of additional essential
services IE police, Doctor

No

Yes

To see what is going on
and to ask if the present
infrastructure is good
enough and can support
all the extra people, cars,
etc...

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

To see what is going on
and to ask if the present
infrastructure is good
enough and can support
all the extra people, cars,
etc...

No

Yes

This immediate area and the
South East as a whole is at
the point of total gridlock

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes
1. Balance between Green Belt / Open
Land and housing seems reasonable 2.
Very pleased to see proposal to provide
new road off Canvey (Northwick to Manor
Way) as this will a. relieve London bound
traffic from Benfleet / Sadlers farm b.
Open job opportunities in port
development
The first and most important question is:
will the new roads, especially that from
Canvey to Corringham be the priority and
be completed prior to any new housing
works commencing? To do the other way
round will be a disaster - especially if that
old chestnut is used saying lack of funds
for the roads after the building of homes!
New homes at the Point - this end of the
Island will become a giant bottleneck - not
far short now. The roads question must be
addressed and confirmed.
The area of Hadleigh, Daws Heath, and
Thundersley and gridlocked at rush hour
and most Saturday. The buildings of 2000
new houses could potentially mean 5000
extra cars on the road. No amount of
fiddling with junctions is going to alleviate
this.
We do not have the infrastructure to deal
with more houses on the Island. Not
enough schools, handily and green left.
Most importantly we need at least one
more exit that does not all meet up at
waterside farm.
The 'consultation' presents residents with
a single option, to truly consult residents
should have had a greater involvement in
shaping the proposals. The proposals are
not sound, no consideration has been
given to the Islands infrastructure 1.
Roads (inc access onto the Island) 2.
Schools 3. Congestion 4. Closure of
police station 5. Doctors/medical 6. air
quality In this, there has been a failure to

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

We do not have the infrastructure to deal
with more houses on the Island. Not
enough schools, handily and green left.
Most importantly we need at least one
more exit that does not all meet up at
waterside farm.
The 'consultation' presents residents with
a single option, to truly consult residents
should have had a greater involvement in
shaping the proposals. The proposals are
not sound, no consideration has been
given to the Islands infrastructure 1.
Roads (inc access onto the Island) 2.
Schools 3. Congestion 4. Closure of
police station 5. Doctors/medical 6. air
quality In this, there has been a failure to

It will be a good chance
to look the faceless
machine in the eye as he
tries to justify the planned
new housing.

No

Yes

To have my right to give
my views exercised as a
Canvey residents this will
have a significant impact
upon my family and I.
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co-operate.

NLPPS93

NLPPS94

Lily Fox

Roger C D
Gilbert

New Local
Plan 2016

H7

No

D
Stephens

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS96

Neal
Warren

16 Protecting
the Green
Belt

Yes

NLPPS97

NLPPS98

NLPPS99
NLPPS100

S D Burke

Dennis
Williams

Lynda
Walcott
Lynda

No more houses or flats to be built on
Canvey. But we need a new road off the
Island.

I do not profess to understand all this
legal jargon, but I do know that all this
building planned for this highly populated
area 9Canvey Island) should never go
ahead. Obviously you people have never
tried to get on and off this island at any
time (not just peak times) to know we do
not need any more people living here,
surely there must be other areas off the
island to populate. God forbid there is
such an emergency on the island, where
the infrastructure such as it is, help would
not be able to get to any incidents. I did
participate in the 2014 plan and I
remember saying then, that you will just
do what you want regardless of what is
best for the Island people. My reply
probably ended up in the bin, where this
one will end its days I should think. You
will go ahead with this plan as I have said,
but if an incident did happen on the island
I just hope the poor people involved sue
all of you so called experts that passed
this plan for everything you have got.
Protects Greenbelt in line with Guidelines
and government Standards that Greenbelt
can/should be protected from
development

No

Believe it to be unsound as there does not
appear to be appropriate improvements to
the local infrastructure i.e. roads etc.

H5

No

The land in question, i.e. Thorney Bay
Holiday Park is what it says and not a site
for large housing development. Besides
being a flood plain, if suffers through bad
infrastructure, as it would attract hundreds
of extra cars without would add to the
safety of its people in cases of
emergency.

H7

No

H9

No

New Local
Plan 2016

co-operate.

No
Re: Plan H7 off Scrub Lane Hadleigh The existing
infrastructure, particularly
roads would not be able to
sustain a further 64 houses.
The junction of Scrub lane
and Rectory Road would
simply not be able to cope
with the additional traffic.
What is more there is
nowhere to improve the road
systems. The traffic through
Hadleigh on the A13 is
already very heavy indeed
and to add to this via Rectory
Road would result in gridlock
at certain times. In addition
the local schools in Hadleigh
and G.P's surgery in Rectory
Road would be
overwhelmed. This is not a
good plan.

No

NLPPS95

There should be a
requirement for providing
further recreational space
within the new housing
developments.

Yes

There should be a
requirement for providing
further recreational space
within the new housing
developments.

No more houses or flats to be built on
Canvey. But we need a new road off the
Island.

I do not profess to understand all this
legal jargon, but I do know that all this
building planned for this highly populated
area 9Canvey Island) should never go
ahead. Obviously you people have never
tried to get on and off this island at any
time (not just peak times) to know we do
not need any more people living here,
surely there must be other areas off the
island to populate. God forbid there is
such an emergency on the island, where
the infrastructure such as it is, help would
not be able to get to any incidents. I did
participate in the 2014 plan and I
remember saying then, that you will just
do what you want regardless of what is
best for the Island people. My reply
probably ended up in the bin, where this
one will end its days I should think. You
will go ahead with this plan as I have said,
but if an incident did happen on the island
I just hope the poor people involved sue
all of you so called experts that passed
this plan for everything you have got.
Protects Greenbelt in line with Guidelines
and government Standards that Greenbelt
can/should be protected from
development

No

Believe it to be unsound as there does not
appear to be appropriate improvements to
the local infrastructure i.e. roads etc.

Canvey Island does not need
in further large
developments.

No

The land in question, i.e. Thorney Bay
Holiday Park is what it says and not a site
for large housing development. Besides
being a flood plain, if suffers through bad
infrastructure, as it would attract hundreds
of extra cars without would add to the
safety of its people in cases of
emergency.

Will be over built

Over population

No

Losing open space

Over population

No

No more houses or flats to be built on
Canvey. But we need a new road off the
Island.

No

No

Yes
Build on more appropriate
brown site where
infrastructure can be
improved to accommodate
population increases.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

co-operate.

No
Re: Plan H7 off Scrub Lane Hadleigh The existing
infrastructure, particularly
roads would not be able to
sustain a further 64 houses.
The junction of Scrub lane
and Rectory Road would
simply not be able to cope
with the additional traffic.
What is more there is
nowhere to improve the road
systems. The traffic through
Hadleigh on the A13 is
already very heavy indeed
and to add to this via Rectory
Road would result in gridlock
at certain times. In addition
the local schools in Hadleigh
and G.P's surgery in Rectory
Road would be
overwhelmed. This is not a
good plan.

No

No

Build on more appropriate
brown site where
infrastructure can be
improved to accommodate
population increases.

Soundness Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

Yes

I do not profess to understand all this
legal jargon, but I do know that all this
building planned for this highly populated
area 9Canvey Island) should never go
ahead. Obviously you people have never
tried to get on and off this island at any
time (not just peak times) to know we do
not need any more people living here,
surely there must be other areas off the
island to populate. God forbid there is
such an emergency on the island, where
the infrastructure such as it is, help would
not be able to get to any incidents. I did
participate in the 2014 plan and I
remember saying then, that you will just
do what you want regardless of what is
best for the Island people. My reply
probably ended up in the bin, where this
one will end its days I should think. You
will go ahead with this plan as I have said,
but if an incident did happen on the island
I just hope the poor people involved sue
all of you so called experts that passed
this plan for everything you have got.
Protects Greenbelt in line with Guidelines
and government Standards that Greenbelt
can/should be protected from
development

Because I think it
essential that local
people who know the
area can explain to those
who are working on
these proposals and
almost certainly do not
live in the area therefore
don't know or appreciate
the problems that will
happen.

No

No

No

Believe it to be unsound as there does not
appear to be appropriate improvements to
the local infrastructure i.e. roads etc.

No

Canvey Island does not need
in further large
developments.

No

The land in question, i.e. Thorney Bay
Holiday Park is what it says and not a site
for large housing development. Besides
being a flood plain, if suffers through bad
infrastructure, as it would attract hundreds
of extra cars without would add to the
safety of its people in cases of
emergency.

No

Will be over built

Over population

No

Will be over built

No

Losing open space

Over population

No

Losing open space

No
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Walcott

NLPPS101

Robert
Webb

NLPPS102

John
Brooks

NLPPS103

Valerie Ive

NLPPS104

Grace
Joad

NLPPS105

NLPPS106

NLPPS107

NLPPS108
NLPPS109

Douglas
Newton

Douglas
Newton

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

H5

H6

Douglas
Newton

H 10

Lauren
Wild
Richard
Simpson

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

Did the government previously say no
more building on areas prone to flooding?
If this is the case surely Canvey Island
can have no more residential properties
built

No

To many houses on Canvey already but
we do need another road of Island

No

No

No

No more housing on Canvey
Island until 3rd road off the
island is built and drainage is
upgraded to prevent surface
water flooding The council
are failing Canvey residents,
in my opinion, until the above
is resolved by granting new
home developments planning
permission.

A robust Plan. However the priority should
be the new road linking Northwick Road,
C.I. to the Manor Way Corringham. This
should not be delayed - with the extension
of Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
Western Esplanade

No

Did the government previously say no
more building on areas prone to flooding?
If this is the case surely Canvey Island
can have no more residential properties
built

No

To many houses on Canvey already but
we do need another road of Island

No more housing on Canvey
Island until 3rd road off the
island is built and drainage is
upgraded to prevent surface
water flooding The council
are failing Canvey residents,
in my opinion, until the above
is resolved by granting new
home developments planning
permission.

No
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.

Legal and all modifications
regarding Canvey Island
Local Plan should be
discarded as for answers on
part B No 5.

Legal and all modifications
regarding Canvey Island
Local Plan should be
discarded as for answers on
part B No 5.

Legal and all modifications
regarding Canvey Island
Local Plan should be
discarded as for answers on
part B No 5.

No

No

No

Yes

A robust Plan. However the priority should
be the new road linking Northwick Road,
C.I. to the Manor Way Corringham. This
should not be delayed - with the extension
of Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
Western Esplanade

No

No

Did the government previously say no
more building on areas prone to flooding?
If this is the case surely Canvey Island
can have no more residential properties
built

No

No

To many houses on Canvey already but
we do need another road of Island

No

No
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.

Legal and all modifications
regarding Canvey Island
Local Plan should be
discarded as for answers on
part B No 5.

No

Legal and all modifications
regarding Canvey Island
Local Plan should be
discarded as for answers on
part B No 5.

No

Legal and all modifications
regarding Canvey Island
Local Plan should be
discarded as for answers on
part B No 5.

No

No
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.
Proposals for Canvey Island on Map
Regarding H5-H6-H10 Drains and
sewerage have not been addressed to
cater for existing housing and needs fixing
now. Roads are already at breaking point
no more room for extra traffic. Therefore it
is only logical that extra housing is not an
option there are already too many houses
and people on Canvey Island.

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Kerry Mack

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS111

Dawn
Smith

New Local
Plan 2016

No

George
Lee
Simon
Grimsey

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS114

M Lengden

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS115

Mavrice
O'halloran

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS113

Yes

No

NLPPS110

NLPPS112

A robust Plan. However the priority should
be the new road linking Northwick Road,
C.I. to the Manor Way Corringham. This
should not be delayed - with the extension
of Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
Western Esplanade

No

Please stop trying to bamboozle us all
with clever wording and start to listen for
once to the people of Canvey Island who
will all tell you there is no space for further
building on this island. The roads cannot
cope, nor the drainage. And as for the
proposal of building 160 houses on the
land at the Point just where do you think
those peoples children would go to school
as Leigh beck is at full capacity now and
is one of the larger schools on the Island
already. NO MORE BUILDING FULL
STOP.
Canvey is over-populated we cannot get
off the Island now. It would be absolute
madness to adopt it. I completely oppose
it.
PLEASE STOP ANY MORE BUILDING
ON CANVEY ISLAND THANK YOU

No

No

No

No

Please stop trying to bamboozle us all
with clever wording and start to listen for
once to the people of Canvey Island who
will all tell you there is no space for further
building on this island. The roads cannot
cope, nor the drainage. And as for the
proposal of building 160 houses on the
land at the Point just where do you think
those peoples children would go to school
as Leigh beck is at full capacity now and
is one of the larger schools on the Island
already. NO MORE BUILDING FULL
STOP.
Canvey is over-populated we cannot get
off the Island now. It would be absolute
madness to adopt it. I completely oppose
it.
PLEASE STOP ANY MORE BUILDING
ON CANVEY ISLAND THANK YOU

No
Routes on and off Canvey Island must be
upgraded in line with any further
development.

Yes
Yes

No

No

No

Please stop trying to bamboozle us all
with clever wording and start to listen for
once to the people of Canvey Island who
will all tell you there is no space for further
building on this island. The roads cannot
cope, nor the drainage. And as for the
proposal of building 160 houses on the
land at the Point just where do you think
those peoples children would go to school
as Leigh beck is at full capacity now and
is one of the larger schools on the Island
already. NO MORE BUILDING FULL
STOP.
Canvey is over-populated we cannot get
off the Island now. It would be absolute
madness to adopt it. I completely oppose
it.
PLEASE STOP ANY MORE BUILDING
ON CANVEY ISLAND THANK YOU

No
Routes on and off Canvey Island must be
upgraded in line with any further
development.

Yes
Yes

No

No

No
No

Routes on and off Canvey Island must be
upgraded in line with any further
development.

No
No
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Steven
Parsons

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS117

Teresa
Swann

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS118

Joyce
White

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS119

NLPPS120

NLPPS121

NLPPS122

J Lloyd

Elliott
Baker

Debbie
Yeshin

Helen
Wilson

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Yes
Canvey. Canvey already has enough
houses and congestion. More houses,
more traffic, more stress. Do not agree
with the extra housing which will beyond
the price range of most people. Where do
people on Thorney Bay go! Hundreds of
people homeless!

Extra roads off Canvey

No

Yes
Canvey. Canvey already has enough
houses and congestion. More houses,
more traffic, more stress. Do not agree
with the extra housing which will beyond
the price range of most people. Where do
people on Thorney Bay go! Hundreds of
people homeless!

Extra roads off Canvey

Yes

No

New road needed for already congested
every day / i.e. morning and evening.
Before more buildings.

No

None of the Canvey Island related
housing plan's can go ahead until
adequate access on/off of Canvey have
been addressed e.g. 3rd road. Traffic
on/of Canvey at peak periods Mon-Friday
and most of Sat and Sun are quiet frankly
a joke considering Canvey is prone to
flooding. How do you expect the 2 roads
to be able to handle the traffic of Canvey
in an emergency - even without the
additional housing. The proposed plan's
are laughable and there are more
important issues the need to be
addressed. I can't imagine you are going
to get a great response from the people of
Canvey on this one!!

No

The road will never happen and will make
Canvey unbearable and unsafe. A third
road needs to be built before any more
houses are built on Canvey. I have to sit
in traffic morning and night and the
slightest accident brings the whole island
to a standstill. God help us if you ever
needed to evacuate off Canvey quickly
would never happen. Build the road and
then the houses. Infrastructure first and
development later. Stop thinking of your
pockets and profit and listen. Do you sit in
the traffic?? Probably not so probably
don’t care. It’s a complete nightmare. No
to more houses

No

I do not agree to any development until a
3rd road is completed off of Canvey.
Traffic is ridiculous. Rush hours from 4pm
to 7 pm. Also 7am to 9am going off island.
The drains cannot cope and parking
outside existing homes is dreadful. Now
where on your plan shows a new route off
or on to the development until this is
done!! The only development I can agree
to is nursing home. Also Corringham is
small area who have enough homes and
traffic.

New road off Canvey
Flooding is possible and
Canvey people will not get off
quickly, so proposing more
houses will make it a death
trap for the older generation.
Not enough schools for the
existing children, it is in our
interest to look after the
already over populated
island.
Regards to housing on
Canvey - none, Canvey is
already heavily over
populated. Maybe less so if it
didn't take commuters at
least an hour to get from
Sadlers Farm to the heart of
Canvey. Money would be
better spent on making
Canvey a safer / cleaner
place for people to live.
Canvey used to be a popular
holiday spot with a clean
beach and pleasant
atmosphere. Try preserving
the beach and cleaning /
emptying the bins along the
seawall - maybe the dog
walker would put their dog
excrement in the bin rather
than leaving it on the path /
beach!
Help improve the area
regarding traffic etc for the
tax payers of Canvey who
are already living here before
the profits of building new
houses. With 760 new
homes in ear mark thats
gonna be at least 1520 extra
cars and most have two cars
per household. Roads, trains
and schools can’t cope. Get
the road first and follow
through with promises and
then maybe you would have
more tax payers from
Canvey on your side.
"Thanks"

Third road or widen Canvey
Way and Somnes Avenue.
Better drainage facilities. I
think a meeting inviting all
residents should be
arranged.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

No

New road needed for already congested
every day / i.e. morning and evening.
Before more buildings.

No

None of the Canvey Island related
housing plan's can go ahead until
adequate access on/off of Canvey have
been addressed e.g. 3rd road. Traffic
on/of Canvey at peak periods Mon-Friday
and most of Sat and Sun are quiet frankly
a joke considering Canvey is prone to
flooding. How do you expect the 2 roads
to be able to handle the traffic of Canvey
in an emergency - even without the
additional housing. The proposed plan's
are laughable and there are more
important issues the need to be
addressed. I can't imagine you are going
to get a great response from the people of
Canvey on this one!!

No

The road will never happen and will make
Canvey unbearable and unsafe. A third
road needs to be built before any more
houses are built on Canvey. I have to sit
in traffic morning and night and the
slightest accident brings the whole island
to a standstill. God help us if you ever
needed to evacuate off Canvey quickly
would never happen. Build the road and
then the houses. Infrastructure first and
development later. Stop thinking of your
pockets and profit and listen. Do you sit in
the traffic?? Probably not so probably
don’t care. It’s a complete nightmare. No
to more houses

No

I do not agree to any development until a
3rd road is completed off of Canvey.
Traffic is ridiculous. Rush hours from 4pm
to 7 pm. Also 7am to 9am going off island.
The drains cannot cope and parking
outside existing homes is dreadful.
Nowhere on your plan shows a new route
off or on to the development until this is
done!! The only development I can agree
to is nursing home. Also Corringham is
small area who have enough homes and
traffic.

Third road or widen Canvey
Way and Somnes Avenue.
Better drainage facilities. I
think a meeting inviting all
residents should be
arranged.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No
Canvey. Canvey already has enough
houses and congestion. More houses,
more traffic, more stress. Do not agree
with the extra housing which will beyond
the price range of most people. Where do
people on Thorney Bay go! Hundreds of
people homeless!

Yes
New road off Canvey
Flooding is possible and
Canvey people will not get off
quickly, so proposing more
houses will make it a death
trap for the older generation.
Not enough schools for the
existing children, it is in our
interest to look after the
already over populated
island.
Regards to housing on
Canvey - none, Canvey is
already heavily over
populated. Maybe less so if it
didn't take commuters at
least an hour to get from
Sadlers Farm to the heart of
Canvey. Money would be
better spent on making
Canvey a safer / cleaner
place for people to live.
Canvey used to be a popular
holiday spot with a clean
beach and pleasant
atmosphere. Try preserving
the beach and cleaning /
emptying the bins along the
seawall - maybe the dog
walker would put their dog
excrement in the bin rather
than leaving it on the path /
beach!
Help improve the area
regarding traffic etc for the
tax payers of Canvey who
are already living here before
the profits of building new
houses. With 760 new
homes in ear mark thats
gonna be at least 1520 extra
cars and most have two cars
per household. Roads, trains
and schools can’t cope. Get
the road first and follow
through with promises and
then maybe you would have
more tax payers from
Canvey on your side.
"Thanks"

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

NLPPS116

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No

No

New road needed for already congested
every day / i.e. morning and evening.
Before more buildings.

No

No

None of the Canvey Island related
housing plan's can go ahead until
adequate access on/off of Canvey have
been addressed e.g. 3rd road. Traffic
on/of Canvey at peak periods Mon-Friday
and most of Sat and Sun are quiet frankly
a joke considering Canvey is prone to
flooding. How do you expect the 2 roads
to be able to handle the traffic of Canvey
in an emergency - even without the
additional housing. The proposed plan's
are laughable and there are more
important issues the need to be
addressed. I can't imagine you are going
to get a great response from the people of
Canvey on this one!!

No

No

The road will never happen and will make
Canvey unbearable and unsafe. A third
road needs to be built before any more
houses are built on Canvey. I have to sit
in traffic morning and night and the
slightest accident brings the whole island
to a standstill. God help us if you ever
needed to evacuate off Canvey quickly
would never happen. Build the road and
then the houses. Infrastructure first and
development later. Stop thinking of your
pockets and profit and listen. Do you sit in
the traffic?? Probably not so probably
don’t care. It’s a complete nightmare. No
to more houses

No

No

I do not agree to any development until a
3rd road is completed off of Canvey.
Traffic is ridiculous. Rush hours from 4pm
to 7 pm. Also 7am to 9am going off island.
The drains cannot cope and parking
outside existing homes is dreadful.
Nowhere on your plan shows a new route
off or on to the development until this is
done!! The only development I can agree
to is nursing home. Also Corringham is
small area who have enough homes and
traffic.

Yes

I think a meeting inviting
all residents should be
arranged.
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NLPPS123

BRIAN
BARKS

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

NLPPS124

Kathleen
Lambert

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

NLPPS125

Ross
Nutkins

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS126

Iris Baghall

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS127

NLPPS128

Chris and
Julia
Silvester

John
Bamford

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

The Local Plan looks well thought out to
me and I support it. I only wish you could
have taken this opportunity to include
some ideas regarding the manor Trading
Estate. The proposals from a few years
ago have come to nothing. Relocation is
long overdue and would release land for
so many houses etc.

Surely, before any further
development progresses the
issue of the infrastructure on
Canvey Island needs to be
addressed. The matter of a
third road off Canvey is
urgent and should be
considered before any
extension of Roscommon
Way. Also sewage, flooding,
health services, utilities,
emergency services need to
be sorted as the population
of Canvey increases.

No

The ideas are good it clearly are within
the local funding for all areas. I can see
many new profitable company, taking up
many offers yet as funds need to be
raised for decent road structure and flood
defence, improved road would be a start I've seen most of the greenbelt go in my
lifetime and even lost to infrastructure in
many parts of the country safety and easy
movement is needed as our journeys take
longer without commute and travelling
from most of Southend to London and
Basildon. It come at a price we cut some
of our main resources as well not a good
idea if we have more people’s homes and
housing night cover and lighting shop and
community, would need to be catered for
it needs safety thought so we can cope a
strain on Hospital school and other
resources have to be thought through also
- Drainage in the areas proposed on new
land for housing areas on Canvey would
be needed as most of the new build is on
or close to flood area. The road on
Roscommon Way would need speed limit
as on most bank holidays it is used for
racers. Point road area needs to take
more space for road users also if new
houses are being built in the area we lost
our police station and one tire engine as
for emergency we need the cover and

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Surely, before any further development
progresses the issue of the infrastructure
on Canvey Island needs to be addressed.
The matter of a third road off Canvey is
urgent and should be considered before
any extension of Roscommon Way. Also
sewage, flooding, health services, utilities,
emergency services need to be sorted as
the population of Canvey increases.

Yes
The Local Plan looks well thought out to
me and I support it. I only wish you could
have taken this opportunity to include
some ideas regarding the manor Trading
Estate. The proposals from a few years
ago have come to nothing. Relocation is
long overdue and would release land for
so many houses etc.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

We believe that Local Plan - as it applies
to Canvey Island - is unsound with regard
to the stated intention to build an
additional 760 homes. - Current
infrastructure of roads cannot support it it can take up to 45 minutes to enter /
leave the island at the moment. - The
additional emergency needs of the
occupants of these proposed new homes
cannot be supported currently (recent
experience) ambulances are taking 1-2
hours to arrive (if they arrive at all) - The
construction of 760 additional homes
would strain water runoff / flood schemes
further - The proposed 10ha of green belt
is disproportionate to the amount of
proposed 15ha of industrial land. It should
be the other way around. - The proposal
to increase the capacity of Somnes
Avenue would create havoc and cause
great misery for those who work off the
Island. Unbearable thought.
The ideas are good it clearly are within
the local funding for all areas. I can see
many new profitable company, taking up
many offers yet as funds need to be
raised for decent road structure and flood
defence, improved road would be a start I've seen most of the greenbelt go in my
lifetime and even lost to infrastructure in
many parts of the country safety and easy
movement is needed as our journeys take
longer without commute and travelling
from most of Southend to London and
Basildon. It come at a price we cut some
of our main resources as well not a good
idea if we have more people’s homes and
housing night cover and lighting shop and
community, would need to be catered for
it needs safety thought so we can cope a
strain on Hospital school and other
resources have to be thought through also
- Drainage in the areas proposed on new
land for housing areas on Canvey would
be needed as most of the new build is on
or close to flood area. The road on
Roscommon Way would need speed limit
as on most bank holidays it is used for
racers. Point road area needs to take
more space for road users also if new
houses are being built in the area we lost
our police station and one tire engine as
for emergency we need the cover and

- No further building on
Canvey Island of housing.
Local infrastructure cannot
support current levels. 760
more families and associated
cars and infrastructure needs
cannot be supported.
Suggested revising - remove
references to additional
houses being b

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No
The Local Plan looks well thought out to
me and I support it. I only wish you could
have taken this opportunity to include
some ideas regarding the manor Trading
Estate. The proposals from a few years
ago have come to nothing. Relocation is
long overdue and would release land for
so many houses etc.

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The ideas are good it clearly are within
the local funding for all areas. I can see
many new profitable company, taking up
many offers yet as funds need to be
raised for decent road structure and flood
defence, improved road would be a start I've seen most of the greenbelt go in my
lifetime and even lost to infrastructure in
many parts of the country safety and easy
movement is needed as our journeys take
longer without commute and travelling
from most of Southend to London and
Basildon. It come at a price we cut some
of our main resources as well not a good
idea if we have more people’s homes and
housing night cover and lighting shop and
community, would need to be catered for
it needs safety thought so we can cope a
strain on Hospital school and other
resources have to be thought through also
- Drainage in the areas proposed on new
land for housing areas on Canvey would
be needed as most of the new build is on
or close to flood area. The road on
Roscommon Way would need speed limit
as on most bank holidays it is used for
racers. Point road area needs to take
more space for road users also if new
houses are being built in the area we lost
our police station and one tire engine as
for emergency we need the cover and

No
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correct equipment for the safety of our
Island and links on and off the Island. If
we have more people we need the
resources to cover them it is important to
have enough units and to be able to have
the infrastructure to be able to move
easily on and off the island at the moment
our roads are not that adequate and the
cost could be quite high for the new
proposals.

NLPPS129

William
Monk

New Local
Plan 2016

Lesley
Edmunds

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS131

Carter

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS132

Zoe
Sinclair

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS130

NLPPS133

NLPPS134

Philip
Pentecost

Geoff
Dennison

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

correct equipment for the safety of our
Island and links on and off the Island. If
we have more people we need the
resources to cover them it is important to
have enough units and to be able to have
the infrastructure to be able to move
easily on and off the island at the moment
our roads are not that adequate and the
cost could be quite high for the new
proposals.

Yes

No

We do not need 760 new homes on
Canvey until something is done about the
infrastructure. More bus routes, schools,
shops, and MOST IMPORTANTLY
another road off the island. Only then can
the building of more homes be
considered.

Yes

(a) We do not want any more houses built
on green land (b) The Council is not
increasing the facilities that new homes
require.

Stopping the madness of
making money to house
builders at the cost of
existing residents on Canvey.
This local plan is typical of
Councils trying to make
money without considering
the WHOLE picture.

Yes

No

No

The plan is sound if a second road is built
to the Manor Way Corringham before any
more houses are built on Canvey. The
traffic congestion is bad enough now
without further housing being built.

No

We do not need 760 new homes on
Canvey until something is done about the
infrastructure. More bus routes, schools,
shops, and MOST IMPORTANTLY
another road off the island. Only then can
the building of more homes be
considered.

Yes

Yes

No

The point I's like to make is that there has
been too much building on Green Spaces
over the last 20/30 years around castle
Point. I agree that existing factory sites
should be (if possible) turned to
residential. No more green sites building
(what next building on the Glen?)
It cannot possibly be either legal or even
sensible to consider building 760 new
homes on an Island which is already
vastly over-populated. The knock-on
effect from everything from commuting off
of the Island (it often takes 45 mins to an
hour in rush hour) to the additional council
workers to collect rubbish keep the streets
clean etc, etc, which is hardly done to a
high standard already. The extra police
required would be another issue as crime
on Canvey is getting worse. The whole
idea is preposterous!

Soundness Comments

Yes

The only modification to
make this legally compliant
(complaint?) is to introduce
more green belt land on
Canvey. The only exception
would be the proposed 50
bed nursing home which
does not seem to be a
ridiculous proposal.

No

(a) We do not want any more houses built
on green land (b) The Council is not
increasing the facilities that new homes
require.
As a resident of Benfleet after looking at
the proposals for Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley my concerns are it is already
near on impossible to get a doctor’s
appointment and with such a massive
increase in population after building all
these homes how will the doctors surgery
cope? Also the schools are
oversubscribed already where will these
children be educated? You talk of a
replacement school not an extra school??
Surely to build all these extra homes the
amenities need to increase too??
Schools, Doctors and Dentists??
The point I's like to make is that there has
been too much building on Green Spaces
over the last 20/30 years around castle
Point. I agree that existing factory sites
should be (if possible) turned to
residential. No more green sites building
(what next building on the Glen?)
It cannot possibly be either legal or even
sensible to consider building 760 new
homes on an Island which is already
vastly over-populated. The knock-on
effect from everything from commuting off
of the Island (it often takes 45 mins to an
hour in rush hour) to the additional council
workers to collect rubbish keep the streets
clean etc, etc, which is hardly done to a
high standard already. The extra police
required would be another issue as crime
on Canvey is getting worse. The whole
idea is preposterous!

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

correct equipment for the safety of our
Island and links on and off the Island. If
we have more people we need the
resources to cover them it is important to
have enough units and to be able to have
the infrastructure to be able to move
easily on and off the island at the moment
our roads are not that adequate and the
cost could be quite high for the new
proposals.

Yes

Stopping the madness of
making money to house
builders at the cost of
existing residents on Canvey.
This local plan is typical of
Councils trying to make
money without considering
the WHOLE picture.

No

Yes

I estimate just over 2000 new
homes with all those people
how will schools and doctors
/ dentists cope??

No

Yes

The only modification to
make this legally compliant
(complaint?) is to introduce
more green belt land on
Canvey. The only exception
would be the proposed 50
bed nursing home which
does not seem to be a
ridiculous proposal.

No

No

We do not need 760 new homes on
Canvey until something is done about the
infrastructure. More bus routes, schools,
shops, and MOST IMPORTANTLY
another road off the island. Only then can
the building of more homes be
considered.
(a) We do not want any more houses built
on green land (b) The Council is not
increasing the facilities that new homes
require.
As a resident of Benfleet after looking at
the proposals for Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley my concerns are it is already
near on impossible to get a doctor’s
appointment and with such a massive
increase in population after building all
these homes how will the doctors surgery
cope? Also the schools are
oversubscribed already where will these
children be educated? You talk of a
replacement school not an extra school??
Surely to build all these extra homes the
amenities need to increase too??
Schools, Doctors and Dentists??
The point I's like to make is that there has
been too much building on Green Spaces
over the last 20/30 years around castle
Point. I agree that existing factory sites
should be (if possible) turned to
residential. No more green sites building
(what next building on the Glen?)
It cannot possibly be either legal or even
sensible to consider building 760 new
homes on an Island which is already
vastly over-populated. The knock-on
effect from everything from commuting off
of the Island (it often takes 45 mins to an
hour in rush hour) to the additional council
workers to collect rubbish keep the streets
clean etc, etc, which is hardly done to a
high standard already. The extra police
required would be another issue as crime
on Canvey is getting worse. The whole
idea is preposterous!

No

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS136

NLPPS137

NLPPS138

NLPPS139

NLPPS140
NLPPS141

Stephen
White

andrew
fensome

Betty
Patient
Ross
Anthony
(The
Theatres
Trust)

New Local
Plan 2016

No

H7

No

New Local
Plan 2016

No

HC 11

Alan
Saddington

New Local
Plan 2016

Teresa
Russell
DJ
Symonds

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

You cannot build too close to gas
installation You cannot build on flood plain
as said by David Cameron, and we live on
a flood plain. There is no infrastructure
There is no more room for houses on
Canvey. Canvey was not designed to take
all these houses. It is just a small island.
No more houses should be built on
Canvey.
A. Full flood assessment was carried out
in 2009 Conclusion: - clay to a depth of
2.7m - soakaways within shallow clay
soils unlining to perform effectively - low
permeability geology of the site will not
allow water runoff from the development
to drain adequately via infiltration methods
alone - very significant water storage on
site would need to be provided B. 64
houses is a nonsense. Scrub Lane will not
cope. It can't cope now. Why don't you
come along and do some research? 128
cars will need to be catered for! - Traffic
very heavy now! C. Developers unlikely to
provide water storage facilities on sight. My house will flood and I will sue.
No more building till we have a new road
off the island.

Yes

The Theatres Trust supports Policy HC11
as it provides protections for existing
cultural facilities and reflects para. 70 of
the NPPF.

Yes

If you compare the map of Canvey Island
with the map of the mainland you can
plainly see the lack of open spaces on the
island and you want 760 more houses,
are you mad. It is difficult at rush hours to
move around now without all the extra
traffic. The mainland can move North
South East and West on Canvey we can
only go to waterside roundabout and
when Canvey Way is often closed we
cannot go anywhere. The new road will
never be built we all know that and as for
our drainage it is unfit for purpose.

There is nothing you can do
to make Canvey the place to
build more houses. Benfleet
and surrounding areas have
more space so you should
build there not use Canvey
as a dumping ground.

I will be as "precise as
possible"."If you build these
houses onto the land, which
already becomes
waterlogged when it rains
heavily, my house will flood
along with the people
unlucky enough to buy a
house on the site “Build the
school not the houses.

No

No

No

Soundness Comments

You cannot build too close to gas
installation You cannot build on flood plain
as said by David Cameron, and we live on
a flood plain. There is no infrastructure
There is no more room for houses on
Canvey. Canvey was not designed to take
all these houses. It is just a small island.
No more houses should be built on
Canvey.
A. Full flood assessment was carried out
in 2009 Conclusion: - clay to a depth of
2.7m - soakaways within shallow clay
soils unlining to perform effectively - low
permeability geology of the site will not
allow water runoff from the development
to drain adequately via infiltration methods
alone - very significant water storage on
site would need to be provided B. 64
houses is a nonsense. Scrub Lane will not
cope. It can't cope now. Why don't you
come along and do some research? 128
cars will need to be catered for! - Traffic
very heavy now! C. Developers unlikely to
provide water storage facilities on sight. My house will flood and I will sue.
No more building till we have a new road
off the island.

Yes

The Theatres Trust supports Policy HC11
as it provides protections for existing
cultural facilities and reflects para. 70 of
the NPPF.

Yes

If you compare the map of Canvey Island
with the map of the mainland you can
plainly see the lack of open spaces on the
island and you want 760 more houses,
are you mad. It is difficult at rush hours to
move around now without all the extra
traffic. The mainland can move North
South East and West on Canvey we can
only go to waterside roundabout and
when Canvey Way is often closed we
cannot go anywhere. The new road will
never be built we all know that and as for
our drainage it is unfit for purpose.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

There is nothing you can do
to make Canvey the place to
build more houses. Benfleet
and surrounding areas have
more space so you should
build there not use Canvey
as a dumping ground.

No

You cannot build too close to gas
installation You cannot build on flood plain
as said by David Cameron, and we live on
a flood plain. There is no infrastructure
There is no more room for houses on
Canvey. Canvey was not designed to take
all these houses. It is just a small island.
No more houses should be built on
Canvey.

I will be as "precise as
possible"."If you build these
houses onto the land, which
already becomes
waterlogged when it rains
heavily, my house will flood
along with the people
unlucky enough to buy a
house on the site “Build the
school not the houses.

Yes

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No

No

No more building till we have a new road
off the island.

No

No

If you compare the map of Canvey Island
with the map of the mainland you can
plainly see the lack of open spaces on the
island and you want 760 more houses,
are you mad. It is difficult at rush hours to
move around now without all the extra
traffic. The mainland can move North
South East and West on Canvey we can
only go to waterside roundabout and
when Canvey Way is often closed we
cannot go anywhere. The new road will
never be built we all know that and as for
our drainage it is unfit for purpose.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

NLPPS142

Dean
Tandy

GB 5

No

NLPPS143

Dean
Tandy

16.17

No

Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.
Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.

No

No

Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.
Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.

No

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

Yes

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS135

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.
Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.

No

No
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NLPPS145

Dean
Tandy

K Price

GB 4

New Local
Plan 2016

No

Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.

No

Poor drains. Poor roads. (Need new road
off/on Island) Not enough schools. No
police station. No fire station. Flood plain
Bad congestion at peak times and road
accidents

NLPPS146

Eileen
Lawless

New Local
Plan 2016

No

We are sp overcrowded it's not true! One
small incident and the whole Island is
gridlocked! We get flooded because no
money is spent on the infrastructure No
G.P appointments for 3 weeks! Travelling
on and off the Island is a nightmare. Rush
'hour' is from 06.00-09.00 in term time.
15.00-19.00 in the evening and you want
to build more houses. Get the inspector to
come here and see for themselves!

NLPPS147

LW
Bartholome
w

New Local
Plan 2016

No

No more houses until we get a new road

NLPPS148

Ian
Umpleby

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS149

William
Mills

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS150

Carole
Townend

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS151

NLPPS152

K Leech

ANGELA
HAMILTO
N

New Local
Plan 2016

H 11

No

Yes

As previous box. Poor drains.
Poor roads. (Need new road
off/on Island) Not enough
schools. No police station.
No fire station. Flood plain
Bad congestion at peak
times and road accidents

I well understand the need for more
housing but Canvey Island has continued
to have further buildings approved without
thought of access and infrastructure.
While agreeing with some of the Plans, it
should take into consideration that
improvements of drainage etc and a third
road should be built before any further
housing is approved.
I support the legal compliance but still
have some concerns over the provision of
local transport and health care to meet the
needs of the increased population.

No

Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.

No

No

Poor drains. Poor roads. (Need new road
off/on Island) Not enough schools. No
police station. No fire station. Flood plain
Bad congestion at peak times and road
accidents

No

No

No

No

Proposal H10 for a 50 bed care home on
greenbelt land is not compliant. NPPF,
Para 89 states the following: 1. that
extension or alteration of a building
provided that is does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above
the size of the original building. 2 The
replacement of a building, provided the
new building is of the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces.
The H10 proposal is both a change of use
and materially larger in size.

No

Poor drains. Poor roads. (Need new road
off/on Island) Not enough schools. No
police station. No fire station. Flood plain
Bad congestion at peak times and road
accidents

No

We are sp overcrowded it's not true! One
small incident and the whole Island is
gridlocked! We get flooded because no
money is spent on the infrastructure No
G.P appointments for 3 weeks! Travelling
on and off the Island is a nightmare. Rush
'hour' is from 06.00-09.00 in term time.
15.00-19.00 in the evening and you want
to build more houses. Get the inspector to
come here and see for themselves!

No

We are sp overcrowded it's not true! One
small incident and the whole Island is
gridlocked! We get flooded because no
money is spent on the infrastructure No
G.P appointments for 3 weeks! Travelling
on and off the Island is a nightmare. Rush
'hour' is from 06.00-09.00 in term time.
15.00-19.00 in the evening and you want
to build more houses. Get the inspector to
come here and see for themselves!

No

No more houses until we get a new road

No

No more houses until we get a new road

No

Yes

As previous box. Poor drains.
Poor roads. (Need new road
off/on Island) Not enough
schools. No police station.
No fire station. Flood plain
Bad congestion at peak
times and road accidents

I well understand the need for more
housing but Canvey Island has continued
to have further buildings approved without
thought of access and infrastructure.
While agreeing with some of the Plans, it
should take into consideration that
improvements of drainage etc and a third
road should be built before any further
housing is approved.
I support the legal compliance but still
have some concerns over the provision of
local transport and health care to meet the
needs of the increased population.

No

Yes

Yes
Canvey cannot take any
more homes. We do not
have the infrastructure. We
cannot get a doctor’s
appointment. Now what will
happen when there is
another 2,000.00 plus
people. And the new road to
Corringham will only help the
business owners there not
us. We need another road to
Leigh or dualling of Canvey
Way and a proper slip road
at Sadlers Farm.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No

No

No new roads to A130 or A127 to cope
with the extra traffic. No new schools or
doctors surgeries to cope with the
increasing population. My current doctors
requires an appointment of at least 2
weeks in advance! Will also upset the
wildlife in this area, plus the bridle-path.

Canvey cannot take any
more homes. We do not
have the infrastructure. We
cannot get a doctor’s
appointment. Now what will
happen when there is
another 2,000.00 plus
people. And the new road to
Corringham will only help the
business owners there not
us. We need another road to
Leigh or dualling of Canvey
Way and a proper slip road
at Sadlers Farm.
As previously mentioned,
with regards to H11 and E3,
extra school and doctors
surgeries would need to be
built, to cope with the everincreasing population, plus
an extra access road to
either the A130 or A127
considering the extra traffic
to the industrial area and the
probability of each home
owning between 2 to 4 cars,
thus clogging our roads.

I well understand the need for more
housing but Canvey Island has continued
to have further buildings approved without
thought of access and infrastructure.
While agreeing with some of the Plans, it
should take into consideration that
improvements of drainage etc and a third
road should be built before any further
housing is approved.
I support the legal compliance but still
have some concerns over the provision of
local transport and health care to meet the
needs of the increased population.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS144

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No
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Soundness Comments

Manor Trading Estate - needs another
road linked to the A127, as the current
residential area already has to cope with
heavy lorries going through the area,
since there is no other access.

As previously mentioned,
with regards to H11 and E3,
extra school and doctors
surgeries would need to be
built, to cope with the everincreasing population, plus
an extra access road to
either the A130 or A127
considering the extra traffic
to the industrial area and the
probability of each home
owning between 2 to 4 cars,
thus clogging our roads.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

NLPPS153

ANGELA
HAMILTO
N

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS154

Christine
Whitmarsh

H 11

No

No

No

No

NLPPS155

M Clarke

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

NLPPS156

D Onslow

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS157

NewmanPortch

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS158

Steven Pye

2.1

No

NLPPS159

Steven Pye

2Introduction

No

NLPPS160

Steven Pye

4.14

No

NLPPS161

Steven Pye

4.15

No

Margaret
Smith
S.J
Baptiste

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS162
NLPPS163

No
No

No more houses until drainage, roads and
schools are sorted out. The drainage can't
cope now. There is always road
congestion and not enough space in
schools.
The need for additional housing has not
been properly established on the basis of
local need.
The needs of current residents have not
been properly considered. The future
needs make no allowance for the potential
of a reduced requirement following
repartition of migrant labour as the work
opportunities expand in their homeland.
This could lead to an oversupply of
housing.
The plan describes the town of Benfleet
as having a shopping area. It does not. It
has neighbourhood shops at Great tarpots
with the only parking provision being
provide by a retailer, which can be
withdrawn. Without adequate parking this
area is totally dependent on the good will
of the retailer making parking available. At
Hopes Green there are a small number of
retail premises only. there is no centre
and the plan fails to recognise this or what
effect additional housing will have on the
existing neighbourhood shopping
provision or the inability of this provision
to satisfy an expanded need.
The plan is inaccurate. The public
transport corridor along the A13 has been
partly dismantled already. Further
reductions are inevitable as it isn't viable
as it stands. Increased traffic resulting
from additional housing is likely to have a
negative impact on the existing highways
infrastructure.
This Island is not big enough. And two
many (cars) And only one way off.
No more building houses. Need new road
off Canvey.

Canvey Island cannot cope
with any more building here. I
don't think council and
government seem to realize
that this is an ISLAND.
Drainage all needs replacing.
Roads need sorting out.
Everyone keeps on about 2
roads of Canvey, 1 road
because unless you get past
waterside you still only 1
road. NO MORE HOUSES
See previous page:"No more
houses until drainage, roads
and schools are sorted out.
The drainage can't cope now.
There is always road
congestion and not enough
space in schools."

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
No

No more houses until drainage, roads and
schools are sorted out. The drainage can't
cope now. There is always road
congestion and not enough space in
schools.
The need for additional housing has not
been properly established on the basis of
local need.
The needs of current residents have not
been properly considered. The future
needs make no allowance for the potential
of a reduced requirement following
repartition of migrant labour as the work
opportunities expand in their homeland.
This could lead to an oversupply of
housing.
The plan describes the town of Benfleet
as having a shopping area. It does not. It
has neighbourhood shops at Great tarpots
with the only parking provision being
provide by a retailer, which can be
withdrawn. Without adequate parking this
area is totally dependent on the good will
of the retailer making parking available. At
Hopes Green there are a small number of
retail premises only. there is no centre
and the plan fails to recognise this or what
effect additional housing will have on the
existing neighbourhood shopping
provision or the inability of this provision
to satisfy an expanded need.
The plan is inaccurate. The public
transport corridor along the A13 has been
partly dismantled already. Further
reductions are inevitable as it isn't viable
as it stands. Increased traffic resulting
from additional housing is likely to have a
negative impact on the existing highways
infrastructure.
This Island is not big enough. And two
many (cars) And only one way off.
No more building houses. Need new road
off Canvey.

Canvey Island cannot cope
with any more building here. I
don't think council and
government seem to realize
that this is an ISLAND.
Drainage all needs replacing.
Roads need sorting out.
Everyone keeps on about 2
roads of Canvey, 1 road
because unless you get past
waterside you still only 1
road. NO MORE HOUSES
See previous page:"No more
houses until drainage, roads
and schools are sorted out.
The drainage can't cope now.
There is always road
congestion and not enough
space in schools."

No

No more houses until drainage, roads and
schools are sorted out. The drainage can't
cope now. There is always road
congestion and not enough space in
schools.

Yes

Yes

No

No

because it’s in accordance with
requirements of central government

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No
No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

This Island is not big enough. And two
many (cars) And only one way off.
No more building houses. Need new road
off Canvey.

No
No
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NLPPS164

Sylvia
Guley

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS165

S.J
Baptiste

New Local
Plan 2016

No

We do not need any more homes on
Canvey it is to small we do need a third
road off as two we have is not good
because it is Sadlers Farm Junction that
cause the problem to have more homes
would cause a lot more problems so we
need a third road off if there was a flood
nobody would get off this small Island
P.S. Not that you will take any notice of
what we all say.
No more building houses. Need new road
off Canvey.

No

No

NLPPS166

P Wakely

H5

Yes

No

NLPPS167

P Wakely

H6

Yes

No

NLPPS168

NLPPS169

NLPPS170

Mary Wood

Richard
Pattle

Veronica
Brown

H5

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

No

Yes

Yes

How can you even consider putting 600
homes on Thorney Bay Caravan Park, the
road is will not take any more car's, The
Flooding is very bad, we need NEW
DRAIN'S, pipe's, not house. When it rains
hard the water is coming up the drains not
down. Even 100 houses would be too
many. Cars cannot get out off side Road's
now.

No

Soundness Comments

We do not need any more homes on
Canvey it is to small we do need a third
road off as two we have is not good
because it is Sadlers Farm Junction that
cause the problem to have more homes
would cause a lot more problems so we
need a third road off if there was a flood
nobody would get off this small Island
P.S. Not that you will take any notice of
what we all say.
No more building houses. Need new road
off Canvey.

No

No
Should only go ahead if
proposed additional transport
links are done, else Canvey
Island cannot cope using
existing infrastructure.
Should only go ahead if
proposed additional transport
links are done else Canvey
Island cannot cope using
existing infrastructure.

How can you even consider putting 600
homes on Thorney Bay Caravan Park, the
road is will not take any more car's, The
Flooding is very bad, we need NEW
DRAIN'S, pipe's, not house. When it rains
hard the water is coming up the drains not
down. Even 100 houses would be too
many. Cars cannot get out off side Road's
now.

No

There should be NO new developments
on Canvey island at all until two things
have been sorted first 1. A THIRD ROAD
is completed to allow vehicles to exit the
Island west to Manor Way In Corringham
(which is suggested in the plan, but has
been suggested for well over 30 years
with nobody doing anything about it) 2.
The DRAINAGE system on the Island is
upgraded to cope with the level of
sewerage and rainwater for the
inhabitants of the Island. The two large
episodes of flooding of the Island in the
last three years, plus the recent flooding
of the Monico corner, indicate that it is not
fit for purpose. Then and ONLY then
should the local authority consider
anymore housing development in Canvey
Island.

No

Stop building on Canvey Island. It used to
be a pleasure living here, now I would
move if I could afford to. Every time I see
more flats and houses being built I worry
about the drains and sewers filling up
again. Heavy down pours causes
flooding. Our sewers and drains cannot
cope.

There should be NO new
developments on Canvey
island at all until two things
have been sorted first 1. A
THIRD ROAD is completed
to allow vehicles to exit the
Island west to Manor Way In
Corringham (which is
suggested in the plan, but
has been suggested for well
over 30 years with nobody
doing anything about it) 2.
The DRAINAGE system on
the Island is upgraded to
cope with the level of
sewerage and rainwater for
the inhabitants of the Island.
The two large episodes of
flooding of the Island in the
last three years, plus the
recent flooding of the Monico
corner, indicate that it is not
fit for purpose. Then and
ONLY then should the local
authority consider anymore
housing development in
Canvey Island.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

We do not need any more homes on
Canvey it is to small we do need a third
road off as two we have is not good
because it is Sadlers Farm Junction that
cause the problem to have more homes
would cause a lot more problems so we
need a third road off if there was a flood
nobody would get off this small Island
P.S. Not that you will take any notice of
what we all say.
No more building houses. Need new road
off Canvey.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

Yes

Yes

It is important for the
Council to understand.

Yes

Yes

It is important for the
Council to understand.

No

How can you even consider putting 600
homes on Thorney Bay Caravan Park, the
road is will not take any more car's, The
Flooding is very bad, we need NEW
DRAIN'S, pipe's, not house. When it rains
hard the water is coming up the drains not
down. Even 100 houses would be too
many. Cars cannot get out off side Road's
now.

No

No

There should be NO new developments
on Canvey island at all until two things
have been sorted first 1. A THIRD ROAD
is completed to allow vehicles to exit the
Island west to Manor Way In Corringham
(which is suggested in the plan, but has
been suggested for well over 30 years
with nobody doing anything about it) 2.
The DRAINAGE system on the Island is
upgraded to cope with the level of
sewerage and rainwater for the
inhabitants of the Island. The two large
episodes of flooding of the Island in the
last three years, plus the recent flooding
of the Monico corner, indicate that it is not
fit for purpose. Then and ONLY then
should the local authority consider
anymore housing development in Canvey
Island.

No

Yes

No
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NLPPS172

NLPPS173

NLPPS174

J Effeny

Susan
DiLaudo

Iain
Denham

James. P.
Hines

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

H10, 50 bed nursing Home
Canvey DR. Building a home
here is madness. I live right
near the roundabout where
you intend to allow this
building and always
gridlocked with traffic. I also
hear you intend to allow a
Hotel to be built at the back
of Morrisons which is also
near the roundabout.
Building 600 homes at
Thorney Bay Caravan Park is
far too many imagine how
many cars that will produce,
all traffic from Canvey meets
up at Waterside Roundabout
and its also gridlocked
morning and evening. It is
unfair to continue building on
Canvey until there’s a third
Rd off the island. I also want
to mention we are on a flood
plain which you continuously
ignore.

No

Yes

No

The revised local plan is concentrated an
area where housing already exists and
accepting the accuracy of the proposed
development will make far less of an
impact on the environment than the
previous proposal. The links to suitable
roads are far more workable. The 49ha of
new employment lands is very welcome.
The opinions above relate only to Benfleet
/ Hadleigh / Thundersley - I do not have
enough knowledge to comment on the
Canvey Plan.
The infrastructure is not in place to
support any of the proposals - one small
accident and Canvey is gridlocked. Your
proposal means an extra 1,000 cars or
more. What happen if there is an issue at
OIKOS? Schools overcrowded - utilities
overworked and flooding also will be
worse. COMAH sites with no proven
emergency evacuation and can should
not have anything built near them. I also
understand the pollution levels are higher
than EU recommendations so I think my
human rights to a pollution free
environment may be effected.

Sirs, 2,000 more houses on
this very small island = 2,500
app. more cars. Ive cannot
get of "Canvey" now @ peak
times. What we need is a 3rd
road. This should be top
priority.

No

NLPPS175

David
Head

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS176

Jackie
Phillips

New Local
Plan 2016

No

I wish to congratulate the Council for not
only listening to their residents comments
over protecting the Green Belt and lack of
infrastructure but acting upon them in a
positive way. The consultation results and
proposed plan where analysed and
debated in detail by the Council's Task
and Finish Group resulting in a final vote
in favour of the revised present plan. I
applaud the Council for being brave
enough to fly in the face of political
pressure and submit a Local Plan that
local residents support and reflect local
concerns and desires.
No more houses to be built on Canvey
Island until the roads and drainage has
been sorted. We flood enough as it is.
The roads cannot cope with the traffic we
have let alone a lot more.

No

Yes

Spend millions making
getting on and off Canvey
easy in an emergency
evacuation, make it easy to
get on and off in rush hours,
open the police station full
time, open schools and
improve the utility services
and then and only then start
to build

Soundness Comments

No

The revised local plan is concentrated an
area where housing already exists and
accepting the accuracy of the proposed
development will make far less of an
impact on the environment than the
previous proposal. The links to suitable
roads are far more workable. The 49ha of
new employment lands is very welcome.
The opinions above relate only to Benfleet
/ Hadleigh / Thundersley - I do not have
enough knowledge to comment on the
Canvey Plan.
The infrastructure is not in place to
support any of the proposals - one small
accident and Canvey is gridlocked. Your
proposal means an extra 1,000 cars or
more. What happen if there is an issue at
OIKOS? Schools overcrowded - utilities
overworked and flooding also will be
worse. COMAH sites with no proven
emergency evacuation and can should
not have anything built near them. I also
understand the pollution levels are higher
than EU recommendations so I think my
human rights to a pollution free
environment may be effected.

No

Yes

No

I wish to congratulate the Council for not
only listening to their residents comments
over protecting the Green Belt and lack of
infrastructure but acting upon them in a
positive way. The consultation results and
proposed plan where analysed and
debated in detail by the Council's Task
and Finish Group resulting in a final vote
in favour of the revised present plan. I
applaud the Council for being brave
enough to fly in the face of political
pressure and submit a Local Plan that
local residents support and reflect local
concerns and desires.
No more houses to be built on Canvey
Island until the roads and drainage has
been sorted. We flood enough as it is.
The roads cannot cope with the traffic we
have let alone a lot more.

H10, 50 bed nursing Home
Canvey DR. Building a home
here is madness. I live right
near the roundabout where
you intend to allow this
building and always
gridlocked with traffic. I also
hear you intend to allow a
Hotel to be built at the back
of Morrisons which is also
near the roundabout.
Building 600 homes at
Thorney Bay Caravan Park is
far too many imagine how
many cars that will produce,
all traffic from Canvey meets
up at Waterside Roundabout
and its also gridlocked
morning and evening. It is
unfair to continue building on
Canvey until there’s a third
Rd off the island. I also wants
to mention we are on a flood
plain which you continuously
ignore.

No

Yes

Spend millions making
getting on and off Canvey
easy in an emergency
evacuation, make it easy to
get on and off in rush hours,
open the police station full
time, open schools and
improve the utility services
and then and only then start
to build

Yes

Sirs, 2,000 more houses on
this very small island = 2,500
app. more cars. Ive cannot
get of "Canvey" now @ peak
times. What we need is a 3rd
road. This should be top
priority.

No

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS171

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

The revised local plan is concentrated an
area where housing already exists and
accepting the accuracy of the proposed
development will make far less of an
impact on the environment than the
previous proposal. The links to suitable
roads are far more workable. The 49ha of
new employment lands is very welcome.
The opinions above relate only to Benfleet
/ Hadleigh / Thundersley - I do not have
enough knowledge to comment on the
Canvey Plan.
The infrastructure is not in place to
support any of the proposals - one small
accident and Canvey is gridlocked. Your
proposal means an extra 1,000 cars or
more. What happen if there is an issue at
OIKOS? Schools overcrowded - utilities
overworked and flooding also will be
worse. COMAH sites with no proven
emergency evacuation and can should
not have anything built near them. I also
understand the pollution levels are higher
than EU recommendations so I think my
human rights to a pollution free
environment may be effected.

No

No

No

I wish to congratulate the Council for not
only listening to their residents comments
over protecting the Green Belt and lack of
infrastructure but acting upon them in a
positive way. The consultation results and
proposed plan where analysed and
debated in detail by the Council's Task
and Finish Group resulting in a final vote
in favour of the revised present plan. I
applaud the Council for being brave
enough to fly in the face of political
pressure and submit a Local Plan that
local residents support and reflect local
concerns and desires.
No more houses to be built on Canvey
Island until the roads and drainage has
been sorted. We flood enough as it is.
The roads cannot cope with the traffic we
have let alone a lot more.

No

No
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NLPPS177

Joan
Phillips

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS178

Benjamin
Bastow

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS179

Sharon
Manhood

H 10

No

NLPPS180

Eygene
Skeen

New Local
Plan 2016

No

There should not be any more homes built
on this island until the road and drainage
is done. We can't cope as it is, let alone
all the extra traffic it will cause. When it
rains all the roads floods. It's terrible
getting off and on this island in rush hour.

Soundness Comments

No

There should not be any more homes built
on this island until the road and drainage
is done. We can't cope as it is, let alone
all the extra traffic it will cause. When it
rains all the roads floods. It's terrible
getting off and on this island in rush hour.

Yes
New road off of Canvey
Island - If new housing has to
happen - make them
affordable - for our young
people - make the drains
suitable - Canvey regularly
floods - I say no to any large
builds - Canvey is sinking
fast and more houses,
people, transport as in cars /
vans etc will help this happen
even quicker.

No

No

NLPPS181

Trevor
Longman

H 11

Yes

No

NLPPS182

Alan
Elsegood

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

NLPPS183

Deborah
Clements

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS184

Richard
Hawes

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS185

NLPPS186

Stephen
Earl

Susan
Forward

New Local
Plan 2016

H5

Yes

No

New road off of Canvey
Island - If new housing has to
happen - make them
affordable - for our young
people - make the drains
suitable - Canvey regularly
floods - I say no to any large
builds - Canvey is sinking
fast and more houses,
people, transport as in cars /
vans etc will help this happen
even quicker.

Canvey Island is struggling enough with
the amount of traffic and accidents we
don't want more houses. Lack of good
schooling and places Lack of doctors
appointments Litter and problem
teenagers = more houses with nowhere
for them to go = more problems Not good
drainage as it is that needs sorting due to
flooding already. I thought you were not
allowed to build homes where there has
been flooding. No infrastructure.

Third road is a must! We
don't want houses until we
have sufficient infrastructure
in place. So we need the
drainage sorted before
anymore houses are built.
Need more school places
and more parks (even the
odd swing or slide by the
lake or other attractions)
More GP's The amount of
houses next to two COMAH
sites with no proven
emergency evacuation plan
should be published and
tested.

No

Site H11 (3 & 4) - 800 homes with
addition to H11 (1 & 2) 400 homes the
road networks to support this needs
"must" be considered carefully! A link onto
the A130 is needed for traffic congestion.
Tarpots and Manor already very
congested so access to H11 Site by this
route would be impossible. What road
networks are in place to support H11?
Summary: 'Route improvements on A129
Rayleigh Road' not clear if this is talking
about link to H11.

Canvey Island is struggling enough with
the amount of traffic and accidents we
don't want more houses. Lack of good
schooling and places Lack of doctors
appointments Litter and problem
teenagers = more houses with nowhere
for them to go = more problems Not good
drainage as it is that needs sorting due to
flooding already. I thought you were not
allowed to build homes where there has
been flooding. No infrastructure.

Indication of road links /
network onto H11site needed
to understand how H11 can
be feasible with current
congestion on London Road,
Tarpots. Link road North of
H11 site needed to
A130/A127

Third road is a must! We
don't want houses until we
have sufficient infrastructure
in place. So we need the
drainage sorted before
anymore houses are built.
Need more school places
and more parks (even the
odd swing or slide by the
lake or other attractions)
More GP's The amount of
houses next to two COMAH
sites with no proven
emergency evacuation plan
should be published and
tested.

Yes
We have issues with drainage on the
island already causing flooding after
heavy rainfall. Before developments are
made I would suggest the drainage
situation is addressed also.
None of the current issues have been
addressed currently: 1. Traffic Long Road
and Sommes Ave are at a standstill every
rush hour and most weekends. We cannot
cope with anymore cars. 2. Accidents
Canvey Island as a whole is at a complete
standstill/gridlock when there are
accidents because of current
infrastructure 3. Emergencies we would
have no hope of evacuating island in an
emergency, not now and certainly not with
more houses 4. Doctors already full and
difficult to get appointments 5. Flooding
can’t cope at the moment Do not build any
more flats / houses!

Yes

Canvey Island is already
over-populated and current
infrastructure is failing. All
building plans need to be
stopped.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

There should not be any more homes built
on this island until the road and drainage
is done. We can't cope as it is, let alone
all the extra traffic it will cause. When it
rains all the roads floods. It's terrible
getting off and on this island in rush hour.

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Canvey Island is struggling enough with
the amount of traffic and accidents we
don't want more houses. Lack of good
schooling and places Lack of doctors
appointments Litter and problem
teenagers = more houses with nowhere
for them to go = more problems Not good
drainage as it is that needs sorting due to
flooding already. I thought you were not
allowed to build homes where there has
been flooding. No infrastructure.

Yes

Canvey Island is already
over-populated and current
infrastructure is failing. All
building plans need to be
stopped.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

Yes
We have issues with drainage on the
island already causing flooding after
heavy rainfall. Before developments are
made I would suggest the drainage
situation is addressed also.
None of the current issues have been
addressed currently: 1. Traffic Long Road
and Sommes Ave are at a standstill every
rush hour and most weekends. We cannot
cope with anymore cars. 2. Accidents
Canvey Island as a whole is at a complete
standstill/gridlock when there are
accidents because of current
infrastructure 3. Emergencies we would
have no hope of evacuating island in an
emergency, not now and certainly not with
more houses 4. Doctors already full and
difficult to get appointments 5. Flooding
can’t cope at the moment Do not build any
more flats / houses!

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No
We have issues with drainage on the
island already causing flooding after
heavy rainfall. Before developments are
made I would suggest the drainage
situation is addressed also.
None of the current issues have been
addressed currently: 1. Traffic Long Road
and Sommes Ave are at a standstill every
rush hour and most weekends. We cannot
cope with anymore cars. 2. Accidents
Canvey Island as a whole is at a complete
standstill/gridlock when there are
accidents because of current
infrastructure 3. Emergencies we would
have no hope of evacuating island in an
emergency, not now and certainly not with
more houses 4. Doctors already full and
difficult to get appointments 5. Flooding
can’t cope at the moment Do not build any
more flats / houses!

No

No
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catherine
Bone

catherine
Bone

H6

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

4.8

4.9

No

None of the current issues have been
addressed currently: 1. Traffic Long Road
and Sommes Ave are at a standstill every
rush hour and most weekends. We cannot
cope with anymore cars. 2. Accidents
Canvey Island as a whole is at a complete
standstill/gridlock when there are
accidents because of current
infrastructure 3. Emergencies we would
have no hope of evacuating island in an
emergency, not now and certainly not with
more houses 4. Doctors already full and
difficult to get appointments 5. Flooding
can’t cope at the moment Do not build any
more flats / houses!

Canvey Island is already
over-populated and current
infrastructure is failing. All
building plans need to be
stopped.

Soundness Comments

No

None of the current issues have been
addressed currently: 1. Traffic Long Road
and Sommes Ave are at a standstill every
rush hour and most weekends. We cannot
cope with anymore cars. 2. Accidents
Canvey Island as a whole is at a complete
standstill/gridlock when there are
accidents because of current
infrastructure 3. Emergencies we would
have no hope of evacuating island in an
emergency, not now and certainly not with
more houses 4. Doctors already full and
difficult to get appointments 5. Flooding
can’t cope at the moment Do not build any
more flats / houses!

Canvey Island is already
over-populated and current
infrastructure is failing. All
building plans need to be
stopped.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

None of the current issues have been
addressed currently: 1. Traffic Long Road
and Sommes Ave are at a standstill every
rush hour and most weekends. We cannot
cope with anymore cars. 2. Accidents
Canvey Island as a whole is at a complete
standstill/gridlock when there are
accidents because of current
infrastructure 3. Emergencies we would
have no hope of evacuating island in an
emergency, not now and certainly not with
more houses 4. Doctors already full and
difficult to get appointments 5. Flooding
can’t cope at the moment Do not build any
more flats / houses!

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of home planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to the constraints
identified in your own local plan report, I
have summarised the main points below
under their paragraph number in the
report. 4.8 Lack of infrastructure to
support the current population.
"infrastructure remains a constraint on
growth upon the Island. Canvey Island is
peripheral to the public transport network
and therefore many residents rely on the
private car to access jobs and services.
east-west routes across the Island
become heavily congested as a
consequence. Additionally, there are only
two single carriageway routes on and off
the Island which converge at a single
junction (Waterside Farm). This results in
peak time congestion and significant issue
for local residents.

No

I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of homes planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to constraints identified
in your own local plan report, I have
summarised the main point below under
their paragraph numbers in the report. 4.9
Canvey Island is also constrained as a
consequence of its topography making it
high risk tidal flooding.

The major concern for me is
the source of risk Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1 The risk of developments
so close to this site is not
worth taking. I suggest
looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites full
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.
The major concern for me is
the source of risk to Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1. The risk of
developments so close to
this site is not worth taking. I
suggest looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites dull
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.

No

I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of home planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to the constraints
identified in your own local plan report, I
have summarised the main points below
under their paragraph number in the
report. 4.8 Lack of infrastructure to
support the current population.
"infrastructure remains a constraint on
growth upon the Island. Canvey Island is
peripheral to the public transport network
and therefore many residents rely on the
private car to access jobs and services.
east-west routes across the Island
become heavily congested as a
consequence. Additionally, there are only
two single carriageway routes on and off
the Island which converge at a single
junction (Waterside Farm). This results in
peak time congestion and significant issue
for local residents.

No

I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of homes planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to constraints identified
in your own local plan report, I have
summarised the main point below under
their paragraph numbers in the report. 4.9
Canvey Island is also constrained as a
consequence of its topography making it
high risk tidal flooding.

The major concern for me is
the source of risk Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1 The risk of developments
so close to this site is not
worth taking. I suggest
looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites full
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.
The major concern for me is
the source of risk to Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1. The risk of
developments so close to
this site is not worth taking. I
suggest looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites dull
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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4.1

4.11

New Local
Plan 2016

No

No

No

I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of homes planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to the constraints
identified in your own local plan report, I
have summarised the main points below
under their paragraph numbers in the
report. 4.10 The flat, low lying topography
causing further constraints, Canvey Island
is identified as a critical drainage area
which experiences localised issues of
surface water flooding during heavy
rainfall events. I believe the plan is
unsound and not legally compliant and the
evidence for this is in your plan under
4.11 "Source of risk to Canvey Island is
the presence of two top tier COMAH
Hazardous Installations on Canvey Island.
These facilities are the receptors of fuel
products entering the UK, and are
therefore of national significance; however
due to their proximity to the resident
population are a cause for concern
amongst residents, and act as a
constraint on neighbouring development.
This is by far the most concerning of all
the constraints, risking building so many
(600) new houses so close to the sites. I
suggest the Council refer to the lessons
learned in the wake of the Buncefield
incident.
I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of homes planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to the constraints
identified in your own local plan report, I
have summarised the main points below
under their paragraph numbers in the
report. 4.10 The flat, low lying topography
causing further constraints, Canvey Island
is identified as a critical drainage area
which experiences localised issues of
surface water flooding during heavy
rainfall events. I believe the plan is
unsound and not legally compliant and the
evidence for this is in your plan under
4.11 "Source of risk to Canvey Island is
the presence of two top tier COMAH
Hazardous Installations on Canvey Island.
These facilities are the receptors of fuel
products entering the UK, and are
therefore of national significance; however
due to their proximity to the resident
population are a cause for concern
amongst residents, and act as a
constraint on neighbouring development.
This is by far the most concerning of all
the constraints, risking building so many
(600) new houses so close to the sites. I
suggest the Council refer to the lessons
learned in the wake of the Buncefield
incident.
Before any of these plans are considered
there is no mention of infrastructure i.e.
drainage, winding of the roads. The new
road off Canvey which you mention in
your plan will never be built you've been
promising this to the islanders for the last
40 years why now!! Also the extra people
which this project will bring to the island
we can't cope now with the traffic one
accident brings the island to a standstill.
There will be an average of 2 cars per
property, creating more traffic congestion,
pollution and the effects to the
environment could be catastrophic.
You've also not mentioned whether this
housing is for local people in the castle
point area? or is this for a wider majority.

The major concern for me is
the source of risk to Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1. The risk of
developments so close to
this site is not worth taking. I
suggest looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites dull
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.

The major concern for me is
the source of risk to Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1. The risk of
developments so close to
this site is not worth taking. I
suggest looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites dull
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.

You need to look at the
infrastructure first build this
up modernise it build the new
road off the island then look
at the plans. Look at crime
rate. Look at pollution and
environment. Look at what
effect it will have on Local
authorities. i.e. police fire
brigade and ambulance Look
at the society i.e. will people
from the island get on with
new residents.

No

No

No

Soundness Comments

I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of homes planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to the constraints
identified in your own local plan report, I
have summarised the main points below
under their paragraph numbers in the
report. 4.10 The flat, low lying topography
causing further constraints, Canvey Island
is identified as a critical drainage area
which experiences localised issues of
surface water flooding during heavy
rainfall events. I believe the plan is
unsound and not legally compliant and the
evidence for this is in your plan under
4.11 "Source of risk to Canvey Island is
the presence of two top tier COMAH
Hazardous Installations on Canvey Island.
These facilities are the receptors of fuel
products entering the UK, and are
therefore of national significance; however
due to their proximity to the resident
population are a cause for concern
amongst residents, and act as a
constraint on neighbouring development.
This is by far the most concerning of all
the constraints, risking building so many
(600) new houses so close to the sites. I
suggest the Council refer to the lessons
learned in the wake of the Buncefield
incident.
I believe the plan is unsound because of
the number of homes planned for Canvey
Island, this is due to the constraints
identified in your own local plan report, I
have summarised the main points below
under their paragraph numbers in the
report. 4.10 The flat, low lying topography
causing further constraints, Canvey Island
is identified as a critical drainage area
which experiences localised issues of
surface water flooding during heavy
rainfall events. I believe the plan is
unsound and not legally compliant and the
evidence for this is in your plan under
4.11 "Source of risk to Canvey Island is
the presence of two top tier COMAH
Hazardous Installations on Canvey Island.
These facilities are the receptors of fuel
products entering the UK, and are
therefore of national significance; however
due to their proximity to the resident
population are a cause for concern
amongst residents, and act as a
constraint on neighbouring development.
This is by far the most concerning of all
the constraints, risking building so many
(600) new houses so close to the sites. I
suggest the Council refer to the lessons
learned in the wake of the Buncefield
incident.
Before any of these plans are considered
there is no mention of infrastructure i.e.
drainage, winding of the roads. The new
road off Canvey which you mention in
your plan will never be built you've been
promising this to the islanders for the last
40 years why now!! Also the extra people
which this project will bring to the island
we can't cope now with the traffic one
accident brings the island to a standstill.
There will be an average of 2 cars per
property, creating more traffic congestion,
pollution and the effects to the
environment could be catastrophic.
You've also not mentioned whether this
housing is for local people in the castle
point area? or is this for a wider majority.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

The major concern for me is
the source of risk to Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1. The risk of
developments so close to
this site is not worth taking. I
suggest looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites dull
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.

Yes

No

The major concern for me is
the source of risk to Canvey
Island caused by the
presence of two top tier
COMAH Hazardous
Installations, as outlined in
4.1. The risk of
developments so close to
this site is not worth taking. I
suggest looking at alternative
brownfield sites in other
areas of the Borough or the
closure of these sites. Even if
these risks were eliminated
by closure of these sites dull
scale improvements to
infrastructure identified as
constraints in sections 4.8,
4.9, 4.10 are required prior to
further development within
the borough.

Yes

No

You need to look at the
infrastructure first build this
up modernise it build the new
road off the island then look
at the plans. Look at crime
rate. Look at pollution and
environment. Look at what
effect it will have on Local
authorities. i.e. police fire
brigade and ambulance Look
at the society i.e. will people
from the island get on with
new residents.

No

Before any of these plans are considered
there is no mention of infrastructure i.e.
drainage, winding of the roads. The new
road off Canvey which you mention in
your plan will never be built you've been
promising this to the islanders for the last
40 years why now!! Also the extra people
which this project will bring to the island
we can't cope now with the traffic one
accident brings the island to a standstill.
There will be an average of 2 cars per
property, creating more traffic congestion,
pollution and the effects to the
environment could be catastrophic.
You've also not mentioned whether this
housing is for local people in the castle
point area? or is this for a wider majority.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

To get my point of view
across. The council don't
consider the affects it has
on us as an island. Look
at what happened with
the island flooding 2
years ago and the
devastation and affects it
had on people. (we were
flooded)
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New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS199

Raymond
Perry
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Plan 2016
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John
O'Sullivan

H7

No

From a Canvey Island perspective, the
draft Plan is sensible and compliant in
most areas. However, in respects of
transport it is unacceptable. The proposal
to give priority to the extension of
Roscommon Way eastward (!), under the
guise of improving east/west connections
on the Island fails all three tests. The
Inspector needs to be aware f the
background to this: it is apparent to
residents that Castle Point Borough
Council (CPBC) - with Essex County
Council - has demonstrated a real
reluctance to improve access to and from
the Island. The reason for this apparent
approach are unclear. The existing stretch
of Roscommon Way, however, is
evidence of their policy; diverting
Government money intended to actually
improve access to the Island into a
useless road which has only been of
benefit to visiting boy-racers! To put the
Roscommon Way extension ahead of an
access road is merely a continuation of
CPBC's aim of delaying, or if possible
preventing, improved access. This is not
in resident’s interest; and affects
adversely many other proposals in the
Plan.

This is both simple and self
evident. II should be made
clear that a new road off the
Island is the absolute
transport priority; and
references to Roscommon
Way improving east-west
connections on Canvey
Island is only relevant in this
context.

Soundness Comments

No

All roads and infrastructure to be
completed before increasing number of
homes. As the number of new homes for
Benfleet does not add up, I hope that
those for Canvey are correct!!

See question 5"All roads and
infrastructure to be
completed before increasing
number of homes. As the
number of new homes for
Benfleet does not add up, I
hope that those for Canvey
are correct!!"

No

From a Canvey Island perspective, the
draft Plan is sensible and compliant in
most areas. However, in respects of
transport it is unacceptable. The proposal
to give priority to the extension of
Roscommon Way eastward (!), under the
guise of improving east/west connections
on the Island fails all three tests. The
Inspector needs to be aware f the
background to this: it is apparent to
residents that Castle Point Borough
Council (CPBC) - with Essex County
Council - has demonstrated a real
reluctance to improve access to and from
the Island. The reason for this apparent
approach are unclear. The existing stretch
of Roscommon Way, however, is
evidence of their policy; diverting
Government money intended to actually
improve access to the Island into a
useless road which has only been of
benefit to visiting boy-racers! To put the
Roscommon Way extension ahead of an
access road is merely a continuation of
CPBC's aim of delaying, or if possible
preventing, improved access. This is not
in resident’s interest; and affects
adversely many other proposals in the
Plan.

This is both simple and self
evident. II should be made
clear that a new road off the
Island is the absolute
transport priority; and
references to Roscommon
Way improving east-west
connections on Canvey
Island is only relevant in this
context.

Yes
No more building on Canvey. If you lived
here you would know why. Bad
infrastructure Bad drains Bad traffic and
the rest.

No

Yes

Don't build

No

All roads and infrastructure to be
completed before increasing number of
homes. As the number of new homes for
Benfleet does not add up, I hope that
those for Canvey are correct!!

No

No

From a Canvey Island perspective, the
draft Plan is sensible and compliant in
most areas. However, in respects of
transport it is unacceptable. The proposal
to give priority to the extension of
Roscommon Way eastward (!), under the
guise of improving east/west connections
on the Island fails all three tests. The
Inspector needs to be aware f the
background to this: it is apparent to
residents that Castle Point Borough
Council (CPBC) - with Essex County
Council - has demonstrated a real
reluctance to improve access to and from
the Island. The reason for this apparent
approach are unclear. The existing stretch
of Roscommon Way, however, is
evidence of their policy; diverting
Government money intended to actually
improve access to the Island into a
useless road which has only been of
benefit to visiting boy-racers! To put the
Roscommon Way extension ahead of an
access road is merely a continuation of
CPBC's aim of delaying, or if possible
preventing, improved access. This is not
in resident’s interest; and affects
adversely many other proposals in the
Plan.

No

Yes
No more building on Canvey. If you lived
here you would know why. Bad
infrastructure Bad drains Bad traffic and
the rest.

No

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Don't build

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS195

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No
No more building on Canvey. If you lived
here you would know why. Bad
infrastructure Bad drains Bad traffic and
the rest.

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

We do not have the infrastructure to cope
with the amount of houses proposed.

Less buildings

Yes

No

No

No

We do not have the infrastructure to cope
with the amount of houses proposed.

Less buildings

Yes
Where is the infrastructure to support all
new homes, sewage works, Drs - medical
-, schools, roads, car parks. Where is the
new road off of Canvey. A motorcycle
accident on the A130 2 weeks ago log
jammed Benfleet High Road for an hour
and a half. Benfleet and Canvey people
were trapped.
H7 Land off Scrub Lane Scrub Lane is
already a congested, "rat run" to
Southend, (from Thundersley to
Southend, avoiding traffic at Leigh,
Hadleigh, and Thames Drive). With 64
new homes and replacement school.
Possibly 64 more cars. Also - more cars
for "school run" (more congestion) Also possibly more sewage problems Hadleigh

Infrastructure sewage works
roads to get people to
A13/A130 Drs, medical
clinics Schools Car parks

No

Unable to help. Sorry.

No

No

We do not have the infrastructure to cope
with the amount of houses proposed.

Yes
Where is the infrastructure to support all
new homes, sewage works, Drs - medical
-, schools, roads, car parks. Where is the
new road off of Canvey. A motorcycle
accident on the A130 2 weeks ago log
jammed Benfleet High Road for an hour
and a half. Benfleet and Canvey people
were trapped.
H7 Land off Scrub Lane Scrub Lane is
already a congested, "rat run" to
Southend, (from Thundersley to
Southend, avoiding traffic at Leigh,
Hadleigh, and Thames Drive). With 64
new homes and replacement school.
Possibly 64 more cars. Also - more cars
for "school run" (more congestion) Also possibly more sewage problems Hadleigh

Infrastructure sewage works
roads to get people to
A13/A130 Drs, medical
clinics Schools Car parks

No

Unable to help. Sorry.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No
No

Where is the infrastructure to support all
new homes, sewage works, Drs - medical
-, schools, roads, car parks. Where is the
new road off of Canvey. A motorcycle
accident on the A130 2 weeks ago log
jammed Benfleet High Road for an hour
and a half. Benfleet and Canvey people
were trapped.
H7 Land off Scrub Lane Scrub Lane is
already a congested, "rat run" to
Southend, (from Thundersley to
Southend, avoiding traffic at Leigh,
Hadleigh, and Thames Drive). With 64
new homes and replacement school.
Possibly 64 more cars. Also - more cars
for "school run" (more congestion) Also possibly more sewage problems Hadleigh

No

No
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NLPPS209
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No

NLPPS210

Karen
White

H5

No

Soundness Comments

resident 60yrs.

resident 60yrs.

The plan seeks to protect the green belt
but all of the new housing is in the green
belt and will close the green belt gap
between Hadleigh and Daws heath to a
high detrimental level which will soon
result in it becoming joint one uniform
area. Also the roads cannot cope with the
traffic.
All roads in Castle Point and surrounding
area comes to a standstill at the
weekends infrastructure does not cope
Southend Hospital is currently on Black
List alert list days there are not enough
beds/wards open or staff to cope with the
pressures GP's are all full - people cannot
get appointments schools are full The building of too many houses will
result in even worse traffic to get on and
off the island and make Thorney Bay
Road a death trap. I foresee localised
water being pumped into adequate
drainage from 600 houses on Thorney
Bay Camp Site.

The plan seeks to protect the green belt
but all of the new housing is in the green
belt and will close the green belt gap
between Hadleigh and Daws heath to a
high detrimental level which will soon
result in it becoming joint one uniform
area. Also the roads cannot cope with the
traffic.
All roads in Castle Point and surrounding
area comes to a standstill at the
weekends infrastructure does not cope
Southend Hospital is currently on Black
List alert list days there are not enough
beds/wards open or staff to cope with the
pressures GP's are all full - people cannot
get appointments schools are full The building of too many houses will
result in even worse traffic to get on and
off the island and make Thorney Bay
Road a death trap. I foresee localised
water being pumped into adequate
drainage from 600 houses on Thorney
Bay Camp Site.

Homes do need to be built in this part of
the country but not so many on such a
small Island with only one main road
on/off. 760 new homes will bring at least
another 1,520 vehicles to the island. We
live close to Thorney Bay in particular and
to and from working off the island it
already takes us over half an hour in the
morning and around 45 minutes in the
evening to make the 6 miles from Sadlers
Farm. Quality of life for Canvey Island
residents is at stake. Three quarters of an
hour a day to do 12 miles before the rest
of your journey is not right.

No

Stop building more homes
tell the government there is
no more room in Castle
Point.

No

The reducing in house
building

No

We feel retirement properties
would help commuter
congestion for obvious
reasons. So if the 600 homes
were reduced in number to
include majority retirement
style living also some
detached houses with
enough parking for 2-3 cars
and mixed in some 2
bedroom starter homes with
1 parking pace say 400 in
total. This would reduce the
amount of cars travelling to
work. A Benfleet Shuttle bus
to is needed on the island.
Our daughter can never get a
parking space so has instead
leave very early and squash
on the bus with commutes
not using the station and
college commuters. A shuttle
bus just for Benfleet station
would ease these problems
which just stops in 5 different
points. On the journey from
the Point to Benfleet station.
Then again in the evening.
600 homes in one space with
one road is far too much add
on another 160 is ridiculous.

No

Homes do need to be built in this part of
the country but not so many on such a
small Island with only one main road
on/off. 760 new homes will bring at least
another 1,520 vehicles to the island. We
live close to Thorney Bay in particular and
to and from working off the island it
already takes us over half an hour in the
morning and around 45 minutes in the
evening to make the 6 miles from Sadlers
Farm. Quality of life for Canvey Island
residents is at stake. Three quarters of an
hour a day to do 12 miles before the rest
of your journey is not right.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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attending
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resident 60yrs.

Yes

Stop building more homes
tell the government there is
no more room in Castle
Point.

No

The reducing in house
building

No

We feel retirement properties
would help commuter
congestion for obvious
reasons. So if the 600 homes
were reduced in number to
include majority retirement
style living also some
detached houses with
enough parking for 2-3 cars
and mixed in some 2
bedroom starter homes with
1 parking pace say 400 in
total. This would reduce the
amount of cars travelling to
work. A Benfleet Shuttle bus
to is needed on the island.
Our daughter can never get a
parking space so has instead
leave very early and squash
on the bus with commutes
not using the station and
college commuters. A shuttle
bus just for Benfleet station
would ease these problems
which just stops in 5 different
points. On the journey from
the Point to Benfleet station.
Then again in the evening.
600 homes in one space with
one road is far too much add
on another 160 is ridiculous.

No

No

All roads in Castle Point and surrounding
area comes to a standstill at the
weekends infrastructure does not cope
Southend Hospital is currently on Black
List alert list days there are not enough
beds/wards open or staff to cope with the
pressures GP's are all full - people cannot
get appointments schools are full The building of too many houses will
result in even worse traffic to get on and
off the island and make Thorney Bay
Road a death trap. I foresee localised
water being pumped into adequate
drainage from 600 houses on Thorney
Bay Camp Site.

Homes do need to be built in this part of
the country but not so many on such a
small Island with only one main road
on/off. 760 new homes will bring at least
another 1,520 vehicles to the island. We
live close to Thorney Bay in particular and
to and from working off the island it
already takes us over half an hour in the
morning and around 45 minutes in the
evening to make the 6 miles from Sadlers
Farm. Quality of life for Canvey Island
residents is at stake. Three quarters of an
hour a day to do 12 miles before the rest
of your journey is not right.

No

No

Yes

Because we live so close
to Thorney Bay in
particular what happens
there will affect our day
to day living whilst work
is going on and after.
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Karen
White

H6

No

NLPPS212

Lynn Street

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS213

Neil
McCann

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS214

Carl
Waters

H5

No

NLPPS215

Carl
Waters

H6

No

NLPPS216

Peter
Young

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

Homes do need to be built in this part of
the country but not so many on such a
small Island with only one main road
on/off. 760 new homes will bring at least
another 1,520 vehicles to the island. We
live close to Thorney Bay in particular and
to and from working off the island it
already takes us over half an hour in the
morning and around 45 minutes in the
evening to make the 6 miles from Sadlers
Farm. Quality of life for Canvey Island
residents is at stake. Three quarters of an
hour a day to do 12 miles before the rest
of your journey is not right.

We feel retirement properties
would help commuter
congestion for obvious
reasons. So if the 600 homes
were reduced in number to
include majority retirement
style living also some
detached houses with
enough parking for 2-3 cars
and mixed in some 2
bedroom starter homes with
1 parking pace say 400 in
total. This would reduce the
amount of cars travelling to
work. A Benfleet Shuttle bus
to is needed on the island.
Our daughter can never get a
parking space so has instead
leave very early and squash
on the bus with commutes
not using the station and
college commuters. A shuttle
bus just for Benfleet station
would ease these problems
which just stops in 5 different
points. On the journey from
the Point to Benfleet station.
Then again in the evening.
600 homes in one space with
one road is far too much add
on another 160 is ridiculous.

Before you build houses we need another
road on and off island you cannot put
more houses if you have not got the roads
to cope with the volume of people now so
how will this help with more houses do
what is important first. Where’s the money
coming from can’t afford a road, can
afford houses. You never listen to what
the people want. You never listen what’s
the point.
Too many houses/people on Canvey
Drainage/sewers inadequate at present.
Roads inadequate for traffic No 24hr
emergency services schools will be over
subscribed
No new homes on Canvey H6, H5 How
do you plan to deal with already struggling
infrastructure, flooding issues
congestion/traffic on and off island lack of
police, increase in crime. Why have you
made this form so difficult to understand
No new homes on Canvey H6, H5 How
do you plan to deal with already struggling
infrastructure, flooding issues
congestion/traffic on and off island lack of
police, increase in crime. Why have you
made this form so difficult to understand
I would not attempt to comment on
proposals for Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley as I live on Canvey Island. I
would though happily agree on any
improvements on Canvey Way especially
in dualling the carriageways of the A130
onto Canvey Island from Sadlers Farm
Junction. Mainly making the whole of
Canvey Way a dual carriageway onto and
off of the Island.

No

No

No more houses more roads
off Drainage/sewers to be
sorted out more schools 24hr
emergency services

No

No

No

Yes

Soundness Comments

Homes do need to be built in this part of
the country but not so many on such a
small Island with only one main road
on/off. 760 new homes will bring at least
another 1,520 vehicles to the island. We
live close to Thorney Bay in particular and
to and from working off the island it
already takes us over half an hour in the
morning and around 45 minutes in the
evening to make the 6 miles from Sadlers
Farm. Quality of life for Canvey Island
residents is at stake. Three quarters of an
hour a day to do 12 miles before the rest
of your journey is not right.

We feel retirement properties
would help commuter
congestion for obvious
reasons. So if the 600 homes
were reduced in number to
include majority retirement
style living also some
detached houses with
enough parking for 2-3 cars
and mixed in some 2
bedroom starter homes with
1 parking pace say 400 in
total. This would reduce the
amount of cars travelling to
work. A Benfleet Shuttle bus
to is needed on the island.
Our daughter can never get a
parking space so has instead
leave very early and squash
on the bus with commutes
not using the station and
college commuters. A shuttle
bus just for Benfleet station
would ease these problems
which just stops in 5 different
points. On the journey from
the Point to Benfleet station.
Then again in the evening.
600 homes in one space with
one road is far too much add
on another 160 is ridiculous.

Before you build houses we need another
road on and off island you cannot put
more houses if you have not got the roads
to cope with the volume of people now so
how will this help with more houses do
what is important first. Where’s the money
coming from can’t afford a road, can
afford houses. You never listen to what
the people want. You never listen what’s
the point.
Too many houses/people on Canvey
Drainage/sewers inadequate at present.
Roads inadequate for traffic No 24hr
emergency services schools will be over
subscribed
No new homes on Canvey H6, H5 How
do you plan to deal with already struggling
infrastructure, flooding issues
congestion/traffic on and off island lack of
police, increase in crime. Why have you
made this form so difficult to understand
No new homes on Canvey H6, H5 How
do you plan to deal with already struggling
infrastructure, flooding issues
congestion/traffic on and off island lack of
police, increase in crime. Why have you
made this form so difficult to understand
I would not attempt to comment on
proposals for Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley as I live on Canvey Island. I
would though happily agree on any
improvements on Canvey Way especially
in dualling the carriageways of the A130
onto Canvey Island from Sadlers Farm
Junction. Mainly making the whole of
Canvey Way a dual carriageway onto and
off of the Island.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Homes do need to be built in this part of
the country but not so many on such a
small Island with only one main road
on/off. 760 new homes will bring at least
another 1,520 vehicles to the island. We
live close to Thorney Bay in particular and
to and from working off the island it
already takes us over half an hour in the
morning and around 45 minutes in the
evening to make the 6 miles from Sadlers
Farm. Quality of life for Canvey Island
residents is at stake. Three quarters of an
hour a day to do 12 miles before the rest
of your journey is not right.

No

No more houses more roads
off Drainage/sewers to be
sorted out more schools 24hr
emergency services

No

No

No

Yes

Before you build houses we need another
road on and off island you cannot put
more houses if you have not got the roads
to cope with the volume of people now so
how will this help with more houses do
what is important first. Where’s the money
coming from can’t afford a road, can
afford houses. You never listen to what
the people want. You never listen what’s
the point.
Too many houses/people on Canvey
Drainage/sewers inadequate at present.
Roads inadequate for traffic No 24hr
emergency services schools will be over
subscribed
No new homes on Canvey H6, H5 How
do you plan to deal with already struggling
infrastructure, flooding issues
congestion/traffic on and off island lack of
police, increase in crime. Why have you
made this form so difficult to understand
No new homes on Canvey H6, H5 How
do you plan to deal with already struggling
infrastructure, flooding issues
congestion/traffic on and off island lack of
police, increase in crime. Why have you
made this form so difficult to understand
I would not attempt to comment on
proposals for Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley as I live on Canvey Island. I
would though happily agree on any
improvements on Canvey Way especially
in dualling the carriageways of the A130
onto Canvey Island from Sadlers Farm
Junction. Mainly making the whole of
Canvey Way a dual carriageway onto and
off of the Island.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS211

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Because we live so close
to Thorney Bay in
particular what happens
there will affect our day
to day living whilst work
is going on and after.

No

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS218

NLPPS219

NLPPS220

NLPPS221

Trevor
Smith

Trevor
Smith

Elaine De
Can
(Canvey
Island
Town
Council)
Elaine De
Can
(Canvey
Island
Town
Council)

Lynda
Jones

H5

Yes

Soundness Comments

No

No new homes should be built on Canvey
because the drainage system is not good
enough, to quote Anglian Water
publication Protecting our Canvey March
2015 Deficiency in drainage network on
Canvey needs £24.5 million to improve
drainage infrastructure, until this work is
complete surely it would be fool hardy to
build more homes.! 160 homes off point
road would cause traffic problems in point
roads 20mph limit and road restrictions by
Leigh Beck school and cause rat runs in
Holten Road, Linroping Ave and
Smallgains Ave. Also all traffic on and off
Canvey has to use waterside roundabout.
1. Drains inadequate 2. Road inadequate
3. School full 4. Shortage of doctors

No new homes should be built on Canvey
because the drainage system is not good
enough, to quote Anglian Water
publication Protecting our Canvey March
2015 Deficiency in drainage network on
Canvey needs £24.5 million to improve
drainage infrastructure , until this work is
complete surely it would be fool hardy to
build more homes.! 160 homes off point
road would cause traffic problems in point
roads 20mph limit and road restrictions by
Leigh Beck school and cause rat runs in
Holten Road, Linroping Ave and
Smallgains Ave. Also all traffic on and off
Canvey has to use waterside roundabout.
1. Drains inadequate 2. Road inadequate
3. School full 4. Shortage of doctors

No new homes should be
built on Canvey because the
drainage system is not good
enough, to quote Anglian
Water publication Protecting
our Canvey March 2015
Deficiency in drainage
network on Canvey needs
£24.5 million to improve
drainage infrastructure ,
until this work is complete
surely it would be fool hardy
to build more homes.! 160
homes off point road would
cause traffic problems in
point roads 20mph limit and
road restrictions by Leigh
Beck school and cause rat
runs in Holten Road,
Linroping Ave and
Smallgains Ave. Also all
traffic on and off Canvey has
to use waterside roundabout.
1. Drains inadequate 2. Road
inadequate 3. School full 4.
Shortage of doctors
No new homes should be
built on Canvey because the
drainage system is not good
enough, to quote Anglian
Water publication Protecting
our Canvey March 2015
Deficiency in drainage
network on Canvey needs
£24.5 million to improve
drainage infrastructure ,
until this work is complete
surely it would be fool hardy
to build more homes.! 160
homes off point road would
cause traffic problems in
point roads 20mph limit and
road restrictions by Leigh
Beck school and cause rat
runs in Holten Road,
Linroping Ave and
Smallgains Ave. Also all
traffic on and off Canvey has
to use waterside roundabout.
1. Drains inadequate 2. Road
inadequate 3. School full 4.
Shortage of doctors

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

No new homes should be built on Canvey
because the drainage system is not good
enough, to quote Anglian Water
publication Protecting our Canvey March
2015 Deficiency in drainage network on
Canvey needs £24.5 million to improve
drainage infrastructure, until this work is
complete surely it would be fool hardy to
build more homes.! 160 homes off point
road would cause traffic problems in point
roads 20mph limit and road restrictions by
Leigh Beck school and cause rat runs in
Holten Road, Linroping Ave and
Smallgains Ave. Also all traffic on and off
Canvey has to use waterside roundabout.
1. Drains inadequate 2. Road inadequate
3. School full 4. Shortage of doctors

No

No

No new homes should be built on Canvey
because the drainage system is not good
enough, to quote Anglian Water
publication Protecting our Canvey March
2015 Deficiency in drainage network on
Canvey needs £24.5 million to improve
drainage infrastructure , until this work is
complete surely it would be fool hardy to
build more homes.! 160 homes off point
road would cause traffic problems in point
roads 20mph limit and road restrictions by
Leigh Beck school and cause rat runs in
Holten Road, Linroping Ave and
Smallgains Ave. Also all traffic on and off
Canvey has to use waterside roundabout.
1. Drains inadequate 2. Road inadequate
3. School full 4. Shortage of doctors

No

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS217

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

H6

Yes

No

New Local
Plan 2016

No

No

Yes

No

Proposals
Map

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

2.1

No

No

Because it’s not just about the houses.
which is bad enough.... the impact on our
roads will be enormous... for very house
at least 1 to 2 cars. it is bad enough now
... we are a little island. 7.5 sq mls... and
this plan allows at least another 1000+
cars trying to navigate our streets.!

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS223

Allen
Knight

Ann Hills

NLPPS224

D M Hind

NLPPS225

Robert
Kruger

NLPPS226

NLPPS227
NLPPS228
NLPPS229

NLPPS230

H9

H7

New Local
Plan 2016

11.4

Beryl
Robinson

New Local
Plan 2016

Edward
King
David
Hayes

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

Ellea Hunt

E.R
Beatles

H9

No

No

No

No

Yes

The proposed new housing site, H9, Land
South of Daws Heath is on greenbelt land
and the development is contrary to the
wishes of local residents and many
councillors. My local councillors were
barred from voting on this issue at council
meetings and were unable to represent
me and other local residents because the
councillors live too local to the proposed
site. They were prevented from doing their
elected function and I consider this is
illegal, unsound practice resulting in co
co-operation on the councils part to
consider my views. The farm buildings
occupy a small area of the area shown as
H9. I believe this classifies those areas as
brown field sites which may be considered
appropriate for development. However H9
encompasses the whole area which
includes open farmland and meadows
which are clearly greenbelt areas and not
brown field areas. Greenbelt areas must
not be developed!!!

If the wishes of local
residents is going to be
totally ignored and some
development is going to take
place in brown field areas on
the currently green belt land,
the development must be
restricted to the actual
footprint of the existing farm
buildings. The current
planning application
submitted by developers to
Castle Point Council for
development on land at
Solby Wood Farm (part of
H9) greatly exceeds the
footprint of existing farm
buildings and the proposals
do not in any way conform to
criteria specified in policy H9
and the application must be
rejected. The application is
massive overdevelopment of
the site and includes flats
and car parks totally out of
keeping with this semi-rural
area.

No thought has been given to the rate
payers, firstly we don’t believe you should
build on children’s playing fields, two we
have problems parking now, with the
school in the next road, as well as the
new houses that were built off the bottom
of Seymour RD and Scrub Lane. It looks
like we moved here for pieces and quiet
and most people I speak to say, like us
will be selling up and moving. Again, so
the council will lose a lot of rate payers.
I do not. Are you going to build a new
station. Run more trains. How are people
it bad now. You cannot wider all the
roads. More buses. How people going to
get off the Island. One little crash and all
come to a standstill. Benfleet will been
only ones to benefit.
The travel infrastructure needs to be
improved before any homes are built on
Canvey. This is a health and safety issue
as the Island is gridlocked. If there was to
be a disaster, Canvey would be in big, big
danger.
Anything to improve or regenerate is
acceptable so long as infrastructure /
roads etc is also taken into account and
implemented A.S.A.P. The residents of
Canvey notice a difference once you enter
Benfleet. The regeneration of Canvey
town centre should be a priority. This has
been promised for many, many years (I
have lived on the Island for 46 years).
Better care of the whole look,
verges/paths/walkways, the parking/the
lake etc. before the new housing!!!

Yes
No
Yes

Yes

No

No

The borough council have all
ready decide I doubt they do
live on the Island. So they
don't have to get on off. No
hospital.

No

Soundness Comments

The proposed new housing site, H9, Land
South of Daws Heath is on greenbelt land
and the development is contrary to the
wishes of local residents and many
councillors. My local councillors were
barred from voting on this issue at council
meetings and were unable to represent
me and other local residents because the
councillors live too local to the proposed
site. They were prevented from doing their
elected function and I consider this is
illegal, unsound practice resulting in co
co-operation on the council’s part to
consider my views. The farm buildings
occupy a small area of the area shown as
H9. I believe this classifies those areas as
brown field sites which may be considered
appropriate for development. However H9
encompasses the whole area which
includes open farmland and meadows
which are clearly greenbelt areas and not
brown field areas. Greenbelt areas must
not be developed!!!

If the wishes of local
residents is going to be
totally ignored and some
development is going to take
place in brown field areas on
the currently green belt land,
the development must be
restricted to the actual
footprint of the existing farm
buildings. The current
planning application
submitted by developers to
Castle Point Council for
development on land at
Solby Wood Farm (part of
H9) greatly exceeds the
footprint of existing farm
buildings and the proposals
do not in any way conform to
criteria specified in policy H9
and the application must be
rejected. The application is
massive overdevelopment of
the site and includes flats
and car parks totally out of
keeping with this semi-rural
area.

No thought has been given to the rate
payers, firstly we don’t believe you should
build on children’s playing fields, two we
have problems parking now, with the
school in the next road, as well as the
new houses that were built off the bottom
of Seymour RD and Scrub Lane. It looks
like we moved here for pieces and quiet
and most people I speak to say, like us
will be selling up and moving. Again, so
the council will lose a lot of rate payers.
I do not. Are you going to build a new
station. Run more trains. How are people
it bad now. You cannot wider all the
roads. More buses. How people going to
get off the Island. One little crash and all
come to a standstill. Benfleet will been
only ones to benefit.

No

Canvey Island traffic is a disaster waiting
to happen, the Island is gridlocked at peak
times and extra homes and cars will
provide far greater problems.

Yes

Anything to improve or regenerate is
acceptable so long as infrastructure /
roads etc is also taken into account and
implemented A.S.A.P. The residents of
Canvey notice a difference once you enter
Benfleet. The regeneration of Canvey
town centre should be a priority. This has
been promised for many, many years (I
have lived on the Island for 46 years).
Better care of the whole look,
verges/paths/walkways, the parking/the
lake etc. before the new housing!!!

No

The borough council have all
ready decide I doubt they do
live on the Island. So they
don't have to get on off. No
hospital.

No

Scrap plan until new roads
are built.

Yes

Yes

No thought has been given to the rate
payers, firstly we don’t believe you should
build on children’s playing fields, two we
have problems parking now, with the
school in the next road, as well as the
new houses that were built off the bottom
of Seymour RD and Scrub Lane. It looks
like we moved here for pieces and quiet
and most people I speak to say, like us
will be selling up and moving. Again, so
the council will lose a lot of rate payers.
I do not. Are you going to build a new
station. Run more trains. How are people
it bad now. You cannot wider all the
roads. More buses. How people going to
get off the Island. One little crash and all
come to a standstill. Benfleet will been
only ones to benefit.

No more houses on Canvey

No

The H9 aspect of the proposal is unsound
in that it will eventually generate more
traffic into Daws Heath Rd / Rayleigh Rd
junction that is already gridlocked for
several times a day. I take issue that only
1% of the green belt will be lost.
Regardless of status of the land it would
appear that more than 1% of open space
is planned for building. 9Mt objections are
not that of a "NIMBY" at my age (82) it is

H11 (1 + 2) should have
priority

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

No

No

Anything to improve or regenerate is
acceptable so long as infrastructure /
roads etc is also taken into account and
implemented A.S.A.P. The residents of
Canvey notice a difference once you enter
Benfleet. The regeneration of Canvey
town centre should be a priority. This has
been promised for many, many years (I
have lived on the Island for 46 years).
Better care of the whole look,
verges/paths/walkways, the parking/the
lake etc. before the new housing!!!

Yes

Yes

No

No

The proposed new housing site, H9, Land
South of Daws Heath is on greenbelt land
and the development is contrary to the
wishes of local residents and many
councillors. My local councillors were
barred from voting on this issue at council
meetings and were unable to represent
me and other local residents because the
councillors live too local to the proposed
site. They were prevented from doing their
elected function and I consider this is
illegal, unsound practice resulting in co
co-operation on the council’s part to
consider my views. The farm buildings
occupy a small area of the area shown as
H9. I believe this classifies those areas as
brown field sites which may be considered
appropriate for development. However H9
encompasses the whole area which
includes open farmland and meadows
which are clearly greenbelt areas and not
brown field areas. Greenbelt areas must
not be developed!!!

No

Yes
No more houses on Canvey

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS222

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No
No more houses on Canvey

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

unlikely that I will be effected)

NLPPS231

NLPPS232

NLPPS233

NLPPS234

P
Anderson

P
Anderson

P
Anderson

P
Anderson

3.1

H5

H6

H 10

No

No

No

No

Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck

You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.
You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.
You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.
You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.

No

No

No

No

Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck

You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.

No

You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.

No

You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.

No

You need to check the sewer
system, and take a serious
look at the amount of
flooding the Island suffers in
a torrential rain fall. It seems
strange to me that the
document that the Dutch
wrote about how much
housing should be put on the
Island has mysteriously
disappeared. How
convenient is that. I was born
on the Island.

No

Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck
Proposal H10, H6, H5 these site are not
appropriate because our sewage pipes
are not adequate enough to cope with any
more housing and also H5 is on an area
prone to flooding if you start putting more
houses on the Island it is manmade and
you have already filled in a lot of our
dykes which were built you stop the
flooding this Island is not sustainable for
the amount of building you are putting on
it. We also do not need a road towards
Corringham we need one the other end of
the Island towards Leigh on Sea if we
have a flood all traffic will be bottleneck

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS235

NLPPS236

NLPPS237

Derek
Collins

STEVEN
LORKINS

Chris Fox

New Local
Plan 2016

H 11

H 11

No

No

Chris Fox

E3

NLPPS239

LINDA
CRIPPS

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS240

Carol
Reeve

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS241

Christine
Nash

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS242

New Local
Plan 2016

1. No mention of improving / extending
drainage systems foul and surface prior to
any further large development H5, H6 and
Chartfleet industrial area. 2. No mention
of improvements / maintenance of existing
road system. 3. The regeneration plan for
Canvey Town Centre is unrealistic and
needs modification to what would be
financially achievable. 4. No mention of
schools for increased population i.e.
Mothballed Castle Point School 5. No
mention of existing storage facility at Hole
Haven. None should be allowed and
within this area should be returned to
Green Belt. 6. Priorities should be to
construct new RD linking Northwick RD to
Manor Way Corringham and dualling of
Canvey Way. Both must be achievable
within 10 years 7. Sea wall defences
improvements.
The land to be used in H11 is Green Belt
and should not be used for housing.
Green Belt is and should stay protected.
Also infrastructure - rush hour traffic
getting onto and leaving the area is bad
now. Introducing over 1,000 properties will
congest roads even more. Environment the Green Belt area boasts lots of wildlife
dear, forgs, badgers, bats, owls to name a
few.

1. Open space improvements
and landscaping 2. Restrict /
control - types of shops i.e.
Charity which undermine the
quality of High Street 3.
Regenerate / maintain car
parks - Haystack /seafront 4.
Impose improvement notices
on land / property owners
where local amenity is
affected. i.e. small chains
corner shops east of High
Street May Avenue, land to
rear of Iceland, Lakeside
corner.

Do not build on Green Belt.
In fill areas first. Improve
road access.

Yes

NLPPS238

Maureen
Ford

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No more development on the Island until
drainage and services are brought into the
21st century as it cannot cope with the
amount of houses etc and people now.
The drainage has still not been dealt with.
Until the problem is resolved I can't see
how the building of more homes can be
justified. Traffic on the Island builds up
extremely quickly. How, therefore, can
properties be built at the Point, Thorney
Bay, etc - all areas that get congested.

Drainage system Roads No
more housing

No

No

Soundness Comments

1. No mention of improving / extending
drainage systems foul and surface prior to
any further large development H5, H6 and
Chartfleet industrial area. 2. No mention
of improvements / maintenance of existing
road system. 3. The regeneration plan for
Canvey Town Centre is unrealistic and
needs modification to what would be
financially achievable. 4. No mention of
schools for increased population i.e.
Mothballed Castle Point School 5. No
mention of existing storage facility at Hole
Haven. None should be allowed and
within this area should be returned to
Green Belt. 6. Priorities should be to
construct new RD linking Northwick RD to
Manor Way Corringham and dualling of
Canvey Way. Both must be achievable
within 10 years 7. Sea wall defences
improvements.
The land to be used in H11 is Green Belt
and should not be used for housing.
Green Belt is and should stay protected.
Also infrastructure - rush hour traffic
getting onto and leaving the area is bad
now. Introducing over 1,000 properties will
congest roads even more. Environment the Green Belt area boasts lots of wildlife
dear, forgs, badgers, bats, owls to name a
few.
Section 32 of the National Policy
Framework states; soundness.
Developments should take account of
whether safe and suitable access to the
site can be achieved for all people. H11
1,2,3 & 4 1200 homes means extra cars
accessing Manor Road through my estate
onto Manor Road and hence onto the A13
via Tarpots traffic lights I believe the plan
is unsound as it has not addressed the
significant increase of private and
commercial transport that it would cause.
Section 32 of the National Policy
Framework states; soundness.
Developments should take account of
whether safe and suitable access to the
site can be achieved for all people. E3
adjacent to Manor Trading Estate 4ha
extra previous plans had Manor Trading
Estate connected to the A130. This
development will mean heavy lorries
accessing the A13 via Tarpots traffic
lights. Castle Point Councils decision to
allow Aldi to develop at Tarpots means
this junction is already over utilised. I
believe the plan is unsound as it has not
addressed the significant increase of
private and commercial transport that it
would cause.
No more development on the Island until
drainage and services are brought into the
21st century as it cannot cope with the
amount of houses etc and people now.
The drainage has still not been dealt with.
Until the problem is resolved I can't see
how the building of more homes can be
justified. Traffic on the Island builds up
extremely quickly. How, therefore, can
properties be built at the Point, Thorney
Bay, etc - all areas that get congested.

1. Open space improvements
and landscaping 2. Restrict /
control - types of shops i.e.
Charity which undermine the
quality of High Street 3.
Regenerate / maintain car
parks - Haystack /seafront 4.
Impose improvement notices
on land / property owners
where local amenity is
affected. i.e. small chains
corner shops east of High
Street May Avenue, land to
rear of Iceland, Lakeside
corner.

Road infrastructure. Not sufficient. Drain
system does not sustain present housing.
Schools already falling behind required
standards.

No

Yes

The land to be used in H11 is Green Belt
and should not be used for housing.
Green Belt is and should stay protected.
Also infrastructure - rush hour traffic
getting onto and leaving the area is bad
now. Introducing over 1,000 properties will
congest roads even more. Environment the Green Belt area boasts lots of wildlife
dear, forgs, badgers, bats, owls to name a
few.

No

I believe the plan should
identify how it intends to
cope with the increase in
traffic it would cause.

Yes

No

I believe the plan should
identify how it intends to
cope with the increase in
traffic it would cause.

Yes

No

Drainage system Roads No
more housing

No

No

If new access road put in
place before new houses as
once again stuck in hours of
traffic jams in the last
accident on Canvey Way.
Street again flooded as off
the latest heavy rainfall.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No more development on the Island until
drainage and services are brought into the
21st century as it cannot cope with the
amount of houses etc and people now.
The drainage has still not been dealt with.
Until the problem is resolved I can't see
how the building of more homes can be
justified. Traffic on the Island builds up
extremely quickly. How, therefore, can
properties be built at the Point, Thorney
Bay, etc - all areas that get congested.

Yes

Road infrastructure. Not sufficient. Drain
system does not sustain present housing.
Schools already falling behind required
standards.

General Comments

Do not build on Green Belt.
In fill areas first. Improve
road access.

Yes
If new access road put in
place before new houses as
once again stuck in hours of
traffic jams in the last
accident on Canvey Way.
Street again flooded as off
the latest heavy rainfall.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

To put my point across
regarding Green Belt.

No

No

No

Road infrastructure. Not sufficient. Drain
system does not sustain present housing.
Schools already falling behind required
standards.

No
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Soundness Comments

Drains not sufficient due to
grass cuttings blown into
curbs when council finally
gets around to cutting green
areas.

NLPPS243

Valerie
O'Leary

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS244

Anne
Wood

NLPPS245

Iris O'Brien

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS246

Colin Duff

2.1

No

No point building more houses when the
people who live on Canvey Island cannot
get on and off the Island with too many
cars.

No more houses until we
have 2 new roads off the
island, one at the point to
Leigh on Sea and another
that does not use waterside
round about.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

No point building more houses when the
people who live on Canvey Island cannot
get on and off the Island with too many
cars.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Drains not sufficient due to
grass cuttings blown into
curbs when council finally
gets around to cutting green
areas.

No

No point building more houses when the
people who live on Canvey Island cannot
get on and off the Island with too many
cars.

No more houses until we
have 2 new roads off the
island, one at the point to
Leigh on Sea and another
that does not use waterside
round about.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

The Draft New Local Plan and its
proposed amendments are misleading,
ambiguous and unclear. There is no
statutory definition of virgin Green Belt.
Land it is either allocated as Green Belt,
or not, within The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). It is unclear in
respect of a number of sites not
specifically referred to, since some are not
included in the Draft New Local Plan as
proposals sites. The Plan also appears to
leave some Green Belt sites in the Draft
New Local Plan outlined for development.
The Draft New Local Plan requires
investigation of other constraints to
include drainage, transport infrastructure,
flood risk, and hazardous installations on
Canvey Island. For example, Canvey
Island is a flood risk zone 3 and David
Cameron has stated that no more building
would take place on flood plains. This has
not been properly assessed, and in the
light of recent documented flooding
occurrences needs reassessing. The
Council has identified in its own 250 page
Draft New Local Plan document that
Canvey Island infrastructure for transport,
doctors, schools, roads etc. is insufficient
and needs addressing to support any
proposed development. Canvey Island
drainage system as identified in ECC
Flood investigation report 10/2014 is
inadequate, not fit for purpose and lacking
for current housing needs. The
recommendations in the report have not
been implemented. It requires 24.5 million
pounds to bring it up to standard. An
external emergency plan has not been
published by the local authority in respect
of the 2 hazardous installation COMAH
sites therefore residents are at risk. In
addition, Canvey Island is suffering from
increased levels of pollution which are
nearing the EU limits as identified by their
own Environmental Health Officer recent
report 28/1/2016 when measured at
Northwick Monitoring Station. The Plan
may not be legal or fulfil the duty of the
Council to Co-operate, neither may it pass
the four test of soundness in NPPF. It is
unclear, inconsistent and contradictory,
leaving certain Green Belt Sites within the
Draft New Local plan but excluding
others, and attempting to remove sites
that is not supported by evidence will
result in the Councils housing needs
being found unsustainable. The Councils
Special Meeting agenda item 3 24/2/2016
motion1 refers to the aforementioned
should you require the detail.

The Draft New Local Plan
and its proposed
amendments are misleading,
ambiguous and unclear.
There is no statutory
definition of virgin Green
Belt. Land it is either
allocated as Green Belt, or
not, within The National
Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). It is unclear in
respect of a number of sites
not specifically referred to,
since some are not included
in the Draft New Local Plan
as proposals sites. The Plan
also appears to leave some
Green Belt sites in the Draft
New Local Plan outlined for
development. The Draft New
Local Plan requires
investigation of other
constraints to include
drainage, transport
infrastructure, flood risk, and
hazardous installations on
Canvey Island. For example,
Canvey Island is a flood risk
zone 3 and David Cameron
has stated that no more
building would take place on
flood plains . This has not
been properly assessed, and
in the light of recent
documented flooding
occurrences needs
reassessing. The Council
has identified in its own 250
page Draft New Local Plan
document that Canvey Island
infrastructure for transport,
doctors, schools, roads etc.
is insufficient and needs
addressing to support any
proposed development.
Canvey Island drainage
system as identified in ECC
Flood investigation report
10/2014 is inadequate, not fit
for purpose and lacking for
current housing needs. The
recommendations in the
report have not been
implemented. It requires 24.5
million pounds to bring it up
to standard. An external
emergency plan has not
been published by the local
authority in respect of the 2
hazardous installation
COMAH sites therefore
residents are at risk. In
addition, Canvey Island is

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

The Draft New Local Plan and its
proposed amendments are misleading,
ambiguous and unclear. There is no
statutory definition of virgin Green Belt.
Land it is either allocated as Green Belt,
or not, within The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). It is unclear in
respect of a number of sites not
specifically referred to, since some are not
included in the Draft New Local Plan as
proposals sites. The Plan also appears to
leave some Green Belt sites in the Draft
New Local Plan outlined for development.
The Draft New Local Plan requires
investigation of other constraints to
include drainage, transport infrastructure,
flood risk, and hazardous installations on
Canvey Island. For example, Canvey
Island is a flood risk zone 3 and David
Cameron has stated that no more building
would take place on flood plains . This
has not been properly assessed, and in
the light of recent documented flooding
occurrences needs reassessing. The
Council has identified in its own 250 page
Draft New Local Plan document that
Canvey Island infrastructure for transport,
doctors, schools, roads etc. is insufficient
and needs addressing to support any
proposed development. Canvey Island
drainage system as identified in ECC
Flood investigation report 10/2014 is
inadequate, not fit for purpose and lacking
for current housing needs. The
recommendations in the report have not
been implemented. It requires 24.5 million
pounds to bring it up to standard. An
external emergency plan has not been
published by the local authority in respect
of the 2 hazardous installation COMAH
sites therefore residents are at risk. In
addition, Canvey Island is suffering from
increased levels of pollution which are
nearing the EU limits as identified by their
own Environmental Health Officer recent
report 28/1/2016 when measured at
Northwick Monitoring Station. The Plan
may not be legal or fulfil the duty of the
Council to Co-operate, neither may it pass
the four test of soundness in NPPF. It is
unclear, inconsistent and contradictory,
leaving certain Green Belt Sites within the
Draft New Local plan but excluding
others, and attempting to remove sites
that is not supported by evidence will
result in the Councils housing needs
being found unsustainable. The Councils
Special Meeting agenda item 3 24/2/2016
motion1 refers to the aforementioned
should you require the detail.

The Draft New Local Plan
and its proposed
amendments are misleading,
ambiguous and unclear.
There is no statutory
definition of virgin Green
Belt. Land it is either
allocated as Green Belt, or
not, within The National
Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). It is unclear in
respect of a number of sites
not specifically referred to,
since some are not included
in the Draft New Local Plan
as proposals sites. The Plan
also appears to leave some
Green Belt sites in the Draft
New Local Plan outlined for
development. The Draft New
Local Plan requires
investigation of other
constraints to include
drainage, transport
infrastructure, flood risk, and
hazardous installations on
Canvey Island. For example,
Canvey Island is a flood risk
zone 3 and David Cameron
has stated that no more
building would take place on
flood plains . This has not
been properly assessed, and
in the light of recent
documented flooding
occurrences needs
reassessing. The Council
has identified in its own 250
page Draft New Local Plan
document that Canvey Island
infrastructure for transport,
doctors, schools, roads etc.
is insufficient and needs
addressing to support any
proposed development.
Canvey Island drainage
system as identified in ECC
Flood investigation report
10/2014 is inadequate, not fit
for purpose and lacking for
current housing needs. The
recommendations in the
report have not been
implemented. It requires 24.5
million pounds to bring it up
to standard. An external
emergency plan has not
been published by the local
authority in respect of the 2
hazardous installation
COMAH sites therefore
residents are at risk. In
addition, Canvey Island is

No

The Draft New Local Plan and its
proposed amendments are misleading,
ambiguous and unclear. There is no
statutory definition of virgin Green Belt.
Land it is either allocated as Green Belt,
or not, within The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). It is unclear in
respect of a number of sites not
specifically referred to, since some are not
included in the Draft New Local Plan as
proposals sites. The Plan also appears to
leave some Green Belt sites in the Draft
New Local Plan outlined for development.
The Draft New Local Plan requires
investigation of other constraints to
include drainage, transport infrastructure,
flood risk, and hazardous installations on
Canvey Island. For example, Canvey
Island is a flood risk zone 3 and David
Cameron has stated that no more building
would take place on flood plains . This
has not been properly assessed, and in
the light of recent documented flooding
occurrences needs reassessing. The
Council has identified in its own 250 page
Draft New Local Plan document that
Canvey Island infrastructure for transport,
doctors, schools, roads etc. is insufficient
and needs addressing to support any
proposed development. Canvey Island
drainage system as identified in ECC
Flood investigation report 10/2014 is
inadequate, not fit for purpose and lacking
for current housing needs. The
recommendations in the report have not
been implemented. It requires 24.5 million
pounds to bring it up to standard. An
external emergency plan has not been
published by the local authority in respect
of the 2 hazardous installation COMAH
sites therefore residents are at risk. In
addition, Canvey Island is suffering from
increased levels of pollution which are
nearing the EU limits as identified by their
own Environmental Health Officer recent
report 28/1/2016 when measured at
Northwick Monitoring Station. The Plan
may not be legal or fulfil the duty of the
Council to Co-operate, neither may it pass
the four test of soundness in NPPF. It is
unclear, inconsistent and contradictory,
leaving certain Green Belt Sites within the
Draft New Local plan but excluding
others, and attempting to remove sites
that is not supported by evidence will
result in the Councils housing needs
being found unsustainable. The Councils
Special Meeting agenda item 3 24/2/2016
motion1 refers to the aforementioned
should you require the detail.

No
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Yes

Majority is currently under development.

Yes

Majority is currently under development.

Yes

Majority is currently under development.

No

No

No building on flood plains. No more
building on Canvey Island. We need to
protect what little Green Belt we have left.

No

No building on flood plains. No more
building on Canvey Island. We need to
protect what little Green Belt we have left.

No

No building on flood plains. No more
building on Canvey Island. We need to
protect what little Green Belt we have left.

No

Soundness Comments

suffering from increased
levels of pollution which are
nearing the EU limits as
identified by their own
Environmental Health Officer
recent report 28/1/2016 when
measured at Northwick
Monitoring Station. The Plan
may not be legal or fulfil the
duty of the Council to Cooperate, neither may it pass
the four test of soundness in
NPPF. It is unclear,
inconsistent and
contradictory, leaving certain
Green Belt Sites within the
Draft New Local plan but
excluding others, and
attempting to remove sites
that is not supported by
evidence will result in the
Councils housing needs
being found unsustainable.
The Councils Special
Meeting agenda item 3
24/2/2016 motion1 refers to
the aforementioned should
you require the detail.

NLPPS247

Janet
Biswell

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

NLPPS248

alan
lambert

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS249

Steve
Cook

NLPPS250

Linda Heys

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS251

NLPPS252

E
LORKINS

Alan and
Maureen
Riley

H 11

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes
No

No

No

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No
The widening of roads:
Rushbottom Lane from
Tarpots to and including
Church Road. Kents Hill
Road North. Construct min
roundabout at this junction of
Rushbottom Lane / Church
Road. Access from A127 to
H11 (1 & 2)

1. New Drainage system 2.
More transport 3. Sufficient
doctors for the amount of
residents 4. Repairs to both
pavements and roads in
most areas.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

suffering from increased
levels of pollution which are
nearing the EU limits as
identified by their own
Environmental Health Officer
recent report 28/1/2016 when
measured at Northwick
Monitoring Station. The Plan
may not be legal or fulfil the
duty of the Council to Cooperate, neither may it pass
the four test of soundness in
NPPF. It is unclear,
inconsistent and
contradictory, leaving certain
Green Belt Sites within the
Draft New Local plan but
excluding others, and
attempting to remove sites
that is not supported by
evidence will result in the
Councils housing needs
being found unsustainable.
The Councils Special
Meeting agenda item 3
24/2/2016 motion1 refers to
the aforementioned should
you require the detail.

Yes
Lack of infrastructure Lack of schools
Lack of Policing
This area for development is Green Belt.
The roads leading up to that area are just
about adequate for the existing properties.
But totally inadequate for another 1200
houses which can generate around over
2000 extra vehicles. Most mornings the
roads leading to the Tarpots i.e.
Rushbottom Lane, High Road and the
A13 are gridlocked. Extra vehicles is
totally unacceptable.
The plan for Canvey is not compliant
because we do not have infrastructure to
accommodate more building on the
Island. The transport system no longer
serves the residents of Canvey. Buses
continually terminate at Hadleigh and we
in the Winter Gardens area have not
hospital bus now without changing - Why
can Arriva Bus company serve the Island
as well as First Bus Co it serves all other
areas. Whilst the schools may be
adequate the doctor’s surgeries are not.
Waiting times are inadequate.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Name

LC (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

DTC Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No

Yes
Lack of infrastructure Lack of schools
Lack of Policing
This area for development is Green Belt.
The roads leading up to that area are just
about adequate for the existing properties.
But totally inadequate for another 1200
houses which can generate around over
2000 extra vehicles. Most mornings the
roads leading to the Tarpots i.e.
Rushbottom Lane, High Road and the
A13 are gridlocked. Extra vehicles is
totally unacceptable.
The plan for Canvey is not compliant
because we do not have infrastructure to
accommodate more building on the
Island. The transport system no longer
serves the residents of Canvey. Buses
continually terminate at Hadleigh and we
in the Winter Gardens area have not
hospital bus now without changing - Why
can Arriva Bus company serve the Island
as well as First Bus Co it serves all other
areas. Whilst the schools may be
adequate the doctor’s surgeries are not.
Waiting times are inadequate.

No
The widening of roads:
Rushbottom Lane from
Tarpots to and including
Church Road. Kents Hill
Road North. Construct min
roundabout at this junction of
Rushbottom Lane / Church
Road. Access from A127 to
H11 (1 & 2)

1. New Drainage system 2.
More transport 3. Sufficient
doctors for the amount of
residents 4. Repairs to both
pavements and roads in
most areas.

No
Lack of infrastructure Lack of schools
Lack of Policing

Yes

No

No

No

The plan for Canvey is not compliant
because we do not have infrastructure to
accommodate more building on the
Island. The transport system no longer
serves the residents of Canvey. Buses
continually terminate at Hadleigh and we
in the Winter Gardens area have not
hospital bus now without changing - Why
can Arriva Bus company serve the Island
as well as First Bus Co it serves all other
areas. Whilst the schools may be
adequate the doctor’s surgeries are not.
Waiting times are inadequate.

No
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Mark
Harvey

E3

No

There is a presumption that the Local
Plan is in favour of sustainable
development. We do not consider that the
Plan meets this obligation for the following
reasons: Low Carbon Increased
development does not reduce the carbon
footprint of the area. Flood Risk the
proposals do not consider the reduction in
Flood plain area, in particular are E3
takes run off from the elevated area to the
east of area E3. Previously Developed
Land & Re-use of existing resources
There are other areas of pervious
industrial development which could be
utilised for commercial extension without
encroaching on the existing Green-belt.
All of these areas should be exhausted
before any further reduction in the greenbelt. Health, Social and well-being The
existing Plan is detrimental to the health,
social and well-being of all of those in the
community. There is a heightened risk of
accidents through increased traffic
movements into the area in particular from
area E3. Increased vehicle movements in
general and from Skip lorries, Artic lorries,
heavy goods vehicles etc into the Church
road area and near existing schools. The
Tarpots junction is already at capacity
with increased movements from Aldis
store. Also residents will suffer with
increased pollution from the area from
industry and additional traffic.
Neighbourhood Plan The Local Plan in
these areas does not benefit or improve
the environment of existing residence.
Adverse Impact the Local plan should not
have an adverse impact. The benefits of
the development to the area cited above
does not outweigh the detrimental effects
caused by the inadequate infrastructure to
service the area, in particular traffic
movements, increased risk of accidents,
pollution, noise pollution, visual impact,
loss of habitat and environment and
increased risk of flooding. Personal
Objections to Planning Consent: - In
Particular Area E3 The area E3 adjoins
the rear of our property Keswick House on
Keswick Road. Any further development
of the Manor Trading Estate Area is
objected to on the following grounds:
Loss of amenity including but not limited
to: o Visual impact at night o Increase
noise pollution the estate is already
intrusive. Any further development would
further impact on the right of peaceful and
quite enjoyment of my home. o Increased
air pollution Increased traffic movements
to the area for which there is insufficient
infrastructure and there are other areas
better suited to the purposed usage which
have not been considered or the reasons
for their non-adoption within the plan not
fully explain. Flood Risk loss of flood
plain area for run from the hillside of area
E3 Environmental impact and loss of
special habitat. The area is run-down and
dilapidated. The roads and pavements are
in disrepair as well as the buildings many
of which are constructed using asbestos.
Further development of this area would
not be long-benefit There is also no
control of the type of business using this
area and the suitability to the local
neighbourhood.

There is a conflict of interest
in trying to preserve our
existing environment,
balanced against the
increasing need for housing,
industry and jobs with an
ever increasing population.
The challenge in the twenty
first century is to balance
these competing
requirements and importantly
preserve as much of our
environmental habitats as
possible for future
generations. The New Local
Plan should look to be
visionary and have at its
heart the preservation of our
existing Green-belt and
habitats wherever possible
and completely exhaust all
industrial brown areas before
any further encroachment on
the green-belt is considered.
So how could the Plan be
better and make it legally
compliant, sound, etc.? Area
E3 The Green-belt acts as a
buffer to further urbanisation.
This zone prevents the
further industrialisation of the
Manor road Trading estate
and the urban sprawl which
would see development from
Benfleet to Thundersley. If at
all possible this should be
preserved. A visionary plan
would be to relocate the
whole industrial estate to the
North of the A127 and A130
interchange (Rawreth). This
area has better links to the
main arterial routes and rail
access. Even a new station
could be considered? The
existing footprint could then
be used for new homes. The
area is already developed by
power lines and council
yards etc. The area to the
East of E3, Woodside Park
area H11 (3&4) the
surrounding playing fields
cricket club, crematorium
around to the pond are used
extensively by local
residents. This area should
be preserved indeed planted
and designated a
conservation area with walks,
bridleways and additional
tree planting etc. If further
infrastructure could be
developed in particular
increased rail capacity /
station to the North of the
A127 there could be a case
to develop area H11 (1&2) so
long as the already heavily
trafficked A127 / A13 would
not be further congested.
E.g. increased rail capacity =
potential increase in traffic
movements. The old
industrial brown field areas of
Canvey Island should be
regenerated. If the West
Canvey areas that are
designated land for
employment growth, should

No

Soundness Comments

The plan comply with the conservation of
Habitats and species Regulations 2010,
which it clearly does not. The area E3 is
currently Green-belt and habitat for
existing wildlife: I have witnessed the
following species using this area and
therefore this area should be conserved
and protected i.e; Badgers which use a
run south and adjacent to our property
Muntjac deer, both male and female use
this area Hedgehogs Grass snakes,
adders, slow worms Sparrows Thrushes
Large nesting areas for Starlings There is
no logical reason why the Plan proposes
to develop existing protected Green-belt
with the loss of habitat and all the
negative reasons cited, in area E3 then
also proposes to make an new green belt
area on Canvey behind an industrial
estate and with no access for local
residents!

There is a conflict of interest
in trying to preserve our
existing environment,
balanced against the
increasing need for housing,
industry and jobs with an
ever increasing population.
The challenge in the twenty
first century is to balance
these competing
requirements and importantly
preserve as much of our
environmental habitats as
possible for future
generations. The New Local
Plan should look to be
visionary and have at its
heart the preservation of our
existing Green-belt and
habitats wherever possible
and completely exhaust all
industrial brown areas before
any further encroachment on
the green-belt is considered.
So how could the Plan be
better and make it legally
compliant, sound, etc.? Area
E3 The Green-belt acts as a
buffer to further urbanisation.
This zone prevents the
further industrialisation of the
Manor road Trading estate
and the urban sprawl which
would see development from
Benfleet to Thundersley. If at
all possible this should be
preserved. A visionary plan
would be to relocate the
whole industrial estate to the
North of the A127 and A130
interchange (Rawreth). This
area has better links to the
main arterial routes and rail
access. Even a new station
could be considered? The
existing footprint could then
be used for new homes. The
area is already developed by
power lines and council
yards etc. The area to the
East of E3, Woodside Park
area H11 (3&4) the
surrounding playing fields
cricket club, crematorium
around to the pond are used
extensively by local
residents. This area should
be preserved indeed planted
and designated a
conservation area with walks,
bridleways and additional
tree planting etc. If further
infrastructure could be
developed in particular
increased rail capacity /
station to the North of the
A127 there could be a case
to develop area H11 (1&2) so
long as the already heavily
trafficked A127 / A13 would
not be further congested.
E.g. increased rail capacity =
potential increase in traffic
movements. The old
industrial brown field areas of
Canvey Island should be
regenerated. If the West
Canvey areas that are
designated land for
employment growth, should

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

There is an obligation to engage
constructively with other councils and to
best adopt solutions which will ultimately
serve the best interests of the
communities overall. The Plan has not
demonstrated that it has exhausted these
possibilities and why they have not been
adopted. There are other areas served
with better infrastructure and
communications links to roads on the
A130 and A127 which would better
support further Industrial development.
E.g. areas to the North of the A127 / A130
area in Rawreth. An existing Rail line also
passes through this area which opens the
possibility for Rail traffic and indeed a new
station.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS253

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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Mark
Harvey

H 11

No

There is a presumption that the Local
Plan is in favour of sustainable
development. We do not consider that the
Plan meets this obligation for the following
reasons: Low Carbon Increased
development does not reduce the carbon
footprint of the area. Flood Risk the
proposals do not consider the reduction in
Flood plain area, in particular are E3
takes run off from the elevated area to the
east of area E3. Previously Developed
Land & Re-use of existing resources
There are other areas of pervious
industrial development which could be
utilised for commercial extension without
encroaching on the existing Green-belt.
All of these areas should be exhausted
before any further reduction in the greenbelt. Health, Social and well-being The
existing Plan is detrimental to the health,
social and well-being of all of those in the
community. There is a heightened risk of
accidents through increased traffic
movements into the area in particular from
area E3. Increased vehicle movements in
general and from Skip lorries, Artic lorries,
heavy goods vehicles etc into the Church
road area and near existing schools. The
Tarpots junction is already at capacity
with increased movements from Aldis
store. Also residents will suffer with
increased pollution from the area from
industry and additional traffic.
Neighbourhood Plan The Local Plan in
these areas does not benefit or improve
the environment of existing residence.
Adverse Impact the Local plan should not
have an adverse impact. The benefits of
the development to the area cited above
does not outweigh the detrimental effects
caused by the inadequate infrastructure to
service the area, in particular traffic
movements, increased risk of accidents,
pollution, noise pollution, visual impact,
loss of habitat and environment and
increased risk of flooding. Personal
Objections to Planning Consent: - In
Particular Area E3 The area E3 adjoins
the rear of our property Keswick House on
Keswick Road. Any further development

not back onto existing
residential areas. This will
cause significant noise and
visual pollution / loss of
amenity. There is no reason
why the Western most area
could not be used. With
Canvey and the whole of
Castle Point, what is urgently
required is significant
infrastructure spend to
accommodate the current
levels of transport
requirements. The A130
should be a dual carriage
way from the A13 and extend
across into Kent by tunnel,
also there should be a further
dual carriageway through to
Coryton to connect with the
A1040 and A13/M25. This
would release this whole
brownfield area of the old
refinery for development. It is
these elements that Duty to
Co-operate should cover and
if necessary have County
and Parliamentary backing
and funding.
There is a conflict of interest
in trying to preserve our
existing environment,
balanced against the
increasing need for housing,
industry and jobs with an
ever increasing population.
The challenge in the twenty
first century is to balance
these competing
requirements and importantly
preserve as much of our
environmental habitats as
possible for future
generations. The New Local
Plan should look to be
visionary and have at its
heart the preservation of our
existing Green-belt and
habitats wherever possible
and completely exhaust all
industrial brown areas before
any further encroachment on
the green-belt is considered.
So how could the Plan be
better and make it legally
compliant, sound, etc.? Area
E3 The Green-belt acts as a
buffer to further urbanisation.
This zone prevents the
further industrialisation of the
Manor road Trading estate
and the urban sprawl which
would see development from
Benfleet to Thundersley. If at
all possible this should be
preserved. A visionary plan
would be to relocate the
whole industrial estate to the
North of the A127 and A130
interchange (Rawreth). This
area has better links to the
main arterial routes and rail
access. Even a new station
could be considered? The
existing footprint could then
be used for new homes. The
area is already developed by
power lines and council
yards etc. The area to the

No

Soundness Comments

The plan comply with the conservation of
Habitats and species Regulations 2010,
which it clearly does not. The area E3 is
currently Green-belt and habitat for
existing wildlife: I have witnessed the
following species using this area and
therefore this area should be conserved
and protected i.e; Badgers which use a
run south and adjacent to our property
Muntjac deer, both male and female use
this area Hedgehogs Grass snakes,
adders, slow worms Sparrows Thrushes
Large nesting areas for Starlings There is
no logical reason why the Plan proposes
to develop existing protected Green-belt
with the loss of habitat and all the
negative reasons cited, in area E3 then
also proposes to make an new green belt
area on Canvey behind an industrial
estate and with no access for local
residents!

not back onto existing
residential areas. This will
cause significant noise and
visual pollution / loss of
amenity. There is no reason
why the Western most area
could not be used. With
Canvey and the whole of
Castle Point, what is urgently
required is significant
infrastructure spend to
accommodate the current
levels of transport
requirements. The A130
should be a dual carriage
way from the A13 and extend
across into Kent by tunnel,
also there should be a further
dual carriageway through to
Coryton to connect with the
A1040 and A13/M25. This
would release this whole
brownfield area of the old
refinery for development. It is
these elements that Duty to
Co-operate should cover and
if necessary have County
and Parliamentary backing
and funding.
There is a conflict of interest
in trying to preserve our
existing environment,
balanced against the
increasing need for housing,
industry and jobs with an
ever increasing population.
The challenge in the twenty
first century is to balance
these competing
requirements and importantly
preserve as much of our
environmental habitats as
possible for future
generations. The New Local
Plan should look to be
visionary and have at its
heart the preservation of our
existing Green-belt and
habitats wherever possible
and completely exhaust all
industrial brown areas before
any further encroachment on
the green-belt is considered.
So how could the Plan be
better and make it legally
compliant, sound, etc.? Area
E3 The Green-belt acts as a
buffer to further urbanisation.
This zone prevents the
further industrialisation of the
Manor road Trading estate
and the urban sprawl which
would see development from
Benfleet to Thundersley. If at
all possible this should be
preserved. A visionary plan
would be to relocate the
whole industrial estate to the
North of the A127 and A130
interchange (Rawreth). This
area has better links to the
main arterial routes and rail
access. Even a new station
could be considered? The
existing footprint could then
be used for new homes. The
area is already developed by
power lines and council
yards etc. The area to the

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

There is an obligation to engage
constructively with other councils and to
best adopt solutions which will ultimately
serve the best interests of the
communities overall. The Plan has not
demonstrated that it has exhausted these
possibilities and why they have not been
adopted. There are other areas served
with better infrastructure and
communications links to roads on the
A130 and A127 which would better
support further Industrial development.
E.g. areas to the North of the A127 / A130
area in Rawreth. An existing Rail line also
passes through this area which opens the
possibility for Rail traffic and indeed a new
station.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS254

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Page 39 of 487

of the Manor Trading Estate Area is
objected to on the following grounds:
Loss of amenity including but not limited
to: o Visual impact at night o Increase
noise pollution the estate is already
intrusive. Any further development would
further impact on the right of peaceful and
quite enjoyment of my home. o Increased
air pollution Increased traffic movements
to the area for which there is insufficient
infrastructure and there are other areas
better suited to the purposed usage which
have not been considered or the reasons
for their non-adoption within the plan not
fully explain. Flood Risk loss of flood
plain area for run from the hillside of area
E3 Environmental impact and loss of
special habitat. The area is run-down and
dilapidated. The roads and pavements are
in disrepair as well as the buildings many
of which are constructed using asbestos.
Further development of this area would
not be long-benefit There is also no
control of the type of business using this
area and the suitability to the local
neighbourhood.

NLPPS255

Shani
Wilkinson

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Soundness Comments

East of E3, Woodside Park
area H11 (3&4) the
surrounding playing fields
cricket club, crematorium
around to the pond are used
extensively by local
residents. This area should
be preserved indeed planted
and designated a
conservation area with walks,
bridleways and additional
tree planting etc. If further
infrastructure could be
developed in particular
increased rail capacity /
station to the North of the
A127 there could be a case
to develop area H11 (1&2) so
long as the already heavily
trafficked A127 / A13 would
not be further congested.
E.g. increased rail capacity =
potential increase in traffic
movements. The old
industrial brown field areas of
Canvey Island should be
regenerated. If the West
Canvey areas that are
designated land for
employment growth, should
not back onto existing
residential areas. This will
cause significant noise and
visual pollution / loss of
amenity. There is no reason
why the Western most area
could not be used. With
Canvey and the whole of
Castle Point, what is urgently
required is significant
infrastructure spend to
accommodate the current
levels of transport
requirements. The A130
should be a dual carriage
way from the A13 and extend
across into Kent by tunnel,
also there should be a further
dual carriageway through to
Coryton to connect with the
A1040 and A13/M25. This
would release this whole
brownfield area of the old
refinery for development. It is
these elements that Duty to
Co-operate should cover and
if necessary have County
and Parliamentary backing
and funding.

No

Not Sound: - infrastructure cannot cope
with increased housing / residents i.e
roads continually congested, drainage
system cannot cope, health services
cannot sustain more residents. - Town
centre needs modernising and affordable
rents to encourage more shops - Policing
needs to be improved, stop anti-social
behaviour, get rid of drunks loitering
island, keep residents safe.

East of E3, Woodside Park
area H11 (3&4) the
surrounding playing fields
cricket club, crematorium
around to the pond are used
extensively by local
residents. This area should
be preserved indeed planted
and designated a
conservation area with walks,
bridleways and additional
tree planting etc. If further
infrastructure could be
developed in particular
increased rail capacity /
station to the North of the
A127 there could be a case
to develop area H11 (1&2) so
long as the already heavily
trafficked A127 / A13 would
not be further congested.
E.g. increased rail capacity =
potential increase in traffic
movements. The old
industrial brown field areas of
Canvey Island should be
regenerated. If the West
Canvey areas that are
designated land for
employment growth, should
not back onto existing
residential areas. This will
cause significant noise and
visual pollution / loss of
amenity. There is no reason
why the Western most area
could not be used. With
Canvey and the whole of
Castle Point, what is urgently
required is significant
infrastructure spend to
accommodate the current
levels of transport
requirements. The A130
should be a dual carriage
way from the A13 and extend
across into Kent by tunnel,
also there should be a further
dual carriageway through to
Coryton to connect with the
A1040 and A13/M25. This
would release this whole
brownfield area of the old
refinery for development. It is
these elements that Duty to
Co-operate should cover and
if necessary have County
and Parliamentary backing
and funding.
- At least 2 more roads off
the Island - Drainage and
pumping systems improved Health services - i.e GP
surgeries, district nurses care
agencies cannot care for
increasing volume of
residents - Lower rents in
town centre - modernise
town centre - control

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
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NLPPS257

NLPPS258

NLPPS259

Rosemarie
Bush

New Local
Plan 2016

No

I feel that there should be no further
housing development on Canvey Island
until the 3rd road going on/off the Island
has been completed as the roads cannot
cope with the volume of traffic as it is
without even more homes with a minimum
of 2 cars per household to add to the
diabolical situation. And also the whole
drainage system needs to be addressed
as well as it doesn't cope now let alone
more houses to add to it! The whole
infrastructure of the Island cannot cope
with any more houses!!

Porteous

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

No

This area is far too built up as it is now
and can't take any more housing. People
have no room to move and breathe.

No

I do not agree with the proposals for
building more homes in Castle Point. The
current road infrastructure cannot cope. If
there is an accident on Canvey Way, this
causes major issues to Benfleet. I do not
want to see Green belt land being built on.
Also, the current developments in Kiln
Road have no affordable housing. How
did the plans for these estates get
passed? Please leave Castle Point alone.

Sarah
Capon

Leonard
and
Sharon
Wood

New Local
Plan 2016

H5

No

Because there is elderly residents that
have lived on the caravan park for years
an own their own caravans it not right they
have to have to move and have worry
stress and we got to have stress worry an
nowhere to go be homeless I strongly
disagree with it all.

This plan does what the residents want. It
also saves our green belt and hopefully
improves the infrastructure and saves
wildlife, floodings still needs
consideration. The government states we
do not have to build on the green belt.
Prittle Brook can take no more water from
housing development. When the tide is at
high water no water can drain out for a
3hr period. If this period of high water is at
the same as heavy rainfall = Floods.

NLPPS260

Raymond
Smith

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS261

Alex Louch

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS262

Christine
York

New Local
Plan 2016

No

None

I strongly feel that if Planning
is granted an gets the go
ahead that there should still
be a certain amount of
caravans left on this site an
maybe so many flats houses
so that people can still
remain on here an don’t have
to go like people with health
issues disabilities elderly
families with children and
people that are reliable in
paying their rent an keeping
their rent up to date an good
tenants. I would like to be
involved with any meetings
about what going on and
kept updated.

Soundness Comments

No

I feel that there should be no further
housing development on Canvey Island
until the 3rd road going on/off the Island
has been completed as the roads cannot
cope with the volume of traffic as it is
without even more homes with a minimum
of 2 cars per household to add to the
diabolical situation. And also the whole
drainage system needs to be addressed
as well as it doesn't cope now let alone
more houses to add to it! The whole
infrastructure of the Island cannot cope
with any more houses!!

No

This area is far too built up as it is now
and can't take any more housing. People
have no room to move and breathe.

No

I do not agree with the proposals for
building more homes in Castle Point. The
current road infrastructure cannot cope. If
there is an accident on Canvey Way, this
causes major issues to Benfleet. I do not
want to see Green belt land being built on.
Also, the current developments in Kiln
Road have no affordable housing. How
did the plans for these estates get
passed? Please leave Castle Point alone.

No

Because there is elderly residents that
have lived on the caravan park for years
an own their own caravans it not right they
have to have to move and have worry
stress and we got to have stress worry an
nowhere to go be homeless I strongly
disagree with it all.

Yes

This plan does what the residents want. It
also saves our green belt and hopefully
improves the infrastructure and saves
wildlife, floodings still needs
consideration. The government states we
do not have to build on the green belt.
Prittle Brook can take no more water from
housing development. When the tide is at
high water no water can drain out for a
3hr period. If this period of high water is at
the same as heavy rainfall = Floods.

None

The online document you ask the average
person to read is far too technical and
short precise version would have been
preferably.

No

No

I feel that there should be no further
housing development on Canvey Island
until the 3rd road going on/off the Island
has been completed as the roads cannot
cope with the volume of traffic as it is
without even more homes with a minimum
of 2 cars per household to add to the
diabolical situation. And also the whole
drainage system needs to be addressed
as well as it doesn't cope now let alone
more houses to add to it! The whole
infrastructure of the Island cannot cope
with any more houses!!

No

No

This area is far too built up as it is now
and can't take any more housing. People
have no room to move and breathe.

Yes

Yes

I strongly feel that if Planning
is granted an gets the go
ahead that there should still
be a certain amount of
caravans left on this site an
maybe so many flats houses
so that people can still
remain on here an don’t have
to go like people with health
issues disabilities elderly
families with children and
people that are reliable in
paying their rent an keeping
their rent up to date an good
tenants. I would like to be
involved with any meetings
about what going on and
kept updated.

Yes
Before considering another
760 new houses on Canvey
Island, new infrastructure
most be renew. Drainage to
be renewed on the whole
Island to stop flooding and
new road (Northwick Road)
to be opened immediately as
waited for 45 years, if a
tragedy occurred it would be
impossibly for Islands to
leave safely.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

The online document you ask the average
person to read is far too technical and
short precise version would have been
preferably.

No

Because there is elderly residents that
have lived on the caravan park for years
an own their own caravans it not right they
have to have to move and have worry
stress and we got to have stress worry an
nowhere to go be homeless I strongly
disagree with it all.

No

Yes

This plan does what the residents want. It
also saves our green belt and hopefully
improves the infrastructure and saves
wildlife, floodings still needs
consideration. The government states we
do not have to build on the green belt.
Prittle Brook can take no more water from
housing development. When the tide is at
high water no water can drain out for a
3hr period. If this period of high water is at
the same as heavy rainfall = Floods.

No

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes
Before considering another
760 new houses on Canvey
Island, new infrastructure
most be renew. Drainage to
be renewed on the whole
Island to stop flooding and
new road (Northwick Road)
to be opened immediately as
waited for 45 years, if a
tragedy occurred it would be
impossibly for Islands to
leave safely.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS256

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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No

The online document you ask the average
person to read is far too technical and
short precise version would have been
preferably.

No
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NLPPS263

NLPPS264

Susan
Buhr

ChristineBetty
McCarthy

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Dear Sir / Madam, I should like to refer to
the recent Consultation papers sent to me
concerning the New Local Plan. Whilst I
have followed with great interest YOUR
plans for Castle Point I am in no way what
so ever a Planning Officer therefore feel it
is totally unrealistic for me and most
member of the general public to comment
on section B whether a plan is Sound,
Legally Compliant, or Complies with Duty
to Co-Operate. Perhaps you can enlighten
me on how I can possibly comment on
such matters? However, what I will say
YOU have at long last listened to YOUR
COUNCILLORS WHO REPRESENT
RESIDENTS and the residents comments
who overwhelmingly did respond to the
last Local Plan Consultation making it
quite clear that the protection of OUR
PRECIOUS GREEN BELT sites were to
take a priority over meeting Objectively
Assessed Need for housing development
in our area. I do know my local MP
Rebecca Harris has advised residents in
her articles in local newspapers that the
Government's NPP framework clearly
states councils do not have to include
treasured Green Belt in their local plan as
long as Planning Officers support their
decision with hard core evidence to this
effect. Planning Minister Brandon Lewis
has also discussed this very subject with
local residents, so we can be in no doubt
that this emotive issue of preserving
Green Belt is possible as long as the
evidence submitted by officers is
presented correctly and you have the will
to succeed and the you are listening. I for
one am happy that this New Local Plan
Consultation which removes Green Belt
including Jotmans Farm from the plan as
it is the will and democratic rights of
residents who have expressed their
concerns regarding previous attempts to
include Green Belt in plans. The strains
on our infrastructure and way of life that
would be changed forever. I will support
this local plan and would urge the Officers
to support residents and make sure that
the case put before the inspector is water
tight and compliant.

No

1. Zoopla and personal knowledge has
identified a strong demand for affordable
accommodation to rent and/or to buy and
the figure of 2000 new homes in the
period to 2031 is inadequate. 2. The flood
plains (river, sea, and rain water removal)
should not be built on - see Environmental
Agency Maps and there are also
hazardous industrial sites. 3. SSSI's are
not being properly protected etc. badger
nets have been disturbed by building on
Kiln Road etc.

1. I do not have the expertise
to say how many new homes
are needed but it is greater
than 2000. Castle Point is a
"dormitory" borough for
London with two railway
stations e.g. Rayleigh and
Benfleet. 2. There should be
no more building on flood
plains or near hazardous
industrial sites e.g. Canvey
etc. So buildings must be on
the main land. 3. Building
should not disturb SSSIs etc.

Soundness Comments

Yes

Dear Sir / Madam, I should like to refer to
the recent Consultation papers sent to me
concerning the New Local Plan. Whilst I
have followed with great interest YOUR
plans for Castle Point I am in no way what
so ever a Planning Officer therefore feel it
is totally unrealistic for me and most
member of the general public to comment
on section B whether a plan is Sound,
Legally Compliant, or Complies with Duty
to Co-Operate. Perhaps you can enlighten
me on how I can possibly comment on
such matters? However, what I will say
YOU have at long last listened to YOUR
COUNCILLORS WHO REPRESENT
RESIDENTS and the residents comments
who overwhelmingly did respond to the
last Local Plan Consultation making it
quite clear that the protection of OUR
PRECIOUS GREEN BELT sites were to
take a priority over meeting Objectively
Assessed Need for housing development
in our area. I do know my local MP
Rebecca Harris has advised residents in
her articles in local newspapers that the
Government's NPP framework clearly
states councils do not have to include
treasured Green Belt in their local plan as
long as Planning Officers support their
decision with hard core evidence to this
effect. Planning Minister Brandon Lewis
has also discussed this very subject with
local residents, so we can be in no doubt
that this emotive issue of preserving
Green Belt is possible as long as the
evidence submitted by officers is
presented correctly and you have the will
to succeed and the you are listening. I for
one am happy that this New Local Plan
Consultation which removes Green Belt
including Jotmans Farm from the plan as
it is the will and democratic rights of
residents who have expressed their
concerns regarding previous attempts to
include Green Belt in plans. The strains
on our infrastructure and way of life that
would be changed forever. I will support
this local plan and would urge the Officers
to support residents and make sure that
the case put before the inspector is water
tight and compliant.

No

1. Zoopla and personal knowledge has
identified a strong demand for affordable
accommodation to rent and/or to buy and
the figure of 2000 new homes in the
period to 2031 is inadequate. 2. The flood
plains (river, sea, and rain water removal)
should not be built on - see Environmental
Agency Maps and there are also
hazardous industrial sites. 3. SSSI's are
not being properly protected etc. badger
nets have been disturbed by building on
Kiln Road etc.

1. I do not have the expertise
to say how many new homes
are needed but it is greater
than 2000. Castle Point is a
"dormitory" borough for
London with two railway
stations e.g. Rayleigh and
Benfleet. 2. There should be
no more building on flood
plains or near hazardous
industrial sites e.g. Canvey
etc. So buildings must be on
the main land. 3. Building
should not disturb SSSIs etc.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Dear Sir / Madam, I should like to refer to
the recent Consultation papers sent to me
concerning the New Local Plan. Whilst I
have followed with great interest YOUR
plans for Castle Point I am in no way what
so ever a Planning Officer therefore feel it
is totally unrealistic for me and most
member of the general public to comment
on section B whether a plan is Sound,
Legally Compliant, or Complies with Duty
to Co-Operate. Perhaps you can enlighten
me on how I can possibly comment on
such matters? However, what I will say
YOU have at long last listened to YOUR
COUNCILLORS WHO REPRESENT
RESIDENTS and the residents comments
who overwhelmingly did respond to the
last Local Plan Consultation making it
quite clear that the protection of OUR
PRECIOUS GREEN BELT sites were to
take a priority over meeting Objectively
Assessed Need for housing development
in our area. I do know my local MP
Rebecca Harris has advised residents in
her articles in local newspapers that the
Government's NPP framework clearly
states councils do not have to include
treasured Green Belt in their local plan as
long as Planning Officers support their
decision with hard core evidence to this
effect. Planning Minister Brandon Lewis
has also discussed this very subject with
local residents, so we can be in no doubt
that this emotive issue of preserving
Green Belt is possible as long as the
evidence submitted by officers is
presented correctly and you have the will
to succeed and the you are listening. I for
one am happy that this New Local Plan
Consultation which removes Green Belt
including Jotmans Farm from the plan as
it is the will and democratic rights of
residents who have expressed their
concerns regarding previous attempts to
include Green Belt in plans. The strains
on our infrastructure and way of life that
would be changed forever. I will support
this local plan and would urge the Officers
to support residents and make sure that
the case put before the inspector is water
tight and compliant.

No

No

1. Zoopla and personal knowledge has
identified a strong demand for affordable
accommodation to rent and/or to buy and
the figure of 2000 new homes in the
period to 2031 is inadequate. 2. The flood
plains (river, sea, and rain water removal)
should not be built on - see Environmental
Agency Maps and there are also
hazardous industrial sites. 3. SSSI's are
not being properly protected etc. badger
nets have been disturbed by building on
Kiln Road etc.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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Parrott

H1

Yes

I do not consider that the Sustainability
Appraisal has been considered in the
identification of the final housing strategy
for inclusion in the Local Plan. However,
legally legislation only requires the
preparation and reporting of such an
appraisal, it does not require its findings to
inform the final policies within the Local
Plan.

Soundness Comments

No

The number of homes proposed in policy
H1 is not justified by evidence and is
unlikely to be effective in delivering a
sustainable pattern of development. The
SHMA 2016 shows that there is a need
for housing in Castle Point of at least 326
homes per annum. The Draft Local Plan
which was subject to consultation in 2014
planned for 200 homes per annum
reflecting capacity constraints, but able to
identify a reasonable degree of supply
despite this. The SHLAA 2015 prepared
subsequent to that consultation showed
that there was an overall capacity of 5,033
homes on those sites representing
potential provision at around 250 homes
per annum over a 20 year period. There is
therefore some scope for meeting a
significant proportion of the need for
housing in Castle Point, if not all of it.
There is therefore a discrepancy between
the evidence of need and available
supply, and what is proposed within the
plan. This discrepancy has been justified
on the basis of protecting the Green Belt,
however I am of the view that this will
have negative impacts across the three
dimensions of sustainable development
and consequently does not constitute an
effective plan. I would suggest that the
plan as currently written will have the
following negative impacts for Castle
Point: 1) Impacts on the economy - the
SHMA 2016 shows that Castle Point has
an ageing population. Consequently,
labour supply is a potential constraint on
the local economy with the SHMA
indicating that there is a need for in
excess of 300 homes per annum to
provide the labour needed for the local
economy to grow. Lower levels of housing
growth are shown in that document to
support very limited employment growth
opportunity. If businesses are unable to
attract the labour they need to grow, there
is a risk that economic growth will be
constrained, or else businesses will move
elsewhere to meet their labour supply
requirements. 2) Impact on employment
amongst residents - Constraint on the
local economy, as set out above, has
implications for employment levels
amongst residents. When businesses are
unable to grow, or are forced to move
elsewhere there is a risk that existing
employees will lose their jobs. The
Employment Study shows that the
majority of local jobs are filled by local
people so such decline in local business
will have the greatest impacts on
residents in Castle Point. This will
exacerbate commuting for work, as
people have to travel elsewhere, however
it will also exacerbate local unemployment
levels, as some people can only work
close to where they live i.e. those with
child care, or indeed parent care
commitments. There is the potential that
this plan will consequently have a
negative impact on those with protected
characteristics under the Equalities Act
most significantly. 3) Impact on
congestion - A loss of local business
opportunities will see increased
commuting for work. Congestion levels
are already a problem at peak times, as is
shown in the Transport Evidence Report.
This will exacerbate this issue, without
providing sufficient growth to fund
improvements through developer

Additional housing provision
is required to address the
issues identified above. This
should be done in a way
which best delivers the
infrastructure needed to
support growth, and in a way
which does not exacerbate
congestion and drainage
issues within the existing
urban area.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

There are no details of how housing
needs will be met, if not in Castle Point.
Surely, this will leave people without
homes, resulting in increased overoccupation and increased homelessness.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS265

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Page 43 of 487

NLPPS267

Parrott

Parrott

E1

T2

Yes

Yes

My comment is on a matter of soundness

This representation is in relation to a
soundness issue.

No

No

Soundness Comments

contributions or through Government
funding. 4) Impact on air quality Increased commuting for work will give
rise to increased air quality issues around
the main road network. The sustainability
appraisal shows that air quality is already
close to exceeding EU targets at key
junctions and on key roads within the
Borough. This will be exacerbated. 5)
Impact on local services - Increased
unemployment will reduce the spending
capacity of local people. Increased out
commuting for work will see increased
levels of local spend being spent outside
the borough - lunch time spending, lunch
time shopping trips etc. This has
implications for local services, and may
see some unable to survive. This has
implications for out commuting by a wider
group of residents for shopping and
leisure purposes exacerbating congestion
and air quality issues further. It will also
reduce investment in local town centres,
affecting regeneration proposals. 6)
Impact on community facilities - the
limited level of housing growth is shown in
the SHMA to result in an increasingly
ageing population. This means that
valued local community facilities such as
schools will need to close. This affects
provision and choice for those younger
people remaining within the borough. 7)
Impact on the availability of affordable
housing - the SHMA indicates a significant
need for affordable housing in the
Borough. The proposals in this plan
whereby 25% of 2,100 homes will only
deliver 525 homes goes nowhere in
meeting this need, and will act to
exacerbate affordability issues by
constraining supply of new homes. This
constraint is reflected in the fact that
people, including families with children
have resorted to living in holiday caravans
at Thorney Bay. Furthermore, the
preferred approach relies on increasing
intensification of the existing urban areas
of the Borough. This has over time
resulted in streets becoming increasingly
congested in terms of their appearance,
and also in terms of on-street parking.
These small scale developments typically
do not make a contribution to local
infrastructure, and in places have caused
harm to the capacity of drainage
infrastructure, as can be seen in some
parts of Canvey Island which experienced
flooding in 2013 and 2014. This approach
is not therefore appropriate.
The employment target cannot be
delivered as there are insufficient homes
proposed within the Local Plan to provide
the labour for this level of employment
growth.
The limited levels of growth set out in
policy H1 (and impacting on the level of
potential commercial development) are
unlikely to be sufficient to fund the
transport schemes identified in policy T2.
There will be limited developer
contributions (or CIL), and Castle Point is
unlikely to attract funding for local
schemes from Government, when the
Government is aligning funding provision
with growth. This is especially when it can
be seen that Basildon and Chelmsford are
drafting plans with significantly higher
levels of growth which will be competing
for such funding. This policy is not

The level of housing growth
and employment growth
need to be aligned.

Schedule of transport
improvements should be
aligned with housing growth.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

If businesses cannot meet their labour
needs in Castle Point they will either be
displaced elsewhere, or else import labour
from elsewhere. This has implications for
other economies.

No

No

Some of the schemes listed are roads
which serve a wider area e.g. A127. Will
the low level of growth set out in this plan
put at risk funding bids for improvements
to these roads to the detriment of
communities within and outside of Castle
Point.

No

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS266

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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Reasons for
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)
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therefore effective.

NLPPS268

Thomas
Smale

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS269

ALAN
TAYLOR

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS270

Robert
Lillis

H1

Yes

NLPPS271

NLPPS272

John
Bantick

Peter
James

H7

H7

Yes
We agree with the plan in principal except
for the proposals to dual the A130 near
Sadlers farm. This would not spot the log
jam of traffic in the Benfleet area
whenever an accident happens to either
of the access roads to Canvey. The only
sensible answer would be a new access
road to be built between Northwick area
and Manorway Corringham. This would
be the only sensible use of council funds.
I support the legal compliance /
soundness of the Local Plan and its
compliance with the duty to co-operate.
The reduced figure of 2000 new homes in
the period to 2031 is still too high. The
council has however listened to the views
of its residents in reducing the impact on
green belt as much as possible. There is
little mention, however, of all the other
developments currently taking place
across the borough, e.g. Bread and
Cheese Hill, London Road, etc.

Yes

I do not think 64 homes off
Scrub Lane is sound. The
traffic and parking in this
area is bed. Weekends don't
even take my car out as
Hadleigh grinds to a halt. If
the school had been
maintained properly would
not need replacing. When
you build all these houses in
Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley big strain on
doctors try getting an
appointment hospitals etc.
i.e. Boy came off motor bike
in Scrub Lane took one hour
40 mins for police two hours
for ambulance. How long
when this all up and running
or will you expand the
emergency services. No
doubt it plus you have shut
all local police stations.

No

No

Yes

I feel it is unsound there is not enough
information. H7 There are no precise
details of where the 64 homes and new
school building are going to be built. After
reading the policy at the library which
states part of the playing field may be
used for building but doesn't state how
much? If the playing field is used for
building the children will have to go off
site! Which will defeat the object. As our
property backs on to the playing field. We
are concerned with lack of detail for this
project. The impact it could have on our
lives and property. Also the impact on
roads and services in the area.

Yes
We agree with the plan in principal except
for the proposals to dual the A130 near
Sadlers farm. This would not spot the log
jam of traffic in the Benfleet area
whenever an accident happens to either
of the access roads to Canvey. The only
sensible answer would be a new access
road to be built between Northwick area
and Manorway Corringham. This would
be the only sensible use of council funds.
I support the legal compliance /
soundness of the Local Plan and its
compliance with the duty to co-operate.
The reduced figure of 2000 new homes in
the period to 2031 is still too high. The
council has however listened to the views
of its residents in reducing the impact on
green belt as much as possible. There is
little mention, however, of all the other
developments currently taking place
across the borough, e.g. Bread and
Cheese Hill, London Road, etc.

Yes

I do not think 64 homes off
Scrub Lane is sound. The
traffic and parking in this
area is bed. Weekends don't
even take my car out as
Hadleigh grinds to a halt. If
the school had been
maintained properly would
not need replacing. When
you build all these houses in
Benfleet, Hadleigh, and
Thundersley big strain on
doctors try getting an
appointment hospitals etc.
i.e. Boy came off motor bike
in Scrub Lane took one hour
40 mins for police two hours
for ambulance. How long
when this all up and running
or will you expand the
emergency services. No
doubt it plus you have shut
all local police stations.

No

No

Yes

I feel it is unsound there is not enough
information. H7 There are no precise
details of where the 64 homes and new
school building are going to be built. After
reading the policy at the library which
states part of the playing field may be
used for building but doesn't state how
much? If the playing field is used for
building the children will have to go off
site! Which will defeat the object. As our
property backs on to the playing field. We
are concerned with lack of detail for this
project. The impact it could have on our
lives and property. Also the impact on
roads and services in the area.

No
We agree with the plan in principal except
for the proposals to dual the A130 near
Sadlers farm. This would not spot the log
jam of traffic in the Benfleet area
whenever an accident happens to either
of the access roads to Canvey. The only
sensible answer would be a new access
road to be built between Northwick area
and Manorway Corringham. This would
be the only sensible use of council funds.
I support the legal compliance /
soundness of the Local Plan and its
compliance with the duty to co-operate.
The reduced figure of 2000 new homes in
the period to 2031 is still too high. The
council has however listened to the views
of its residents in reducing the impact on
green belt as much as possible. There is
little mention, however, of all the other
developments currently taking place
across the borough, e.g. Bread and
Cheese Hill, London Road, etc.

No

No

No

No

No

I feel it is unsound there is not enough
information. H7 There are no precise
details of where the 64 homes and new
school building are going to be built. After
reading the policy at the library which
states part of the playing field may be
used for building but doesn't state how
much? If the playing field is used for
building the children will have to go off
site! Which will defeat the object. As our
property backs on to the playing field. We
are concerned with lack of detail for this
project. The impact it could have on our
lives and property. Also the impact on
roads and services in the area.

No
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NLPPS274

Leslie
Cousins

John Mana

New Local
Plan 2016

2.2

No

No

Castle Point is already over populated
and does not appear to have taken into
consideration the increase in demand by
up and coming school leavers now and in
the future for owning cars, vans, etc., nor
the effects on transport, roads,
emergency services, to build a new road
between Northwick Road when there is
already a road available adjacent to
Morrisons supermarket. The 20% of
affordable houses is too low for the
expected increase in population. There is
no mention of supporting overseas or
other investors buying these properties to
rent out. Castle Point have failed to repair
pot holes, flooding, drain clearances, and
vandalism. The police force is virtually
now existent, it takes days to get a
doctors and hospital appointment and will
only get worse. No mention of how we are
going to protect everything suggested in
your New Local Plan 2016 when the
Government will over ride it to
accommodate for the increasing migration
to the country, whether we are in or out of
Europe?
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it
commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in
plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer

Soundness Comments

No

Castle Point is already over populated
and does not appear to have taken into
consideration the increase in demand by
up and coming school leavers now and in
the future for owning cars, vans, etc., nor
the effects on transport, roads,
emergency services, to build a new road
between Northwick Road when there is
already a road available adjacent to
Morrisons supermarket. The 20% of
affordable houses is too low for the
expected increase in population. There is
no mention of supporting overseas or
other investors buying these properties to
rent out. Castle Point have failed to repair
pot holes, flooding, drain clearances, and
vandalism. The police force is virtually
now existent, it takes days to get a
doctors and hospital appointment and will
only get worse. No mention of how we are
going to protect everything suggested in
your New Local Plan 2016 when the
Government will over ride it to
accommodate for the increasing migration
to the country, whether we are in or out of
Europe?

No

This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it
commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in
plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Castle Point is already over populated
and does not appear to have taken into
consideration the increase in demand by
up and coming school leavers now and in
the future for owning cars, vans, etc., nor
the effects on transport, roads,
emergency services, to build a new road
between Northwick Road when there is
already a road available adjacent to
Morrisons supermarket. The 20% of
affordable houses is too low for the
expected increase in population. There is
no mention of supporting overseas or
other investors buying these properties to
rent out. Castle Point have failed to repair
pot holes, flooding, drain clearances, and
vandalism. The police force is virtually
now existent, it takes days to get a
doctors and hospital appointment and will
only get worse. No mention of how we are
going to protect everything suggested in
your New Local Plan 2016 when the
Government will over ride it to
accommodate for the increasing migration
to the country, whether we are in or out of
Europe?
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NLPPS275

John Mana

2.3

No

zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it
commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in
plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the

No
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zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it
commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in
plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
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NLPPS276

Cynthia
Mana

2.2

No

council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer
zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it
commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in

No
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council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer
zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it
commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in

No
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NLPPS277

Cynthia
Mana

2.3

No

plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer
zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it

No
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plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer
zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.
This plan does not comply
with local planning
Regulations 2012 because
the development is taking
place on land which is a
known flood risk. It does not
comply with central
government proposals
requiring approximately 6000
new homes being built in
Castle Point. Before any part
of the existing plan is
implemented the drainage
and infrastructure on Canvey
Island must be brought up to
an acceptable standard to
insure it is no longer a flood
risk. The infrastructure must
be upgraded before any
development is made. No
mention of an upgrade to the
sewage works on Canvey
Island or Benfleet has been
made to cope with the
effluent of an additional 2570
homes. The plan is not legal
or sound because it does not
take into consideration traffic
pollution. A 3rd road off the
Island must be constructed
before any additional
construction, be it

No
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commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in
plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer
zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.

NLPPS278

Ron Smith

New Local
Plan 2016

No

I feel we must put our point and opinion
forward to you regarding the planned new
housing developments on Canvey Island
which I feel will be on most residents
cause for concern. Added to your
planning list we see also intended road
infrastructure improvements in certain
areas of the Island, such as Sommes
Avenue, and Waterside farm, and extra
relief road for Canvey way or another
relief road from the Island linking to
Corringham or the A13, this is of the
upmost importance and should be the
planning priority for the road structure to
be completed before any further housing
development is undertaken. I am one of
many thousands of other residents of the
Island currently commute by car or bike or
van or truck to and from the island every
single day and have to already suffer the
sometimes gridlocked traffic and constant
traffic nightmare that already exists at
both rush hour periods during most days
in certain bottle neck areas around the
island and also along Canvey way on and
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I feel we must put our point and opinion
forward to you regarding the planned new
housing developments on Canvey Island
which I feel will be on most residents
cause for concern. Added to your
planning list we see also intended road
infrastructure improvements in certain
areas of the Island, such as Sommes
Avenue, and Waterside farm, and extra
relief road for Canvey way or another
relief road from the Island linking to
Corringham or the A13, this is of the
upmost importance and should be the
planning priority for the road structure to
be completed before any further housing
development is undertaken. I am one of
many thousands of other residents of the
Island currently commute by car or bike or
van or truck to and from the island every
single day and have to already suffer the
sometimes gridlocked traffic and constant
traffic nightmare that already exists at
both rush hour periods during most days
in certain bottle neck areas around the
island and also along Canvey way on and
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commercial or domestic take
place. No road no
construction. The
consultation process is
farcical because the
representation form guideline
has not been presented in
plain English. Also no
provision has been made for
those with sight problems.
Not every resident has
access to a computer or has
the mobility or the time to
visit a library or visit the
council offices in Kiln Road.
Incidentally access to the
documents on the website
requires a log in facility, a
process that inhibits
participation. How can we
assess if a 19 metre buffer
zone around Canvey Island
is feasible when the map
provided with the proposal is
not provided with a scale? In
addition the map of Canvey
gives a false impression that
marsh land beyond the sea
wall is available for
development. The proposal
is for additional 2570 homes
and yet only 20% of 2000
homes are to be affordable.
400 homes out of 2570
happen to be only 15.5%.
Surely all homes built should
be affordable otherwise we
are in danger of ghettoising
Castle Point. The current
plan puts the lives of people
on Canvey at risk from
flooding from the sea as the
proposal makes no mention
of remedial work being
carried out on the current sea
defences. It only mentions
future defences and we all
know the future proposals
are rarely implemented thus
the sustainability issue has
not been met. The Council
only took into account the
view of only 5.5% of the
people living in Castle Point.

No

I feel we must put our point and opinion
forward to you regarding the planned new
housing developments on Canvey Island
which I feel will be on most residents
cause for concern. Added to your
planning list we see also intended road
infrastructure improvements in certain
areas of the Island, such as Sommes
Avenue, and Waterside farm, and extra
relief road for Canvey way or another
relief road from the Island linking to
Corringham or the A13, this is of the
upmost importance and should be the
planning priority for the road structure to
be completed before any further housing
development is undertaken. I am one of
many thousands of other residents of the
Island currently commute by car or bike or
van or truck to and from the island every
single day and have to already suffer the
sometimes gridlocked traffic and constant
traffic nightmare that already exists at
both rush hour periods during most days
in certain bottle neck areas around the
island and also along Canvey way on and

No

Page 50 of 487

off the Island and also traffic congestion
on the second route from waterside farm
roundabout towards Benfleet. I think to
increase the possibility of three to four
hundred new homes which would equate
to a possibly of up to eight hundred extra
vehicles on average with the current road
structure on the Island would be a recipe
for disaster and add both a higher
accident risk rate and also a greater
chance of health and road safety issues.
To give you one example of the islands
road network being put under strain and
complete gridlock was in 2014 during the
last heavy rain and storm flooding, where
the Benfleet exit and entrance road to the
island was closed and so were any other
roads on the island I am aware the money
that has been spent on improving the
drains and pumping station failures but I
think one thing it does highlight is the
strain and total confusion it put on the
islands current main road routes, and if
which is possible another incident or
disaster should happen in the future I
think with the Islands current road
structure and with the high population on
the island already I think this would be a
major issue. I have no argument against
future housing development of affordable
housing in the said planned areas on the
Island, but let’s get the road alterations
and relief road sorted out first I think this
should take first priority in order to keep
the island a safe and welcoming place to
live work and visit. I have been in the road
transport industry for a period of over
thirty seven years and I feel since myself
and my wife have been living on Canvey
Island of over three years now it is a very
special case in as far as its Island stance
surrounded by a tidal creek one side and
the tidal River Tames the other side in
short we have lived here there has been
some extra housing built and extra
industry which even we have noticed the
extra traffic and congestion this caused
and as family’s have grown up younger
people from the families going to work
and needing cars to travel has put even
more strain on the current road resources
it has created and to be stuck in on just a
five day working week is well not so
pleasant and the only let up in the
congestion is during the school half term
holidays which bring slightly less
congestion and I know from many
residents of the Island I have spoken with
recently they agree with these views one
hundred percent. But some or even most,
the shame is wont voice their opinions as
they think it's a waste of time as the
higher decisions have already been made
as is so often the case with respect its
what happens in most Local Government
and environmental issues. And I know
also the increase in general visitors to the
Island has increased, I think as the
Canvey seafront and area around has
been developed and transformed all for
the better I think, and thanks due to a lot
of hard work and commitment from local
residents and has meant I think that a lot
of people from other areas for example
bring families and children down to
Canvey Island now during half term and
holiday times and weekends and of
course to the Island wildlife and bird sites
on the marsh areas I think the island gets
more visitors who now come here instead

Soundness Comments

off the Island and also traffic congestion
on the second route from waterside farm
roundabout towards Benfleet. I think to
increase the possibility of three to four
hundred new homes which would equate
to a possibly of up to eight hundred extra
vehicles on average with the current road
structure on the Island would be a recipe
for disaster and add both a higher
accident risk rate and also a greater
chance of health and road safety issues.
To give you one example of the islands
road network being put under strain and
complete gridlock was in 2014 during the
last heavy rain and storm flooding, where
the Benfleet exit and entrance road to the
island was closed and so were any other
roads on the island I am aware the money
that has been spent on improving the
drains and pumping station failures but I
think one thing it does highlight is the
strain and total confusion it put on the
islands current main road routes, and if
which is possible another incident or
disaster should happen in the future I
think with the Islands current road
structure and with the high population on
the island already I think this would be a
major issue. I have no argument against
future housing development of affordable
housing in the said planned areas on the
Island, but let’s get the road alterations
and relief road sorted out first I think this
should take first priority in order to keep
the island a safe and welcoming place to
live work and visit. I have been in the road
transport industry for a period of over
thirty seven years and I feel since myself
and my wife have been living on Canvey
Island of over three years now it is a very
special case in as far as its Island stance
surrounded by a tidal creek one side and
the tidal River Tames the other side in
short we have lived here there has been
some extra housing built and extra
industry which even we have noticed the
extra traffic and congestion this caused
and as family’s have grown up younger
people from the families going to work
and needing cars to travel has put even
more strain on the current road resources
it has created and to be stuck in on just a
five day working week is well not so
pleasant and the only let up in the
congestion is during the school half term
holidays which bring slightly less
congestion and I know from many
residents of the Island I have spoken with
recently they agree with these views one
hundred percent. But some or even most,
the shame is wont voice their opinions as
they think it's a waste of time as the
higher decisions have already been made
as is so often the case with respect its
what happens in most Local Government
and environmental issues. And I know
also the increase in general visitors to the
Island has increased, I think as the
Canvey seafront and area around has
been developed and transformed all for
the better I think, and thanks due to a lot
of hard work and commitment from local
residents and has meant I think that a lot
of people from other areas for example
bring families and children down to
Canvey Island now during half term and
holiday times and weekends and of
course to the Island wildlife and bird sites
on the marsh areas I think the island gets
more visitors who now come here instead
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off the Island and also traffic congestion
on the second route from waterside farm
roundabout towards Benfleet. I think to
increase the possibility of three to four
hundred new homes which would equate
to a possibly of up to eight hundred extra
vehicles on average with the current road
structure on the Island would be a recipe
for disaster and add both a higher
accident risk rate and also a greater
chance of health and road safety issues.
To give you one example of the islands
road network being put under strain and
complete gridlock was in 2014 during the
last heavy rain and storm flooding, where
the Benfleet exit and entrance road to the
island was closed and so were any other
roads on the island I am aware the money
that has been spent on improving the
drains and pumping station failures but I
think one thing it does highlight is the
strain and total confusion it put on the
islands current main road routes, and if
which is possible another incident or
disaster should happen in the future I
think with the Islands current road
structure and with the high population on
the island already I think this would be a
major issue. I have no argument against
future housing development of affordable
housing in the said planned areas on the
Island, but let’s get the road alterations
and relief road sorted out first I think this
should take first priority in order to keep
the island a safe and welcoming place to
live work and visit. I have been in the road
transport industry for a period of over
thirty seven years and I feel since myself
and my wife have been living on Canvey
Island of over three years now it is a very
special case in as far as its Island stance
surrounded by a tidal creek one side and
the tidal River Tames the other side in
short we have lived here there has been
some extra housing built and extra
industry which even we have noticed the
extra traffic and congestion this caused
and as family’s have grown up younger
people from the families going to work
and needing cars to travel has put even
more strain on the current road resources
it has created and to be stuck in on just a
five day working week is well not so
pleasant and the only let up in the
congestion is during the school half term
holidays which bring slightly less
congestion and I know from many
residents of the Island I have spoken with
recently they agree with these views one
hundred percent. But some or even most,
the shame is wont voice their opinions as
they think it's a waste of time as the
higher decisions have already been made
as is so often the case with respect its
what happens in most Local Government
and environmental issues. And I know
also the increase in general visitors to the
Island has increased, I think as the
Canvey seafront and area around has
been developed and transformed all for
the better I think, and thanks due to a lot
of hard work and commitment from local
residents and has meant I think that a lot
of people from other areas for example
bring families and children down to
Canvey Island now during half term and
holiday times and weekends and of
course to the Island wildlife and bird sites
on the marsh areas I think the island gets
more visitors who now come here instead
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of going to Southend one for convenience
and the other for parking and it's a nice
place to bring children. I know this road
restructuring will take time and mean
some inconvenience but I feel if this is put
into action first and then the new housing
development follows on from that and
perhaps more business will come to the
island and it as you mentioned will create
more employment and improvements
across the whole of the Island which must
improve the structure and make new
routes for Canvey Islands future.

NLPPS279

NLPPS280

NLPPS281
NLPPS282

NLPPS283

NLPPS284

C Harvey

H5

C Harvey

H6

Diana
Smith
Wesley
Smith

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

Patricia
Mullett

Charles
Summers

New Local
Plan 2016

H 10

Yes

Soundness Comments

of going to Southend one for convenience
and the other for parking and it's a nice
place to bring children. I know this road
restructuring will take time and mean
some inconvenience but I feel if this is put
into action first and then the new housing
development follows on from that and
perhaps more business will come to the
island and it as you mentioned will create
more employment and improvements
across the whole of the Island which must
improve the structure and make new
routes for Canvey Islands future.

No

I have lived in Holbek Road for 40 years, I
have experienced several times excessive
flooding / surcharging or foul and surface
water drains. Roads are congested as
normal times during the day not restricted
to peak times. Local schools are already
full with increased class sizes. These
points prior to 160 new homes as location
H6 specially drains and schools H5 roads
/schools
I have lived in Holbek Road for 40 years, I
have experienced several times excessive
flooding / surcharging or foul and surface
water drains. Roads are congested as
normal times during the day not restricted
to peak times. Local schools are already
full with increased class sizes. These
points prior to 160 new homes as location
H6 specially drains and schools H5 roads
/schools

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

of going to Southend one for convenience
and the other for parking and it's a nice
place to bring children. I know this road
restructuring will take time and mean
some inconvenience but I feel if this is put
into action first and then the new housing
development follows on from that and
perhaps more business will come to the
island and it as you mentioned will create
more employment and improvements
across the whole of the Island which must
improve the structure and make new
routes for Canvey Islands future.

How are my issues being
addressed, I have seen no
improvement, noticed to
date, these points should be
addressed or referenced
made in the Local Plan.

How are my issues being
addressed, I have seen no
improvement, noticed to
date, these points should be
addressed or referenced
made in the Local Plan.

Yes

Necessary is a strange
word! Without being
present how do residents
know that points of
concerns are considered
and an action plan is
proposed / allowed.

Yes

Yes

Necessary is a strange
word! Without being
present how do residents
know that points of
concerns are considered
and an action plan is
proposed / allowed.

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

I don’t think any more building should go
on Canvey Island, until another road is
built to get traffic on and off the Island
quicker. We can’t cope will it as it is. I
don't suppose anyone who is suggesting
all these plans for Canvey, actually lives
here to experience these problems
personally, if they did, they wouldn't even
contemplate it. As for getting off Canvey
in an emergency - not a hope in hell!!! Do
not wish to participate at the oral part of
the examination because it will be as
usual nobody takes any notices of what
the people who it is going to affect the
most. So it is a complete waste of time
and money as is this.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

I thought that the
Government had decided not
to build any more houses on
areas prone to flooding (e.g.
Canvey Island). The location
of further accommodation for
elderly people in particular
could be difficult to evacuate
in the event of a flooding
incident. If building these
houses is essential provision
should be made to raise
them above any flood level!
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NLPPS285

C Orriss

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

NLPPS286

Peter
Casson

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

NLPPS287

P.B.
Dawes

H6

No

NLPPS288

NLPPS289

NLPPS290

Norman
Ewins

Norman
Ewins

Tony
Morris

H5

H6

New Local
Plan 2016

No

No

No

No more homes until the
infrastructure on Canvey is
vastly improved!
Canvey Island has insufficient
infrastructure (i.e. road access, sewage)
to support any additional new housing.
There would be a serious emergency with
possible harm of life if there was a need to
evacuate the Island at present. Further
new housing would add to problems. The
Council has not take notice of residents
concerns or opinion in this regard. In the
event of an emergency any harm of life
would be the sole responsibility of the
Council! I note works are already taking
place at Thorney Bay site in advance of
this plan being approved.
Canvey Island has insufficient
infrastructure (i.e. road access, sewage)
to support any additional new housing.
There would be a serious emergency with
possible harm of life if there was a need to
evacuate the Island at present. Further
new housing would add to problems. The
Council has not take notice of residents
concerns or opinion in this regard. In the
event of an emergency any harm of life
would be the sole responsibility of the
Council! I note works are already taking
place at Thorney Bay site in advance of
this plan being approved.
I consider that the Local Plan as it relates
to Canvey Island breaches Article 2 (Right
to Life) as described in the Human Rights
Act 1998. Absent a 3rd road off of Canvey
Island each and every resident is placed
at risk in the event of a natural or
manmade disaster.

There needs to be additional
road access to the Island as
well as an updating of
drainage infrastructure.

There needs to be additional
road access to the Island as
well as an updating of
drainage infrastructure.

A 3rd road off of Canvey
Island

Soundness Comments

The environment: Protection of a 19m
buffer for flood defences. Re: Thorney
Bay - this is a flood plain and yet you want
to put 600 homes on it? This puts those
living nearby in danger and also adds to
the congestion on the Island which is
already overloaded! There should not be
any further building at all!! Transport: I
hope you are not serious about putting
mini roundabouts at Waterside
Roundabout!! That would be a waste of
our money and wouldn't help the
congestion! A new road off Canvey?? Is
this a joke? How long have this been
going on?? We are desperate for this to
happen and yet it is continually ignored!
Having a new road East to West is
worrying also as I believe my road will be
used as a "rat run" for traffic coming off
there making it a danger for the residents.
The roads and drains - which still flood! need to be addressed before anything
else happens on Canvey!
There is not enough improvement to
roads as we all know more houses means
more cars. This part of Essex is already
overcrowded. Also the 20% of new home
are to be affordable. What is affordable?
Most developers find of getting away with
this even after obtaining planning
permission. In my opinion there is now too
much development in this part of Essex.
So the policy can't be sound.

No more homes until the
infrastructure on Canvey is
vastly improved!

No

No

No

No

1. No more houses to be built
on Canvey Island. 2. Drains
to be renewed 3. No change
to Waterside Roundabout 4.
Build another road off the
Island - maybe to Manorway
so it connects to the new
river crossing 5. Replan the
E to W new road so it does
not interfere with existing
roads nearby 6. A new
shopping regenerated
centre?? Stop giving out
hopeful plans to residents
and be honest for once!

Canvey Island has insufficient
infrastructure (i.e. road access, sewage)
to support any additional new housing.
There would be a serious emergency with
possible harm of life if there was a need to
evacuate the Island at present. Further
new housing would add to problems. The
Council has not take notice of residents
concerns or opinion in this regard. In the
event of an emergency any harm of life
would be the sole responsibility of the
Council! I note works are already taking
place at Thorney Bay site in advance of
this plan being approved.
Canvey Island has insufficient
infrastructure (i.e. road access, sewage)
to support any additional new housing.
There would be a serious emergency with
possible harm of life if there was a need to
evacuate the Island at present. Further
new housing would add to problems. The
Council has not take notice of residents
concerns or opinion in this regard. In the
event of an emergency any harm of life
would be the sole responsibility of the
Council! I note works are already taking
place at Thorney Bay site in advance of
this plan being approved.
I consider that the Local Plan as it relates
to Canvey Island breaches Article 2 (Right
to Life) as described in the Human Rights
Act 1998. Absent a 3rd road off of Canvey
Island each and every resident is placed
at risk in the event of a natural or
manmade disaster.

There needs to be additional
road access to the Island as
well as an updating of
drainage infrastructure.

There needs to be additional
road access to the Island as
well as an updating of
drainage infrastructure.

A 3rd road off of Canvey
Island

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Canvey Island has insufficient
infrastructure (i.e. road access, sewage)
to support any additional new housing.
There would be a serious emergency with
possible harm of life if there was a need to
evacuate the Island at present. Further
new housing would add to problems. The
Council has not take notice of residents
concerns or opinion in this regard. In the
event of an emergency any harm of life
would be the sole responsibility of the
Council! I note works are already taking
place at Thorney Bay site in advance of
this plan being approved.
Canvey Island has insufficient
infrastructure (i.e. road access, sewage)
to support any additional new housing.
There would be a serious emergency with
possible harm of life if there was a need to
evacuate the Island at present. Further
new housing would add to problems. The
Council has not take notice of residents
concerns or opinion in this regard. In the
event of an emergency any harm of life
would be the sole responsibility of the
Council! I note works are already taking
place at Thorney Bay site in advance of
this plan being approved.
I consider that the Local Plan as it relates
to Canvey Island breaches Article 2 (Right
to Life) as described in the Human Rights
Act 1998. Absent a 3rd road off of Canvey
Island each and every resident is placed
at risk in the event of a natural or
manmade disaster.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Someone needs to
emphasise that the plan
is not safe for the
residents of Canvey
Island. Councillors are
not doing their job.

Yes

Someone needs to
emphasise that the plan
is not safe for the
residents of Canvey
Island. Councillors are
not doing their job.

Yes

As I have little faith in the
vested interest at local
and national government
level to fairly
representing my view
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NLPPS291

John
Pharro

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS292

Brian
Nuttgens

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Martin
Tucker

17 - Meeting
the challenge
of climate
change,
flooding and
coastal
change

NLPPS293

No account has been made to fact
Canvey Island has level 3 flood risk and
hazardous installations. Canvey
frequently floods following heavy rain in
part because of lack of maintenances.
Bring this current system up to date will
possibly only be able to cope with current
building. No plan to improve road exit and
all roads meet up at one roundabout.
Developing at Canvey Supply Point Road
has had massive local opposition, original
plan couldn't be complied with, why is it
on the plan again?? Plan still treats Castle
Point as two separate buildings it is one
and as Canvey unsuitable for major
development due to flood risk and
hazardous installations should not be built
on. Despite frequent, detailed, and sound
representation by public and councillors
there is total disregard for the objections
made. It seems all new developments are
built. This may stop them flooding but
more concreted over areas means more
run off and more flooding. Air pollution
now a problem not addressed.

Nothing in this plan is legal or
sound nothing should be built
on Canvey certainly not
mass development.

No

Yes

NLPPS294

Garry
Durant

H5

No

NLPPS295

Rita Stalley

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS296

Keith
Garner

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS297

Cheryl Ray

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS298

sandra
hippard

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS299

Sandra
Durant

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS300

Brian
ComptonEdwards

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

No

Thorney Bay development NOT
APPROVED - incorrect information given
to councillors and not approved correctly
Infrastructure not good enough for more
development DRAINAGE!!!!
No more large building until roads and
drainage sorted on Canvey

Send information to
government ... we are a flood
zone NO MORE HOUSES!!
WE'RE FULL

No

No

No

The roads and drainage on Canvey Island
cannot cope with the traffic / parking now.
Flooding issues on Canvey. Closure and
cutbacks to police, fire service and
ambulance. Doctors already cannot cope
with patients on their books.

Need new roads in place
before any buildings
considered. Need new
drainage system and proper
maintenance / repair to
drains and dykes. Increase
services cover for police fire
ambulance doctors.

No

Soundness Comments

No account has been made to fact
Canvey Island has level 3 flood risk and
hazardous installations. Canvey
frequently floods following heavy rain in
part because of lack of maintenances.
Bring this current system up to date will
possibly only be able to cope with current
building. No plan to improve road exit and
all roads meet up at one roundabout.
Developing at Canvey Supply Point Road
has had massive local opposition, original
plan couldn't be complied with, why is it
on the plan again?? Plan still treats Castle
Point as two separate buildings it is one
and as Canvey unsuitable for major
development due to flood risk and
hazardous installations should not be built
on. Despite frequent, detailed, and sound
representation by public and councillors
there is total disregard for the objections
made. It seems all new developments are
built. This may stop them flooding but
more concreted over areas means more
run off and more flooding. Air pollution
now a problem not addressed.
The form is unclear The maps are difficult
to follow The whole form needs
redesigning Very poor for a professional
form A waste of taxpayers time and
money Some legal terms - legal
compliance and duty to co-operate difficult to follow.

Nothing in this plan is legal or
sound nothing should be built
on Canvey certainly not
mass development.

No

Sequential test faulty

Thorney Bay development NOT
APPROVED - incorrect information given
to councillors and not approved correctly
Infrastructure not good enough for more
development DRAINAGE!!!!
No more large building until roads and
drainage sorted on Canvey
I believe there is a case for the 3rd road
off of Canvey Island to be sites on the
north east of the Island to Leigh. Why
hasn't this been planned?
The roads and drainage on Canvey Island
cannot cope with the traffic / parking now.
Flooding issues on Canvey. Closure and
cutbacks to police, fire service and
ambulance. Doctors already cannot cope
with patients on their books.

More investigation into
infrastructure and drainage
system

No

Yes

No account has been made to fact
Canvey Island has level 3 flood risk and
hazardous installations. Canvey
frequently floods following heavy rain in
part because of lack of maintenances.
Bring this current system up to date will
possibly only be able to cope with current
building. No plan to improve road exit and
all roads meet up at one roundabout.
Developing at Canvey Supply Point Road
has had massive local opposition, original
plan couldn't be complied with, why is it
on the plan again?? Plan still treats Castle
Point as two separate buildings it is one
and as Canvey unsuitable for major
development due to flood risk and
hazardous installations should not be built
on. Despite frequent, detailed, and sound
representation by public and councillors
there is total disregard for the objections
made. It seems all new developments are
built. This may stop them flooding but
more concreted over areas means more
run off and more flooding. Air pollution
now a problem not addressed.
The form is unclear The maps are difficult
to follow The whole form needs
redesigning Very poor for a professional
form A waste of taxpayers time and
money Some legal terms - legal
compliance and duty to co-operate difficult to follow.

Yes

Send information to
government ... we are a flood
zone NO MORE HOUSES!!
WE'RE FULL

No

No
Need to re-think where best
to have 3rd route off of
Canvey Island.
Need new roads in place
before any buildings
considered. Need new
drainage system and proper
maintenance / repair to
drains and dykes. Increase
services cover for police fire
ambulance doctors.

Yes
Infrastructure, drainage, and living on a
comatose site does NOT warrant more
development. Does not wish to participate
in the oral examination because:"No, I'm
probably pumping out my business after
heavy rain...or stuck in traffic getting to it".

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

No

More investigation into
infrastructure and drainage
system

No

Yes

Yes

Thorney Bay development NOT
APPROVED - incorrect information given
to councillors and not approved correctly
Infrastructure not good enough for more
development DRAINAGE!!!!
No more large building until roads and
drainage sorted on Canvey
I believe there is a case for the 3rd road
off of Canvey Island to be sites on the
north east of the Island to Leigh. Why
hasn't this been planned?
The roads and drainage on Canvey Island
cannot cope with the traffic / parking now.
Flooding issues on Canvey. Closure and
cutbacks to police, fire service and
ambulance. Doctors already cannot cope
with patients on their books.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

To show how strongly I
feel about this plan.

No

Yes

Yes
Infrastructure, drainage, and living on a
comatose site does NOT warrant more
development. Does not wish to participate
in the oral examination because:"No, I'm
probably pumping out my business after
heavy rain...or stuck in traffic getting to it".

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

As an ex Borough
Councillor and a sitting
Town Councillor I have
experience of the Local
Plan since the Core
Strategy was instigated.

No

No

No

No

No
Infrastructure, drainage, and living on a
comatose site does NOT warrant more
development. Does not wish to participate
in the oral examination because:"No, I'm
probably pumping out my business after
heavy rain...or stuck in traffic getting to it".

No

No
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NLPPS301

Henry
Prankerd

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS302

Victor
Moorcraft

New Local
Plan 2016

No

Graham
Fenneberg
Patricia
Attrill

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

Sandor
Olah

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS303
NLPPS304

NLPPS305

NLPPS306

David
Eastabrook

NLPPS307

David
Eastabrook

NLPPS308

David
Hodgetts
(Indigo
Planning
Limited)

17.23

17.27

R5

Dear Sir, Thank you for the consultation. I
am relieved that you have decided to
retain green belt land in the new plan and
to reduce the number of houses planned.
The area is already at saturation point and
new housing developments can for the
most part only be made by satisfying
green belt and amenity land which will be
progressively detrimental to the quality of
life in the area. Furthermore the green belt
land that is now retained is generally of
good quality with environmental, natural,
and historical value.
The infrastructures on Canvey are already
overpopulated and any further housing
development cannot be sustained until the
present problems with these structures
are addressed. A number of residents on
the Island experienced raw sewage
entering their homes during the recent
inclement weather conditions and in my
submission this must infringe their right to
respect for their homes and private life
under Article 8 and Article 1 of Protocol 1
of the European Convention on Human
Rights. The European Court of Human
Rights has already found breaches of
human rights in a number of cases of
industrial pollution and adverse effects on
the environment. A common feature in
these cases was that the pollution was
significant and that the local authority had
failed to take any action to deal with the
pollution leading to breaches of the
individuals human rights. For residents to
experience raw sewage invading their
homes during flash flooding is totally
unacceptable. I, of course, recognise the
need for new housing programmes.
However, these should not be carried out
until the current infrastructures have been
improved to and are able to cope with the
increase demand.

Yes

Improvement of local
infrastructures.

No

Soundness Comments

Dear Sir, Thank you for the consultation. I
am relieved that you have decided to
retain green belt land in the new plan and
to reduce the number of houses planned.
The area is already at saturation point and
new housing developments can for the
most part only be made by satisfying
green belt and amenity land which will be
progressively detrimental to the quality of
life in the area. Furthermore the green belt
land that is now retained is generally of
good quality with environmental, natural,
and historical value.
The infrastructures on Canvey are already
overpopulated and any further housing
development cannot be sustained until the
present problems with these structures
are addressed. A number of residents on
the Island experienced raw sewage
entering their homes during the recent
inclement weather conditions and in my
submission this must infringe their right to
respect for their homes and private life
under Article 8 and Article 1 of Protocol 1
of the European Convention on Human
Rights. The European Court of Human
Rights has already found breaches of
human rights in a number of cases of
industrial pollution and adverse effects on
the environment. A common feature in
these cases was that the pollution was
significant and that the local authority had
failed to take any action to deal with the
pollution leading to breaches of the
individuals human rights. For residents to
experience raw sewage invading their
homes during flash flooding is totally
unacceptable. I, of course, recognise the
need for new housing programmes.
However, these should not be carried out
until the current infrastructures have been
improved to and are able to cope with the
increase demand.

Yes

Improvement of local
infrastructures.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Dear Sir, Thank you for the consultation. I
am relieved that you have decided to
retain green belt land in the new plan and
to reduce the number of houses planned.
The area is already at saturation point and
new housing developments can for the
most part only be made by satisfying
green belt and amenity land which will be
progressively detrimental to the quality of
life in the area. Furthermore the green belt
land that is now retained is generally of
good quality with environmental, natural,
and historical value.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

We need 3rd road to/from Canvey Island
to relieve traffic congestion. Traffic jams
from in the morning and afternoon rush
hour around Sadlers farm and Waterside.
The whole of Canvey Island is flood zone
3a due to the very real risk of the sea
over-topping the sea defences particularly
with climate change. How can the
sequential test possibly allow 44% (760
houses plus a care home) of all future
house building to be built on Canvey
Island whilst the main land only has 56%
(960 houses) planned in? That is a huge
proportion of all new dwelling in a high
risk flood zone. The plan is at fault
because you recognize that there is a
flood risk but you fail to remove that risk
by not strengthening the sea wall
defences prior to planning to building new
homes. see clause 17.27
No because you are failing to secure the
strengthening of the sea walls prior to
building a very high proportion of all new
build housing on Canvey Island.

We reserve our position on this point.

It is clear that the sequential
testing is somewhat skewed
to allow a very high
proportion of future
development in a flood zone
area. The future sea
defences should be
strengthened prior to
allowing more houses to be
built, not building the houses
and hoping that the sea
defences will be
strengthened.
The monies for securing sea
wall defences are required
prior to allowing such a high
proportion of the houses on
Canvey Island.

Yes

We need 3rd road to/from Canvey Island
to relieve traffic congestion. Traffic jams
from in the morning and afternoon rush
hour around Sadlers farm and Waterside.

Yes

No

The plan is fundamentally flawed as you
are allowing the building of a high
proportion of all new homes in Castle
Point on a flood risk zone.

Yes

No

No

The plan is fundamentally flawed as you
are allowing the building of a high
proportion of all new homes in Castle
Point on a flood risk zone.

Yes

No

No

NPPF, paragraph 182: Not justified : Not
the most appropriate strategy - see
covering letter sent via email on 20 June
2016 by Indigo Planning on behalf of
Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd (covering
letter ref. let.002.DH.DM.24550002)

See covering letter sent via
email on 20 June 2016 by
Indigo Planning on behalf of
Sainsbury's Supermarkets
Ltd (covering letter ref.
let.002.DH.DM.24550002).

Yes

We need 3rd road to/from Canvey Island
to relieve traffic congestion. Traffic jams
from in the morning and afternoon rush
hour around Sadlers farm and Waterside.

We reserve our position on this point.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

Sainsbury's have a
property interest in the
local authority area
therefore interest in the
emerging local plan.
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NLPPS309

David
Hodgetts
(Indigo
Planning
Limited)

NLPPS310

David
Hodgetts
(Indigo
Planning
Limited)

NLPPS311

NLPPS312

NLPPS313
NLPPS314

NLPPS315

Lilian
Benmore

Celia
Jackson

James
Wood
James
Wood

Patricia
Geoghega
n

R7

R9

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

No

We reserve our position on this point.

No

We reserve our position on this point.

I think it is outrageous to build more
houses with our roads at the moment
when it rains use flood. Our drainage
system is not good enough, and we need
another road also without any more
houses. Let keep some green belt. No
more house New drainage system and
most importantly another road.
1. We do not need no more houses built
on Canvey until we have a third road off
the island. There are too many people on
this island and most houses have 2 or 3
cars. If there was an emergency no one
would be able to evacuate the island
quick enough. 2. Drainage on Canvey is
not good enough, when it rains the drains
cannot cope and many areas of Canvey
get flooded. 3. We don’t need no more
nursing homes on Canvey there are
enough already 4. We need to keep our
green belt land what we have rather than
build on every bit of spare land.

No

Need more shops (not
Charity shops) Drainage
updated and new road off
Canvey Sort out bad road /
pot holes everywhere No
more house's until we have
all the above sorted.

1. Town Centre needs more
shops more big name shops
rather than having to go off
island every time you need to
buy something. 2. Better
drainage so no more flooding
3. Sort out holes in the roads
as it causes damage to cars.

No

Soundness Comments

NPPF, paragraph 182: Not justified and
not consistent with national policy: Not the
most appropriate strategy and not in
accordance with policies in the
Framework - see covering letter sent via
email on 20 June 2016 by Indigo Planning
on behalf of Sainsbury's Supermarkets
Ltd (covering letter ref.
let.002.DH.DM.24550002)
NPPF, paragraph 182: Not justified and
not consistent with national policy: Not the
most appropriate strategy and not in
accordance with policies in the
Framework - see covering letter sent via
email on 20 June 2016 by Indigo Planning
on behalf of Sainsbury's Supermarkets
Ltd (covering letter ref.
let.002.DH.DM.24550002)
I think it is outrageous to build more
houses with our roads at the moment
when it rains use flood. Our drainage
system is not good enough, and we need
another road also without any more
houses. Let keep some green belt. No
more house New drainage system and
most importantly another road.
1. We do not need no more houses built
on Canvey until we have a third road off
the island. There are too many people on
this island and most houses have 2 or 3
cars. If there was an emergency no one
would be able to evacuate the island
quick enough. 2. Drainage on Canvey is
not good enough, when it rains the drains
cannot cope and many areas of Canvey
get flooded. 3. We don’t need no more
nursing homes on Canvey there are
enough already 4. We need to keep our
green belt land what we have rather than
build on every bit of spare land.

See covering letter sent via
email on 20 June 2016 by
Indigo Planning on behalf of
Sainsbury's Supermarkets
Ltd (covering letter ref.
let.002.DH.DM.24550002).

See covering letter sent via
email on 20 June 2016 by
Indigo Planning on behalf of
Sainsbury's Supermarkets
Ltd (covering letter ref.
let.002.DH.DM.24550002).

Yes

Yes

Need more shops (not
Charity shops) Drainage
updated and new road off
Canvey Sort out bad road /
pot holes everywhere No
more house's until we have
all the above sorted.

No

1. Town Centre needs more
shops more big name shops
rather than having to go off
island every time you need to
buy something. 2. Better
drainage so no more flooding
3. Sort out holes in the roads
as it causes damage to cars.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

We reserve our position on this point.

We reserve our position on this point.

I think it is outrageous to build more
houses with our roads at the moment
when it rains use flood. Our drainage
system is not good enough, and we need
another road also without any more
houses. Let keep some green belt. No
more house New drainage system and
most importantly another road.
1. We do not need no more houses built
on Canvey until we have a third road off
the island. There are too many people on
this island and most houses have 2 or 3
cars. If there was an emergency no one
would be able to evacuate the island
quick enough. 2. Drainage on Canvey is
not good enough, when it rains the drains
cannot cope and many areas of Canvey
get flooded. 3. We don’t need no more
nursing homes on Canvey there are
enough already 4. We need to keep our
green belt land what we have rather than
build on every bit of spare land.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Sainsbury's have a
property interest in the
local authority area
therefore interest in the
emerging local plan.

Yes

Sainsbury's have a
property interest in the
local authority area
therefore interest in the
emerging local plan.

No

New Local
Plan 2016

No

H5

Yes

No

No more homes

No

No more homes

No

H6

Yes

No

No more homes

No

No more homes

No

No

I think the housing plans do not in any
way consider the traffic implications for
the Thundersley area. The Rayleigh Road
is blocked all day everyday including the
weekends because of the bottleneck of
traffic at the traffic lights at the Rayleigh
Weir fire station. Something needs to be
done before more houses are built. I have
written to the Chief Executive of ECC and
he said there are no plans to alter the
traffic problems of the Rayleigh Road
which is at a standstill all weekend

No

I think the housing plans do not in any
way consider the traffic implications for
the Thundersley area. The Rayleigh Road
is blocked all day everyday including the
weekends because of the bottleneck of
traffic at the traffic lights at the Rayleigh
Weir fire station. Something needs to be
done before more houses are built. I have
written to the Chief Executive of ECC and
he said there are no plans to alter the
traffic problems of the Rayleigh Road
which is at a standstill all weekend

No

New Local
Plan 2016

No

I think the housing plans do not in any
way consider the traffic implications for
the Thundersley area. The Rayleigh Road
is blocked all day everyday including the
weekends because of the bottleneck of
traffic at the traffic lights at the Rayleigh
Weir fire station. Something needs to be
done before more houses are built. I have
written to the Chief Executive of ECC and
he said there are no plans to alter the
traffic problems of the Rayleigh Road
which is at a standstill all weekend.

Get rid of the filter lane to
turn right into Sainsbury and
the car dealership.

No

Get rid of the filter lane to
turn right into Sainsbury and
the car dealership.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No
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NLPPS316

JACK
TRING

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS317

Michael
O'Brien

2.1

No

NLPPS318

Karin Moss

H7

No

NLPPS319

Jackson
Pearson

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS320

Dave
Bassan

New Local
Plan 2016

No

Are the road improvements legally
enforceable? There is not money to repair
potholes in Essex roads yet the plan talks
about road improvements on Roscommon
Way, a link road to Corringham, Somnes
Avenue, Kenneth Road, Rayleigh Road
and dualling part of the A130. There is no
detail on a CIL which would be needed for
infrastructure improvements. Evidence of
financial viability is lacking. Shouldn’t this
be a legal requirement? The official policy
on Canvey is to stay put in the event of
flooding. This presumably has legal
backing yet one reason for the road
improvements is stated to be to facilitate
escape! Is 20% affordable housing legally
enforceable? The Government has stated
that local planning authorities should not
subject sustainable development to
obligations that threaten their
viability...and that developers are entitled
to a competitive return. In all parts of the
country the original 20% is being reduced
on appeal. Regarding H5, if resident
caravans on Thorney Bay are being
replaced by houses, it is wrong, i.e. illegal,
to count them as 600. The H11 sites at
North West Thundersley would appear to
have major road access problems. Essex
Highways have already objected on
highways and financial grounds. Plan
says only 10% of homes will have
wheelchair access, this means that if
residents who are not in one of these
develop a mobility problem they will have
to move. The universal lifetimes homes
specification is meant to remedy this. Both
sites for employment growth on West
Canvey are flooded in wet weather and
will need attention to surface water
drainage. The site near the cemetery has
been on offer for many years-where is the
evidence it has suddenly become viable?
If it is proposed that the site levels be
raised by a meter or so, the
consequences for adjoining areas must
be considered carefully. In particular the
cemetery may be subject to flooding
again.
Not clear and plans to build on flood plain
knowingly against statutory guidance.
I object to proposal of replacement school
and 64 homes off Scrub Lane, Hadleigh
on the following grounds: - there are is
already congested at peak times due to
Hadleigh Infants School - at peak times
the whole area is double parked due to
parents - no emergency vehicles (fire /
ambulance) can get through, another
school on top (and it is a large school) will
make peak time impossible for residents /
emergency. - Teachers / staff from
Hadleigh infants already bomb down
Bilton Rd at 8pm in excess of 40 mph (20
mph area) two schools in the area with
late staff speeding down Bilton / Scrub
Lane is an accident waiting to happen.

Who is guaranteeing the
finance for the road
infrastructure? Give details of
the CIL so its adequacy can
be assessed. Rewrite the
reasons for the roads on
Canvey. What legal authority
have CPBC got for
guaranteeing 20% affordable
housing. Reduce the 600
figure for H5 to allow removal
of residential caravans. Use
the most up to date statistics.
Spend £25 million on curing
the surface water drainage
problems on Canvey. Note
new homes will not be
protected by Flood-Re
scheme. Allow for a re-route
of the C2C line Give dates
and details for the
regeneration of Hadleigh and
Canvey Town Centres. More
attention be should given to
oil and gas storage hazards
on Canvey. The H11 sites
need information on the road
access details as Essex
County Council has already
said no on finance band
highways grounds. Whereever possible stipulate a lifetime homes specification for
all developments. Obviously
it might not apply to a bedsitter Are these the best
employment sites you can
find? Put yourself in the
shoes of a prospective user.
Not only are there flooding
risks leading to higher
insurance costs but road
infrastructure on Canvey is a
problem.

Do not propose building on
Canvey
I suggest the Junior School
stay where it is thus keeping
congestion to a minimum
possible. I also believe the
school is of interest
architecturally to the children
and therefore an interesting,
inspiring and thought
provoking place to learn.
Most children live in similar,
modern box style homes with
little opportunity to spend
time in contrasting structural
environments. There is a lot
of history in their school
which develops pride and a
sense of continuity.

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No

Previous probability calculations in a
changing climate are no longer
statistically valid. There must be a rethink
about safety limitations. Homes and
businesses are designated for flood plains
on Canvey Island. We must stop building
homes and businesses on flood plains.
£25 million is suppose to be needed to
remedy faulty surface water drainage on
Canvey yet there is no mention of this in
the plan. No allowance suggested for the
C2C line being flooded in 50 years time
Some of these proposals have been
around for many years without any
progress. A list seems to have been made
of all unsuccessful projects which have
then been added to the plan. Where is the
evidence that regeneration of Hadleigh
town centre and Canvey town centre will
now take place? The rebuilding of
Hadleigh Junior School has been on the
cards for many years. Oil tank storage
and port facilities are being enlarged for
natural gas storage. Should this limit
housing expansion on Canvey?

Who is guaranteeing the
finance for the road
infrastructure? Give details of
the CIL so its adequacy can
be assessed. Rewrite the
reasons for the roads on
Canvey. What legal authority
have CPBC got for
guaranteeing 20% affordable
housing. Reduce the 600
figure for H5 to allow removal
of residential caravans. Use
the most up to date statistics.
Spend £25 million on curing
the surface water drainage
problems on Canvey. Note
new homes will not be
protected by Flood-Re
scheme. Allow for a re-route
of the C2C line Give dates
and details for the
regeneration of Hadleigh and
Canvey Town Centres. More
attention be should given to
oil and gas storage hazards
on Canvey. The H11 sites
need information on the road
access details as Essex
County Council has already
said no on finance band
highways grounds. Whereever possible stipulate a lifetime homes specification for
all developments. Obviously
it might not apply to a bedsitter Are these the best
employment sites you can
find? Put yourself in the
shoes of a prospective user.
Not only are there flooding
risks leading to higher
insurance costs but road
infrastructure on Canvey is a
problem.

Yes

No

No

Does not have a community mandated

Comply with guidance

No

No

No

I object to proposal of replacement school
and 64 homes off Scrub Lane, Hadleigh
on the following grounds: - there are is
already congested at peak times due to
Hadleigh Infants School - at peak times
the whole area is double parked due to
parents - no emergency vehicles (fire /
ambulance) can get through, another
school on top (and it is a large school) will
make peak time impossible for residents /
emergency. - Teachers / staff from
Hadleigh infants already bomb down
Bilton Rd at 8pm in excess of 40 mph (20
mph area) two schools in the area with
late staff speeding down Bilton / Scrub
Lane is an accident waiting to happen.

I suggest the Junior School
stay where it is thus keeping
congestion to a minimum
possible. I also believe the
school is of interest
architecturally to the children
and therefore an interesting,
inspiring and thought
provoking place to learn.
Most children live in similar,
modern box style homes with
little opportunity to spend
time in contrasting structural
environments. There is a lot
of history in their school
which develops pride and a
sense of continuity.

Yes
Hundreds of houses next door, to gas
storage tanks. On Canvey Lack of proper
drainage on Canvey as we see when we
get heavy rain for 1/2 hour. Gridlock on
roads. Surely there must be safety zone
around gas storage tanks after incident in
Hertfordshire.

No more building on green
belt

No

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

I object to proposal of replacement school
and 64 homes off Scrub Lane, Hadleigh
on the following grounds: - there are is
already congested at peak times due to
Hadleigh Infants School - at peak times
the whole area is double parked due to
parents - no emergency vehicles (fire /
ambulance) can get through, another
school on top (and it is a large school) will
make peak time impossible for residents /
emergency. - Teachers / staff from
Hadleigh infants already bomb down
Bilton Rd at 8pm in excess of 40 mph (20
mph area) two schools in the area with
late staff speeding down Bilton / Scrub
Lane is an accident waiting to happen.

Yes
Hundreds of houses next door, to gas
storage tanks. On Canvey Lack of proper
drainage on Canvey as we see when we
get heavy rain for 1/2 hour. Gridlock on
roads. Surely there must be safety zone
around gas storage tanks after incident in
Hertfordshire.

No more building on green
belt

No

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No
Hundreds of houses next door, to gas
storage tanks. On Canvey Lack of proper
drainage on Canvey as we see when we
get heavy rain for 1/2 hour. Gridlock on
roads. Surely there must be safety zone
around gas storage tanks after incident in
Hertfordshire.

No
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NLPPS321

James
Attrill

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

I am in receipt of the attached new Local
Plan and whilst I certainly wish to take
part, I feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. Indeed I have found Part B
of the Representation Form highly
inaccessible. I am not qualified in planning
law so I fail to see how I can make
representation about whether the revised
plan is legally compliant, sound or
complies with the duty to cooperate and I
am at a loss to understand the questions
put to me in the afore-mentioned
response form. Therefore please attach
this letter to my submission and ensure it
is recorded with it. I support any revision
to the NLP which gives protection to and
seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough (including Jotmans Farm). I
include both the Mainland and Canvey
Island in this and I am very pleased that
the Council has listened to the
overwhelming view of local residents who
responded to the last local plan and
prioritised the protection of those green
belt sites over meeting their objectively
assessed need for housing development.
The last consultation told you that we
treasure our green spaces as not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidances but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and around our
towns. Furthermore, the development of
greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
put an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would put an incredible strain not
only on my family but all families and
people throughout the borough and
beyond our boundaries. The National
Planning Policy Framework (parag 14
footnote 9) makes it clear that Castle
Point Council are empowered to do this,
as does the Government published
Planning Practise Guidance (parags
034,044,045) and our local MP, Rebecca
Harris, has confirmed publically that the
council do not have to include treasured
local green belt sites into the local plan if
they can provide evidence to back up their
decision as has the Planning Minister,
Brandon Lewis, MP, to number of local
people on a visit to Castle Point last year.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to/from Sadlers Farm
Roundabout. This proposal is a waste of
tax payers money and will not help issues
of traffic when the road is closed due to
an accident or incident. It doesn’t matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there is nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a 3rd
road off Canvey Island (known as The
Canvey Regeneration Link Road) which
was investigated thoroughly in 2007/08.
This such route would form an alternative
evacuation route from the Island in the
event of an emergency. In order to secure
the future of our borough I urge the
Council to do everything in its power to
make sure this plan does pass all three
tests above to meet the approval of the
inspector.

Yes

Soundness Comments

I am in receipt of the attached new Local
Plan and whilst I certainly wish to take
part, I feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. Indeed I have found Part B
of the Representation Form highly
inaccessible. I am not qualified in planning
law so I fail to see how I can make
representation about whether the revised
plan is legally compliant, sound or
complies with the duty to cooperate and I
am at a loss to understand the questions
put to me in the afore-mentioned
response form. Therefore please attach
this letter to my submission and ensure it
is recorded with it. I support any revision
to the NLP which gives protection to and
seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough (including Jotmans Farm). I
include both the Mainland and Canvey
Island in this and I am very pleased that
the Council has listened to the
overwhelming view of local residents who
responded to the last local plan and
prioritised the protection of those green
belt sites over meeting their objectively
assessed need for housing development.
The last consultation told you that we
treasure our green spaces as not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidances but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and around our
towns. Furthermore, the development of
greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
put an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would put an incredible strain not
only on my family but all families and
people throughout the borough and
beyond our boundaries. The National
Planning Policy Framework (parag 14
footnote 9) makes it clear that Castle
Point Council are empowered to do this,
as does the Government published
Planning Practise Guidance (parags
034,044,045) and our local MP, Rebecca
Harris, has confirmed publically that the
council do not have to include treasured
local green belt sites into the local plan if
they can provide evidence to back up their
decision as has the Planning Minister,
Brandon Lewis, MP, to number of local
people on a visit to Castle Point last year.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to/from Sadlers Farm
Roundabout. This proposal is a waste of
tax payers money and will not help issues
of traffic when the road is closed due to
an accident or incident. It doesn’t matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there is nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a 3rd
road off Canvey Island (known as The
Canvey Regeneration Link Road) which
was investigated thoroughly in 2007/08.
This such route would form an alternative
evacuation route from the Island in the
event of an emergency. In order to secure
the future of our borough I urge the
Council to do everything in its power to
make sure this plan does pass all three
tests above to meet the approval of the
inspector.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

I am in receipt of the attached new Local
Plan and whilst I certainly wish to take
part, I feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. Indeed I have found Part B
of the Representation Form highly
inaccessible. I am not qualified in planning
law so I fail to see how I can make
representation about whether the revised
plan is legally compliant, sound or
complies with the duty to cooperate and
I am at a loss to understand the questions
put to me in the afore-mentioned
response form. Therefore please attach
this letter to my submission and ensure it
is recorded with it. I support any revision
to the NLP which gives protection to and
seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough (including Jotmans Farm). I
include both the Mainland and Canvey
Island in this and I am very pleased that
the Council has listened to the
overwhelming view of local residents who
responded to the last local plan and
prioritised the protection of those green
belt sites over meeting their objectively
assessed need for housing development.
The last consultation told you that we
treasure our green spaces as not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidances but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and around our
towns. Furthermore, the development of
greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
put an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would put an incredible strain not
only on my family but all families and
people throughout the borough and
beyond our boundaries. The National
Planning Policy Framework (parag 14
footnote 9) makes it clear that Castle
Point Council are empowered to do this,
as does the Government published
Planning Practise Guidance (parags
034,044,045) and our local MP, Rebecca
Harris, has confirmed publically that the
council do not have to include treasured
local green belt sites into the local plan if
they can provide evidence to back up their
decision as has the Planning Minister,
Brandon Lewis, MP, to number of local
people on a visit to Castle Point last year.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to/from Sadlers Farm
Roundabout. This proposal is a waste of
tax payers money and will not help issues
of traffic when the road is closed due to
an accident or incident. It doesn’t matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there is nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a 3rd
road off Canvey Island (known as The
Canvey Regeneration Link Road) which
was investigated thoroughly in 2007/08.
This such route would form an alternative
evacuation route from the Island in the
event of an emergency. In order to secure
the future of our borough I urge the
Council to do everything in its power to
make sure this plan does pass all three
tests above to meet the approval of the
inspector.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No
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NLPPS322

Sarah
Attrill

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

I am in receipt of the attached new Local
Plan and whilst I certainly wish to take
part, I feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. Indeed I have found Part B
of the Representation Form highly
inaccessible. I am not qualified in planning
law so I fail to see how I can make
representation about whether the revised
plan is legally compliant, sound or
complies with the duty to cooperate and I
am at a loss to understand the questions
put to me in the afore-mentioned
response form. Therefore please attach
this letter to my submission and ensure it
is recorded with it. I support any revision
to the NLP which gives protection to and
seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough (including Jotmans Farm). I
include both the Mainland and Canvey
Island in this and I am very pleased that
the Council has listened to the
overwhelming view of local residents who
responded to the last local plan and
prioritised the protection of those green
belt sites over meeting their objectively
assessed need for housing development.
The last consultation told you that we
treasure our green spaces as not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidances but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and around our
towns. Furthermore, the development of
greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
put an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would put an incredible strain not
only on my family but all families and
people throughout the borough and
beyond our boundaries. The National
Planning Policy Framework (parag 14
footnote 9) makes it clear that Castle
Point Council are empowered to do this,
as does the Government published
Planning Practise Guidance (parags
034,044,045) and our local MP, Rebecca
Harris, has confirmed publically that the
council do not have to include treasured
local green belt sites into the local plan if
they can provide evidence to back up their
decision as has the Planning Minister,
Brandon Lewis, MP, to number of local
people on a visit to Castle Point last year.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to/from Sadlers Farm
Roundabout. This proposal is a waste of
tax payers money and will not help issues
of traffic when the road is closed due to
an accident or incident. It doesn’t matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there is nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a 3rd
road off Canvey Island (known as The
Canvey Regeneration Link Road) which
was investigated thoroughly in 2007/08.
This such route would form an alternative
evacuation route from the Island in the
event of an emergency. In order to secure
the future of our borough I urge the
Council to do everything in its power to
make sure this plan does pass all three
tests above to meet the approval of the
inspector.

Yes

Soundness Comments

I am in receipt of the attached new Local
Plan and whilst I certainly wish to take
part, I feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. Indeed I have found Part B
of the Representation Form highly
inaccessible. I am not qualified in planning
law so I fail to see how I can make
representation about whether the revised
plan is legally compliant, sound or
complies with the duty to cooperate and I
am at a loss to understand the questions
put to me in the afore-mentioned
response form. Therefore please attach
this letter to my submission and ensure it
is recorded with it. I support any revision
to the NLP which gives protection to and
seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough (including Jotmans Farm). I
include both the Mainland and Canvey
Island in this and I am very pleased that
the Council has listened to the
overwhelming view of local residents who
responded to the last local plan and
prioritised the protection of those green
belt sites over meeting their objectively
assessed need for housing development.
The last consultation told you that we
treasure our green spaces as not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidances but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and around our
towns. Furthermore, the development of
greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
put an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would put an incredible strain not
only on my family but all families and
people throughout the borough and
beyond our boundaries. The National
Planning Policy Framework (parag 14
footnote 9) makes it clear that Castle
Point Council are empowered to do this,
as does the Government published
Planning Practise Guidance (parags
034,044,045) and our local MP, Rebecca
Harris, has confirmed publically that the
council do not have to include treasured
local green belt sites into the local plan if
they can provide evidence to back up their
decision as has the Planning Minister,
Brandon Lewis, MP, to number of local
people on a visit to Castle Point last year.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to/from Sadlers Farm
Roundabout. This proposal is a waste of
tax payers money and will not help issues
of traffic when the road is closed due to
an accident or incident. It doesn’t matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there is nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a 3rd
road off Canvey Island (known as The
Canvey Regeneration Link Road) which
was investigated thoroughly in 2007/08.
This such route would form an alternative
evacuation route from the Island in the
event of an emergency. In order to secure
the future of our borough I urge the
Council to do everything in its power to
make sure this plan does pass all three
tests above to meet the approval of the
inspector.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

I am in receipt of the attached new Local
Plan and whilst I certainly wish to take
part, I feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. Indeed I have found Part B
of the Representation Form highly
inaccessible. I am not qualified in planning
law so I fail to see how I can make
representation about whether the revised
plan is legally compliant, sound or
complies with the duty to cooperate and
I am at a loss to understand the questions
put to me in the afore-mentioned
response form. Therefore please attach
this letter to my submission and ensure it
is recorded with it. I support any revision
to the NLP which gives protection to and
seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough (including Jotmans Farm). I
include both the Mainland and Canvey
Island in this and I am very pleased that
the Council has listened to the
overwhelming view of local residents who
responded to the last local plan and
prioritised the protection of those green
belt sites over meeting their objectively
assessed need for housing development.
The last consultation told you that we
treasure our green spaces as not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidances but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and around our
towns. Furthermore, the development of
greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
put an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would put an incredible strain not
only on my family but all families and
people throughout the borough and
beyond our boundaries. The National
Planning Policy Framework (parag 14
footnote 9) makes it clear that Castle
Point Council are empowered to do this,
as does the Government published
Planning Practise Guidance (parags
034,044,045) and our local MP, Rebecca
Harris, has confirmed publically that the
council do not have to include treasured
local green belt sites into the local plan if
they can provide evidence to back up their
decision as has the Planning Minister,
Brandon Lewis, MP, to number of local
people on a visit to Castle Point last year.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to/from Sadlers Farm
Roundabout. This proposal is a waste of
tax payers money and will not help issues
of traffic when the road is closed due to
an accident or incident. It doesn’t matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there is nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a 3rd
road off Canvey Island (known as The
Canvey Regeneration Link Road) which
was investigated thoroughly in 2007/08.
This such route would form an alternative
evacuation route from the Island in the
event of an emergency. In order to secure
the future of our borough I urge the
Council to do everything in its power to
make sure this plan does pass all three
tests above to meet the approval of the
inspector.
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NLPPS323

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

3.4

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

As the Governments adviser on the
historic environment Historic England is
keen to ensure that the protection of the
historic environment is fully taken into
account at all stages and levels of the
local planning process. Castle Point
Borough has a rich historic environment
covering 38 listed buildings 7 scheduled
monuments, and 138 records on the
Historic England pastscape data base and
2 conservation areas (Florence Gardens
and South Benfleet). The new Local Plan
will be an important factor in the
conservation and enhancement of this
historic environment. The local planning
authority has a comprehensive list of nondesignated assets and these are
appropriately given protection within the
new local plan. Background Issues
Historic England has published a series of
Good Practice Advice Notes (GPANs)
which includes detailed practical advice
on how to implement national planning
policy and guidance. Good Practice
Advice Note 1 (GPAN 1) deals with The
Historic Environment and Site Allocations
in Local Plans, which can be found at
www.historicengland.org.uk/advice/planni
ng/planning-system/. We hope this
provides further guidance. At this stage
and in formulating a strategy that
addresses the historic environment, we
would refer to paragraph 13 of GPAN1,
which deals with a series of issues to
consider when formulating a positive
strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of the historic environment.
Historic England offers the following
comments on Pre-Submission Local Plan
Policies (June 2016 consultation).
Chapter 3 (Policy context) Historic
England previously stated at draft Local
Plan stage that chapter 3 lacked
reference to the historic environment. The
National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) at its paragraph 126 establishes
that Local Plans should set out a positive
strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of the historic environment. We
could not find an appropriate Local Plan
application or explanation of this duty and
recommend that it is dealt with in a
revised paragraph 3.3 (5th bullet) to read.
Climate change mitigation and adaption, a
positive strategy for the conservation and
enhancement enjoyment of the natural
and historic environment, including
landscape. Historic England recommends
this policy change to make the plan sound
against the tests in the NPPF at
paragraph 182. This also requires the
application of a positive strategy in the
spatial portrait, the key drivers of change
and the vision of the plan.
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NLPPS324

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

5.5

Yes

Yes

NLPPS325

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

Objective 7:

Yes

Yes

NLPPS326

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

R8

Yes

Yes

NLPPS327

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

Table 21.1

Yes

Yes

NLPPS328

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

19.12

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

Chapter 5 (Key drivers of change) At
chapter 5 (key drivers of change) Historic
England reported at preferred stage that
there is no reference to the historic
environment and greater emphasis is
needed in the pre-submission draft. We
further recommend the addition of some
explanatory details from the review of the
local list (non-designated assets) for
example the inclusion of cold war heritage
at Northwick Road and the Degaussing
station at the Western Esplanade
representing a contemporary chapter of
history. Paragraph 5.5 is now amended to
include heritage assets and this is
welcomed. Historic England also
recommends a further addition to the
reasoned text and As a consequence, the
conservation enhancement and protection
of the historic and natural environment is
a key driver for change in Castle Point
Sound. This policy is deemed sound but
we propose these further revisions to
align this policy to the National Planning
Policy Framework at its paragraph 126.
Chapter 7 (objectives) and objective 7
This is now amended to read To protect
and enhance the quality of the natural,
built and historic environment within
Castle Point, having particular regard to
features of ecological, landscape and
heritage importance. Sound. This addition
is welcomed. This policy is deemed
sound.
Chapter 10 Policy R2 Canvey Town
centre Regeneration no further comments
to add. Policy R3 Hadleigh Town Centre
Regeneration no further comments to
add. Policy R8 South Benfleet Leisure
Quarter. Historic England noted at
preferred options stage that
recommended further reference to the
eleven listed buildings within this location
(including the Grade I Church of St Mary
the Virgin and Grade II* The Anchor Inn)
as well as non-designated heritage assets
from the local list. These matters are dealt
with in an expanded paragraph 10.32 and
this additional detail is welcome. This
policy is deemed sound.
Chapter 21: Monitoring and Review At the
pre-submission Local Plan stage Historic
England welcomed the Heritage at Risk
indicators as included in the monitoring of
the Local Plans impact on the historic
environment and recommended inclusion
of the county Building at Risk Register in
addition to our national register, which
picks up Grade II listed buildings (which
the national register does not). Reference
to the Essex County Council 'Buildings at
Risk Register has been added and is
welcomed. We hope that the above
comments are of assistance.
Policies HE4 and HE5: Archaeology
Historic England broadly welcomed these
policies but asked that the councils
archaeological advisers be consulted to
ensure these policies are worded in
accordance with the NPPF. These
policies include appropriate reference to a
precautionary approach and is consistent
with the national guidance. The language
used in HE5 implies reference to nondesignated heritage assets as is
consistent with the NPPF. It may be that
explicit reference to non-designated
heritage assets is mentioned in HE5
These revisions have been incorporated
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and are welcomed.

NLPPS329

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

19.1

Yes

Yes

NLPPS330

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

18.1

Yes

Yes

NLPPS331

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

H 10

Yes

Yes

NLPPS332

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

HC 3

Yes

Yes

NLPPS333

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

H9

Yes

Yes

Policy HE1: Conserving and Enhancing
the Historic Environment. The list has
been amended as recommended and is
welcomed. (a) listed buildings and other
buildings of historic and architectural merit
(b) conservation areas (c) locally
significant features in the landscape and
townscape (d) names of places and
streets We are aware that no historic
parks and gardens fall within the Borough.
Policy NE1: Green Infrastructure We
consider that this policy should make
reference to the historic environment as a
key component of green infrastructure.
Historic landscapes, archaeological sites
and open spaces within conservation
areas and listed buildings can all
contribute to multi-functional green
infrastructure. The policy now refers to (at
its 3 a) the preservation and enhancement
of ecological and heritage assets. This is
welcomed.
Policy H17: New Residential Institution
Site Land Fronting Canvey Road, Canvey
Island (now policy H10). Historic England
previously welcomed the point that the
supporting text refers to the Grade II listed
Dutch Cottage to the north of the site,
while the policy requires development to
integrate with historical features (at
paragraph 13.85 of the supporting text
and in policy at H10 point 3 (a). This is
supported.
Policy HC3: Opportunities for Outdoor
Recreation Historic England welcomes
the reference to the delivery of open
space and green infrastructure projects
across the borough, including the Olympic
Legacy Project at Hadleigh Farm. We
have been involved in this project given
the scheduled castle, and look forward to
further involvement in this location in the
future.
Policy H9: New Housing Site Land
between Felstead Road and Catherine
Road, Benfleet (now H8) Historic England
commented on the pre-submission Local
Plan that there are three Grade II listed
buildings at Jarvis Hall within 300 metres
to the east of this site allocation.
Consideration of how development
responds to the significance and setting of
these buildings is needed, and it may be
helpful to include relevant guidance in the
policy and/or supporting text. We note the
amendments that this site involves
development on the A13 London Road
only. Historic England would have no
further comments to make.

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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NLPPS334

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

H 11

Yes

Yes

NLPPS335

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

4.4

Yes

No

NLPPS336

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

6 - Vision for
the Future

Yes

Yes

NLPPS337

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

E5

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

Policy H18: Area of Search and
Safeguarded Land NW Thundersley (now
policy H11) Historic England in the presubmission Local Plan consultation
welcomed the policy details at Part 1 (f)
and Part 3 (f) requiring a historic asset
survey to be reflected in the proposals as
set out in the masterplan. This is
supported.
Chapter 4 (spatial portrait) Historic
England previously stated at draft Local
Plan stage that chapter 4 (spatial portrait)
lacked sufficient reference to the historic
environment. Unsound. We could not find
any additional text dealing with the
contribution that the historic environment
makes to the spatial portrait of the
Borough. This additional detail is essential
as the historic environment makes a
highly significant contribution to the
character of the Borough and its sense of
place. Details could readily be elaborated
in supporting text/reasoned justification at
paragraph 4.2 or to compliment details
within the paragraphs dealing with specific
locations such as at Canvey Island,
Benfleet Hadleigh and Thundersley. To
make the plan sound requires some
additional content that addresses the
contribution of the historic environment to
the spatial portrait of Castle Point. The
sustainability appraisal / SEA scoping
report for the new local plan (January
2012) non-technical summary sets out a
baseline for the historic environment
within Castle Point. This baseline deals
with architecture, historic fabric,
landscape and urban environment.
Elaboration of some of these features is
best incorporated into the spatial portrait
of the Borough. For example an
elaboration of WWII and Cold War
Heritage or reference to the work on
historic characterisation as included in the
local plan evidence base.
Chapter 6 (vision for the future) This
section now includes within the 6.1 text
box. Important features in the natural and
historic environment including wildlife,
habitats, landscape features, historic
buildings and archaeology will have been
protected and where possible enhanced
Sound. This addition is welcomed. This
policy is deemed sound.
Chapter 9. Historic England previously
raised the point that none of the proposed
employment sites appear to have
considerable impacts upon designated
heritage assets but that at (a) Policy E5
Northwick Road lay within 500 metres of a
scheduled heavy anti-aircraft gun site
near Northwick farm and at (b) that all
sites should be assessed against their
archaeological potential. Policy E5 or its
reasoned justification contains no explicit
reference to such matters although it is
accepted that E5 criterion (g) does add a
measure of control with the addition of
The proposal meets all other
requirements of this plan. Historic
England would recommend additional
supporting text to paragraph 9.23 to
establish that the setting of the nearby
scheduled monument will need to be
protected. This text should include an
acknowledgment that all sites should be
assessed against their archaeological
potential. This assessment can be
proportionate, consistent with the NPPF.

To make the plan sound
requires some additional
content that addresses the
contribution of the historic
environment to the spatial
portrait of Castle Point. The
sustainability appraisal / SEA
scoping report for the new
local plan (January 2012)
non-technical summary sets
out a baseline for the historic
environment within Castle
Point. This baseline deals
with architecture, historic
fabric, landscape and urban
environment. Elaboration of
some of these features is
best incorporated into the
spatial portrait of the
Borough. For example an
elaboration of WWII and Cold
War Heritage or reference to
the work on historic
characterisation as included
in the local plan evidence
base.
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NLPPS338

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

T2

Yes

Yes

NLPPS339

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

13.1

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

The Historic Environment Good Practice
Advice Notes (GPAN 1)on The Historic
Environment in Local Plans makes the
point (at its paragraph 18) site allocations
The strategy can also be used to inform
the nature of allocations so development
responds to and reflects local character.
Site allocations should be informed by an
evidence base and an analysis of
potential effects on heritage assets. The
NPPF identifies two categories of nondesignated sites of archaeological interest
which includes those that are
demonstrably of equivalent significance to
scheduled monuments and other nondesignated heritage assets of
archaeological interest. On occasion the
understanding of a site may change
following assessment and evaluation prior
to a planning decision and move it from
the second category to the first. An
evaluation of archaeology, based on a
proportionate response by a planning
authority, will appropriately inform the
evidence base here. This policy is
deemed sound.
Chapter 11 Policy T2 deals with
improvements and alterations to
carriageway infrastructure. Historic
England made the point that a new
access to the west of Benfleet and the
dualling of the A130 from Sadlers Farm to
this new access could impact on the
setting of the Grade II* Church of St
Margaret at Bowers Gifford (Mid 14th and
16th Century with main restoration 1910).
Chapter 13 Delivering a wide choice of
high quality homes Historic England notes
that most of the proposed housing site
allocations appear to have little or no
impact on designated heritage assets
although we did request at draft stage that
they are still assessed in terms of their
impact on non-designated assets,
including archaeological sites. This would
mean that all sites are scoped for
archaeological potential before
progressing to the next stage (i.e. presubmission Local Plan). Paragraph 13.19
in reasoned justification / supporting text
addresses the Councils previously
prepared Housing Capacity Topic Paper.
The scoping of sites for archaeological
potential is a matter of importance,
consistent with guidance in the National
Planning Policy Framework 139 and
NPPG under non-designated heritage
assets. The NPPG accepts when dealing
with such non-designated heritage assets
that decision-taking regarding such assets
requires a proportionate response by
planning authorities. Where an initial
assessment indicates that the site on
which development is proposed includes
or has potential to include heritage assets
with archaeological interest, applicants
should be required to submit an
appropriate desk-based assessment and,
where necessary, a field evaluation.
However, it is estimated that only a small
proportion- around 3% of planning
applications following initial assessment
have sufficient archaeological interest to
justify a requirement for detailed
assessment. (Paragraph 040 Reference
ID 18a-040-20140306 revision date 06 04
2014) Historic England recommends this
work is undertaken ahead of theses
allocations and to inform the evidence
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base. This work would be proportionately
based (as set out in the NPPF) but the
scoping of matters of archaeological
importance is an important component of
the evidence base.

NLPPS340

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

17.5

Yes

Yes

NLPPS341

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

18.14

Yes

Yes

NLPPS342

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

19.5

Yes

Yes

NLPPS343

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

HE 3

Yes

Yes

Policy CC1 Responding to Climate
Change Historic England submitted at the
draft Local Plan stage that the draft policy
could be strengthened by clarifying that
proposed alterations to historic
(particularly listed) buildings that seek to
make them more sustainable should also
seek to conserve the significance of such
buildings. We would still commend this
addition in the reasoned justification /
supporting text. The policy itself deals with
detailed issues such as cycle paths and
sustainable design. With regard to this
level of policy detail Historic England
would submit that a similar level of detail
can be applied to listed buildings. Historic
England would have no further comments
to make.
Policies NE2-NE4: Historic Natural
Landscapes This is supported. We
support the protection of Hadleigh Castle
in Policy NE3.
Policy HE2: Designated Historic Assets
General In the draft Local Plan Historic
England welcomed this development
management policy but recommended
that historic assets be replaced by
heritage assets to ensure consistency
with the NPPF. Historic England sought
amendments in the wording that
Designated heritage assets within Castle
Point will be protected from development
proposals that may cause harm to their
significance (including harm to their
setting), weighing up the public benefits of
the proposals against the harm These
revisions have been incorporated and are
welcomed.
Policy HE3: Designated Historic Assets
Detail In the draft Local Plan Historic
England sought reference to heritage
assets with reference in Part 1 (b) to the
significance of the heritage assets. Part 2
needs to be clear that the loss of (or
substantial harm to) a designated heritage
asset are exceptional / wholly exceptional.
These revisions have been incorporated
and are welcomed

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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NLPPS344

NLPPS345

Michael
Stubbs
(Historic
England)

Roger
Booker

19.16

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

No

Applied to 4 big insurance companies and
was told by all that last year the
Environment Agency (i.e. Government
body) classed the whole of Canvey a high
risk flood area witch under present law
mean houses cannot be built on it.
Secondly there is not enough
infrastructure i.e. roads drainage water
supply. ON average from 6 in the morning
till 9.30=10.00 it can take up to 1-1.30
hours to get of this island and you think
putting at least another 2,000 plus cars
and vans will make our lives better no
council officer that does not live on this
island should be allowed to make decision
on something he or she now anything
about. You would put lives in danger!

Yes

It is important that the sequence of
improvements is to put in the
infrastructure before any developments is
under taken. i.e. third road to Corringham.
My worry is that the proposed new
housing will be built before any of this
happens because it doesn't cost anything
to the Council.
No to H5. Not enough access roads off
Canvey too much pressure on doctors on
Canvey

New road of Island. New
drainage. Don't let the fool
who designed the last lot of
pumps cock up again auto
start and re start is the only
way.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy HE6: Non-Designated Historic
Assets Historic England previously
submitted at the draft Local Plan stage
that this policy and its supporting text
needs to be clarified, as it appears to only
relate to buildings and structures on the
councils local list, when the definition of
non-designated heritage assets includes
archaeological sites, such as those on the
Historic Environment Record. Given that
Policies HE4 and HE5 deal with
archaeology, this section and policy
should be reworded to read Local List of
Buildings of Architectural or Historic
Interest . Appendix 7 and the Policies
Map should also be reworded. These
revisions have been incorporated and are
welcomed.

Applied to 4 big insurance companies and
was told by all that last year the
Environment Agency (i.e. Government
body) classed the whole of Canvey a high
risk flood area witch under present law
mean houses cannot be built on it.
Secondly there is not enough
infrastructure i.e. roads drainage water
supply. ON average from 6 in the morning
till 9.30=10.00 it can take up to 1-1.30
hours to get of this island and you think
putting at least another 2,000 plus cars
and vans will make our lives better no
council officer that does not live on this
island should be allowed to make decision
on something he or she now anything
about. You would put lives in danger!

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Yes

New road of Island. New
drainage. Don't let the fool
who designed the last lot of
pumps cock up again auto
start and re start is the only
way.

It is important that the
sequence of improvements is
to put in the infrastructure
before any developments is
under taken. i.e. third road to
Corringham. My worry is that
the proposed new housing
will be built before any of this
happens because it doesn't
cost anything to the Council.
No to H5. Not enough access
roads off Canvey too much
pressure on doctors on
Canvey
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No

No

Applied to 4 big insurance companies and
was told by all that last year the
Environment Agency (i.e. Government
body) classed the whole of Canvey a high
risk flood area witch under present law
mean houses cannot be built on it.
Secondly there is not enough
infrastructure i.e. roads drainage water
supply. ON average from 6 in the morning
till 9.30=10.00 it can take up to 1-1.30
hours to get of this island and you think
putting at least another 2,000 plus cars
and vans will make our lives better no
council officer that does not live on this
island should be allowed to make decision
on something he or she now anything
about. You would put lives in danger! New
road of Island. New drainage. Don't let the
fool who designed the last lot of pumps
cock up again auto start and re start is the
only way.

Yes

Yes

It is important that the sequence of
improvements is to put in the
infrastructure before any developments is
under taken. i.e. third road to Corringham.
My worry is that the proposed new
housing will be built before any of this
happens because it doesn't cost anything
to the Council.

No

No

No to H5. Not enough access roads off
Canvey too much pressure on doctors on
Canvey

No

NLPPS346

Kenneth
Day

NLPPS347

Sandra
Barwick

H5

No

NLPPS348

Sandra
Barwick

H 10

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

NLPPS349

Eoin Egan

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

NLPPS350

Sandra
Barwick

H6

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No to H5. Not enough access
roads off Canvey too much
pressure on doctors on
Canvey

No

No to H5. Not enough access roads off
Canvey too much pressure on doctors on
Canvey

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes maybe I would as I
would like to know why
Thorney bay camp site
has already cleared and
prepared the land ready
to build has this already
been decided !?? Yes
maybe I would as I would
like to know why Thorney
bay camp site has
already cleared and
prepared the land ready
to build has this already
been decided !??
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NLPPS351

Steven Clift

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS352

Jennifer
Goodchild

H 11

No

NLPPS353

Bridie
Kikeros

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS354

June
Winter

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

NLPPS355

gary wright

H6

No

I consider myself and family which have
lived on Canvey Island over 35 years, and
my wife 55 years should have our say.
Firstly we have lived all over the Island at
times. Firstly in a 1 bed bungalow in
Berkley Lane. Secondly in a 4 bed house
in St Johns Crescent and now in a 4 bed
house in Mommel Avenue. The proposed
development H6 is not viable. 1. No
infrastructure is not in place 2. The school
zone on the Oncy Road to take this traffic
is not up to anointer 320 + cars 3. The
Chicane outside the school will be a
nightmare to pass 4. The drainage at the
Point is old and not good enough 5. At the
moment there are many buses parked at
the Point along the road and is dangerous
for the Chicane crossing with the traffic
know The only way I think this may be
viable if a bridge was built to Leigh on Sea
A for the H5 this is not viable as the
roundabout at waterside would be at a
standstill with traffic and in a emergency
it’s impossible to avoid (if this building
goes ahead I and my family are moving
Failure to protect greenbelt and woodland
in H11- 1&2 H11 - 3&4. No infrastructure
i.e. road access A127/A130. Increasing
new Thundersley by 40% (1200 homes)?
is over development. 1200 houses in one
location New Thundersley against smaller
developments spread over Daws Heath
Hadleigh. Non in Benfleet all north of A13.
Yet again (June 17th 2016) many areas of
the island flooded - common sense surely
must prevail in that Canvey is not
equipped well enough with its current
infrastructure to allow the building of a
further 760 houses plus a 50 bed nursing
home - without more and decent
infrastructure and the opening of (at least)
one more road off of the island the current
issues can only be considerably increased
which in the Long run will only be more
costs generally. With continually
increasing traffic gaining and leaving
access on Canvey it will only be a matter
of time that this situation will be the result
of a person’s death - i.e. increasingly
difficult access for emergency services to
get on and off the island. The people of
Canvey pay enough in council tax etc...to
warrant being listened to, not to be is an
insult to us islanders and an absolute
disgrace!!!
Could it be at last that all the hard work of
campaigning for Jotmans Lane has paid
off and the ones that we have been
sending our pleas and letters and
everything else that at last we have been
heard. Well if so there is we all hope a
really bright light at the end of the tunnel.
Rebecca has been our knight in shining
armour as 2 of our Jotmans lane
members to object to it for the last 8 years
lets all hope at last we don’t hear any
more about it and our beloved Jotmans
and green belt area can live in peace.
Thank you Resident of Jotmans Lane 73
years Long

Infrastructure first I.E.
Schools, roads, drainage
Also policing fire brigade

No

No

No

Yes

No more building
Infrastructure not sufficient

No

Soundness Comments

I consider myself and family which have
lived on Canvey Island over 35 years, and
my wife 55 years should have our say.
Firstly we have lived all over the Island at
times. Firstly in a 1 bed bungalow in
Berkley Lane. Secondly in a 4 bed house
in St Johns Crescent and now in a 4 bed
house in Mommel Avenue. The proposed
development H6 is not viable. 1. No
infrastructure is not in place 2. The school
zone on the Oncy Road to take this traffic
is not up to anointer 320 + cars 3. The
Chicane outside the school will be a
nightmare to pass 4. The drainage at the
Point is old and not good enough 5. At the
moment there are many buses parked at
the Point along the road and is dangerous
for the Chicane crossing with the traffic
know The only way I think this may be
viable if a bridge was built to Leigh on Sea
A for the H5 this is not viable as the
roundabout at waterside would be at a
standstill with traffic and in a emergency
it’s impossible to avoid (if this building
goes ahead I and my family are moving
Failure to protect greenbelt and woodland
in H11- 1&2 H11 - 3&4. No infrastructure
i.e. road access A127/A130. Increasing
new Thundersley by 40% (1200 homes)?
is over development. 1200 houses in one
location New Thundersley against smaller
developments spread over Daws Heath
Hadleigh. Non in Benfleet all north of A13.
Yet again (June 17th 2016) many areas of
the island flooded - common sense surely
must prevail in that Canvey is not
equipped well enough with its current
infrastructure to allow the building of a
further 760 houses plus a 50 bed nursing
home - without more and decent
infrastructure and the opening of (at least)
one more road off of the island the current
issues can only be considerably increased
which in the Long run will only be more
costs generally. With continually
increasing traffic gaining and leaving
access on Canvey it will only be a matter
of time that this situation will be the result
of a person’s death - i.e. increasingly
difficult access for emergency services to
get on and off the island. The people of
Canvey pay enough in council tax etc...to
warrant being listened to, not to be is an
insult to us islanders and an absolute
disgrace!!!
Could it be at last that all the hard work of
campaigning for Jotmans Lane has paid
off and the ones that we have been
sending our pleas and letters and
everything else that at last we have been
heard. Well if so there is we all hope a
really bright light at the end of the tunnel.
Rebecca has been our knight in shining
armour as 2 of our Jotmans lane
members to object to it for the last 8 years
lets all hope at last we don’t hear any
more about it and our beloved Jotmans
and green belt area can live in peace.
Thank you Resident of Jotmans Lane 73
years Long

Infrastructure first I.E.
Schools, roads, drainage
Also policing fire brigade

No

No

No

Yes

No more building
Infrastructure not sufficient

No
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I consider myself and family which have
lived on Canvey Island over 35 years, and
my wife 55 years should have our say.
Firstly we have lived all over the Island at
times. Firstly in a 1 bed bungalow in
Berkley Lane. Secondly in a 4 bed house
in St Johns Crescent and now in a 4 bed
house in Mommel Avenue. The proposed
development H6 is not viable. 1. No
infrastructure is not in place 2. The school
zone on the Oncy Road to take this traffic
is not up to anointer 320 + cars 3. The
Chicane outside the school will be a
nightmare to pass 4. The drainage at the
Point is old and not good enough 5. At the
moment there are many buses parked at
the Point along the road and is dangerous
for the Chicane crossing with the traffic
know The only way I think this may be
viable if a bridge was built to Leigh on Sea
A for the H5 this is not viable as the
roundabout at waterside would be at a
standstill with traffic and in a emergency
it’s impossible to avoid (if this building
goes ahead I and my family are moving
Failure to protect greenbelt and woodland
in H11- 1&2 H11 - 3&4. No infrastructure
i.e. road access A127/A130. Increasing
new Thundersley by 40% (1200 homes)?
is over development. 1200 houses in one
location New Thundersley against smaller
developments spread over Daws Heath
Hadleigh. Non in Benfleet all north of A13.
Yet again (June 17th 2016) many areas of
the island flooded - common sense surely
must prevail in that Canvey is not
equipped well enough with its current
infrastructure to allow the building of a
further 760 houses plus a 50 bed nursing
home - without more and decent
infrastructure and the opening of (at least)
one more road off of the island the current
issues can only be considerably increased
which in the Long run will only be more
costs generally. With continually
increasing traffic gaining and leaving
access on Canvey it will only be a matter
of time that this situation will be the result
of a person’s death - i.e. increasingly
difficult access for emergency services to
get on and off the island. The people of
Canvey pay enough in council tax etc...to
warrant being listened to, not to be is an
insult to us islanders and an absolute
disgrace!!!
Could it be at last that all the hard work of
campaigning for Jotmans Lane has paid
off and the ones that we have been
sending our pleas and letters and
everything else that at last we have been
heard. Well if so there is we all hope a
really bright light at the end of the tunnel.
Rebecca has been our knight in shining
armour as 2 of our Jotmans lane
members to object to it for the last 8 years
lets all hope at last we don’t hear any
more about it and our beloved Jotmans
and green belt area can live in peace.
Thank you Resident of Jotmans Lane 73
years Long
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The plan to building 760 homes on an
already overbuilt Island is insane as is
clearly a case of profit over the interests
and safety of those that already inhabit
the Island. Local roads and services are
already overcrowded and the plan would
not alleviate this is any way. The proposal
of a 'third road' off of Canvey is nothing
more than 'a proposal'. This is required
without any further homes being built but
we all know this will not happen.
Please see attached a copy of our
communications to your Dept. i.e trying to
build on Jotmans Farm and now with
more potential builds. The Planning
Office: Re: Jotmans Farm (Green Belt)
Planning. CPT/122/13/OUT We wish to
strongly oppose the request for Planning
permission to build houses on GREEN
BELT, please explain to us why
Landowners of Green Belt land are
allowed to even contemplate selling off
"our Green and Pleasant land" to just to
reap themselves "MONEY". We as a
nation have been led to understand that
our Green Belt is sacred land and only
brownfields etc are allowed to be built on.
The Green Belt land they want to "invade"
is in a position that will cause and create
horrendous problems for local people if it
is allowed. Not just for people who have
sadly moved into JOTMANS Lane
believing they were living a lovely
"country" life but it will also add
horrendous problems to local people who
live off the High Road Benfleet. You as a
local Council Dept will be fully aware of
the daily congestion of traffic in the High
Road and an obvious increase in traffic
would be very unfair to us should this
building plan be approved. It is our
opinion that the High Road could not cope
with the additional traffic. Heavy Traffic
congestion is of major importance it can
affect all aspects of a person's life and it
can also have a bad affect on their health.
Added to the affect on the Traffic,
approval to build an additional housing
estate in this area will also have major
affect on all aspects of life, land flooding,
Energy services, Schools, Doctors
surgeries, Hospitals etc. Can you please
explain to us who made the first approach
was it the Builder to the Land owner or is
it reverse. Or has the Local Council had
any input it to it? As lifelong HMRC and
Council TAXPAYERs we demand to
know. We have shops Houses and just
enough green belt Thank you

Scrap all plans for new
homes on Canvey island.
Improve the current
infrastructure.

No

No

Soundness Comments

The plan to building 760 homes on an
already overbuilt Island is insane as is
clearly a case of profit over the interests
and safety of those that already inhabit
the Island. Local roads and services are
already overcrowded and the plan would
not alleviate this is any way. The proposal
of a 'third road' off of Canvey is nothing
more than 'a proposal'. This is required
without any further homes being built but
we all know this will not happen.
Please see attached a copy of our
communications to your Dept. i.e trying to
build on Jotmans Farm and now with
more potential builds. The Planning
Office: Re: Jotmans Farm (Green Belt)
Planning. CPT/122/13/OUT We wish to
strongly oppose the request for Planning
permission to build houses on GREEN
BELT, please explain to us why
Landowners of Green Belt land are
allowed to even contemplate selling off
"our Green and Pleasant land" to just to
reap themselves "MONEY". We as a
nation have been led to understand that
our Green Belt is sacred land and only
brownfields etc are allowed to be built on.
The Green Belt land they want to "invade"
is in a position that will cause and create
horrendous problems for local people if it
is allowed. Not just for people who have
sadly moved into JOTMANS Lane
believing they were living a lovely
"country" life but it will also add
horrendous problems to local people who
live off the High Road Benfleet. You as a
local Council Dept will be fully aware of
the daily congestion of traffic in the High
Road and an obvious increase in traffic
would be very unfair to us should this
building plan be approved. It is our
opinion that the High Road could not cope
with the additional traffic. Heavy Traffic
congestion is of major importance it can
affect all aspects of a person's life and it
can also have a bad affect on their health.
Added to the affect on the Traffic,
approval to build an additional housing
estate in this area will also have major
affect on all aspects of life, land flooding,
Energy services, Schools, Doctors
surgeries, Hospitals etc. Can you please
explain to us who made the first approach
was it the Builder to the Land owner or is
it reverse. Or has the Local Council had
any input it to it? As lifelong HMRC and
Council TAXPAYERs we demand to
know. We have shops Houses and just
enough green belt Thank you

Scrap all plans for new
homes on Canvey island.
Improve the current
infrastructure.
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The plan to building 760 homes on an
already overbuilt Island is insane as is
clearly a case of profit over the interests
and safety of those that already inhabit
the Island. Local roads and services are
already overcrowded and the plan would
not alleviate this is any way. The proposal
of a 'third road' off of Canvey is nothing
more than 'a proposal'. This is required
without any further homes being built but
we all know this will not happen.
Please see attached a copy of our
communications to your Dept. i.e trying to
build on Jotmans Farm and now with
more potential builds. The Planning
Office: Re: Jotmans Farm (Green Belt)
Planning. CPT/122/13/OUT We wish to
strongly oppose the request for Planning
permission to build houses on GREEN
BELT, please explain to us why
Landowners of Green Belt land are
allowed to even contemplate selling off
"our Green and Pleasant land" to just to
reap themselves "MONEY". We as a
nation have been led to understand that
our Green Belt is sacred land and only
brownfields etc are allowed to be built on.
The Green Belt land they want to "invade"
is in a position that will cause and create
horrendous problems for local people if it
is allowed. Not just for people who have
sadly moved into JOTMANS Lane
believing they were living a lovely
"country" life but it will also add
horrendous problems to local people who
live off the High Road Benfleet. You as a
local Council Dept will be fully aware of
the daily congestion of traffic in the High
Road and an obvious increase in traffic
would be very unfair to us should this
building plan be approved. It is our
opinion that the High Road could not cope
with the additional traffic. Heavy Traffic
congestion is of major importance it can
affect all aspects of a person's life and it
can also have a bad affect on their health.
Added to the affect on the Traffic,
approval to build an additional housing
estate in this area will also have major
affect on all aspects of life, land flooding,
Energy services, Schools, Doctors
surgeries, Hospitals etc. Can you please
explain to us who made the first approach
was it the Builder to the Land owner or is
it reverse. Or has the Local Council had
any input it to it? As lifelong HMRC and
Council TAXPAYERs we demand to
know. We have shops Houses and just
enough green belt Thank you

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

Page 68 of 487

Edward
Rubidge

H5

No

No plans or planning permissions have
been applied for any such development. I
strongly object to the excessive number of
homes listed under H5 (600 homes)
Thorney Bay Caravan Park, Canvey
Island and presently list the following
maters. 1. The site is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must immediately be put in
place to ensure that every time we have
any excessive Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent months, that the
Pumps (which were apparently in the last
few years installed at enormous cost) are
immediately actually switched on to help
prevent any flooding on Canvey Island. 3.
The possibility of having 600 homes on
this site would be a massive
overdevelopment for the size of the site.
4. The types of properties proposed need
to be in keeping with the nearby
residential properties. 5. The close
proximity to Occidental Oil Storage Tanks
and other Industrial concerns may prove
detrimental including the type and
foundations of the proposed Buildings
comprising the residential homes. 6.
Overcrowding the proposed density of
residential occupation is far too high. It
does not exist on any other part of
Canvey Island or even Castle Point, and
should not. 7. The density of residential
occupation should be more in keeping
with present properties in the area. 8.
Residential Development should be
properties and areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can all be proud
of and enjoy, not enormously
overcrowded buildings or block of Flats,
which create numerous problems for the
residents, the public and the areas in
which they are built. 9. The infrastructure
is insufficient to support a development of
this size. 10. Increased stress on
Drainage and Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including possible
Flooding. Indeed before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on Canvey
Island first renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage systems with those
that are more than adequate to prevent
such problems so far as reasonably
possible. 11. Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 12. Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays. Pedestrian
safety may be adversely affected. 13. To
ensure that there is no increase in onstreet parking in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals must include
substantial on-site car parking for the
residents, as well as similar substantial
public car parking areas for potential
visitors. 14. Adequate access included for
the Disabled. 15. Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity areas for
children and the public, with an emphasis
on grassed areas and trees. 16. We all
want residential development which we
can all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 17. Before any
more buildings should be allowed on
Canvey Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just to Waterside
Roundabout. This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago, and, for the
benefit of everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any further delay.
There must be emergency exit plans for
this site and for everyone on Canvey
Island as well as providing other normal
such services including the police, fire

I strongly object to the
excessive number of homes
listed under H5 (600 homes)
Thorney Bay Caravan Park,
Canvey Island and presently
list the following maters. 1.
The site is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must
immediately be put in place
to ensure that every time we
have any excessive
Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent
months, that the Pumps
(which were apparently in the
last few years installed at
enormous cost) are
immediately actually
switched on to help prevent
any flooding on Canvey
Island. 3. The possibility of
having 600 homes on this
site would be a massive
overdevelopment for the size
of the site. 4. The types of
properties proposed need to
be in keeping with the nearby
residential properties. 5. The
close proximity to Occidental
Oil Storage Tanks and other
Industrial concerns may
prove detrimental including
the type and foundations of
the proposed Buildings
comprising the residential
homes. 6. Overcrowding the
proposed density of
residential occupation is far
too high. It does not exist on
any other part of Canvey
Island or even Castle Point,
and should not. 7. The
density of residential
occupation should be more in
keeping with present
properties in the area. 8.
Residential Development
should be properties and
areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can
all be proud of and enjoy, not
enormously overcrowded
buildings or block of Flats,
which create numerous
problems for the residents,
the public and the areas in
which they are built. 9. The
infrastructure is insufficient to
support a development of
this size. 10. Increased
stress on Drainage and
Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including
possible Flooding. Indeed
before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on
Canvey Island first
renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage
systems with those that are
more than adequate to
prevent such problems so far
as reasonably possible. 11.
Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 12.
Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays.
Pedestrian safety may be
adversely affected. 13. To
ensure that there is no

Soundness Comments

No

I strongly object to the excessive number
of homes listed under H5 (600 homes)
Thorney Bay Caravan Park, Canvey
Island and presently list the following
maters. 1. The site is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must immediately be put in
place to ensure that every time we have
any excessive Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent months, that the
Pumps (which were apparently in the last
few years installed at enormous cost) are
immediately actually switched on to help
prevent any flooding on Canvey Island. 3.
The possibility of having 600 homes on
this site would be a massive
overdevelopment for the size of the site.
4. The types of properties proposed need
to be in keeping with the nearby
residential properties. 5. The close
proximity to Occidental Oil Storage Tanks
and other Industrial concerns may prove
detrimental including the type and
foundations of the proposed Buildings
comprising the residential homes. 6.
Overcrowding the proposed density of
residential occupation is far too high. It
does not exist on any other part of
Canvey Island or even Castle Point, and
should not. 7. The density of residential
occupation should be more in keeping
with present properties in the area. 8.
Residential Development should be
properties and areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can all be proud
of and enjoy, not enormously
overcrowded buildings or block of Flats,
which create numerous problems for the
residents, the public and the areas in
which they are built. 9. The infrastructure
is insufficient to support a development of
this size. 10. Increased stress on
Drainage and Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including possible
Flooding. Indeed before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on Canvey
Island first renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage systems with those
that are more than adequate to prevent
such problems so far as reasonably
possible. 11. Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 12. Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays. Pedestrian
safety may be adversely affected. 13. To
ensure that there is no increase in onstreet parking in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals must include
substantial on-site car parking for the
residents, as well as similar substantial
public car parking areas for potential
visitors. 14. Adequate access included for
the Disabled. 15. Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity areas for
children and the public, with an emphasis
on grassed areas and trees. 16. We all
want residential development which we
can all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 17. Before any
more buildings should be allowed on
Canvey Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just to Waterside
Roundabout. This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago, and, for the
benefit of everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any further delay.
There must be emergency exit plans for
this site and for everyone on Canvey
Island as well as providing other normal
such services including the police, fire
brigade and ambulance!!!!!!

I strongly object to the
excessive number of homes
listed under H5 (600 homes)
Thorney Bay Caravan Park,
Canvey Island and presently
list the following maters. 1.
The site is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must
immediately be put in place
to ensure that every time we
have any excessive
Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent
months, that the Pumps
(which were apparently in the
last few years installed at
enormous cost) are
immediately actually
switched on to help prevent
any flooding on Canvey
Island. 3. The possibility of
having 600 homes on this
site would be a massive
overdevelopment for the size
of the site. 4. The types of
properties proposed need to
be in keeping with the nearby
residential properties. 5. The
close proximity to Occidental
Oil Storage Tanks and other
Industrial concerns may
prove detrimental including
the type and foundations of
the proposed Buildings
comprising the residential
homes. 6. Overcrowding the
proposed density of
residential occupation is far
too high. It does not exist on
any other part of Canvey
Island or even Castle Point,
and should not. 7. The
density of residential
occupation should be more in
keeping with present
properties in the area. 8.
Residential Development
should be properties and
areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can
all be proud of and enjoy, not
enormously overcrowded
buildings or block of Flats,
which create numerous
problems for the residents,
the public and the areas in
which they are built. 9. The
infrastructure is insufficient to
support a development of
this size. 10. Increased
stress on Drainage and
Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including
possible Flooding. Indeed
before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on
Canvey Island first
renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage
systems with those that are
more than adequate to
prevent such problems so far
as reasonably possible. 11.
Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 12.
Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays.
Pedestrian safety may be
adversely affected. 13. To
ensure that there is no
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I strongly object to the excessive number
of homes listed under H5 (600 homes)
Thorney Bay Caravan Park, Canvey
Island and presently list the following
maters. 1. The site is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must immediately be put in
place to ensure that every time we have
any excessive Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent months, that the
Pumps (which were apparently in the last
few years installed at enormous cost) are
immediately actually switched on to help
prevent any flooding on Canvey Island. 3.
The possibility of having 600 homes on
this site would be a massive
overdevelopment for the size of the site.
4. The types of properties proposed need
to be in keeping with the nearby
residential properties. 5. The close
proximity to Occidental Oil Storage Tanks
and other Industrial concerns may prove
detrimental including the type and
foundations of the proposed Buildings
comprising the residential homes. 6.
Overcrowding the proposed density of
residential occupation is far too high. It
does not exist on any other part of
Canvey Island or even Castle Point, and
should not. 7. The density of residential
occupation should be more in keeping
with present properties in the area. 8.
Residential Development should be
properties and areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can all be proud
of and enjoy not enormously overcrowded
buildings or block of Flats, which create
numerous problems for the residents, the
public and the areas in which they are
built. 9. The infrastructure is insufficient to
support a development of this size. 10.
Increased stress on Drainage and
Sewage systems to dangerous levels,
including possible Flooding. Indeed before
you contemplate putting any more
buildings on Canvey Island first
renew/replace the current Drainage and
Sewage systems with those that are more
than adequate to prevent such problems
so far as reasonably possible. 11. Local
Schools already full with waiting list. 12.
Increased traffic, road congestion and
travel delays. Pedestrian safety may be
adversely affected. 13. To ensure that
there is no increase in on-street parking in
the neighbouring roads, any such
planning proposals must include
substantial on-site car parking for the
residents, as well as similar substantial
public car parking areas for potential
visitors. 14. Adequate access included for
the Disabled. 15. Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity areas for
children and the public, with an emphasis
on grassed areas and trees. 16. We all
want residential development which we
can all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 17. Before any
more buildings should be allowed on
Canvey Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just to Waterside
Roundabout. This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago, and, for the
benefit of everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any further delay.
There must be emergency exit plans for
this site and for everyone on Canvey
Island as well as providing other normal
such services including the police, fire
brigade and ambulance!!!!!!
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No

No plans or planning applications have
been approved for the proposed site. I
strongly object to the excessive number of
homes listed under H6 (160 homes) land
off Point Road, Canvey Island and
presently list the following maters. 1. The
site is in Flood Zone 3 2. Arrangements
must immediately be put in place to
ensure that every time we have any
excessive Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent months, that the
Pumps (which were apparently in the last
few years installed at enormous cost) are
immediately actually switched on to help
prevent any flooding on Canvey Island. 3.
The current Adopted Local Plan from
1998 & 2007 categorically state that the
whole area of Industrial site at Point
Road, Canvey Island, could
accommodate approximately 50
residential dwellings. 4. More than
approximately 50 homes would be an
overdevelopment contrary to the Adopted
Local Plan as laid down by National and
Local Planning Authorities. 5. The
possibility of having 160 homes on this
site would be a massive overdevelopment
for the size of the site. 6. The types of
properties proposed need to be in keeping
with the surrounding residential
properties. 7. Overcrowding the proposed
density of residential occupation is far too
high. It does not exist on any other part of
Canvey Island or even Castle Point, and
should not. 8. The density of residential
occupation should be more in keeping
with present properties in the area. 9.
Residential Development should be
properties and areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can all be proud
of and enjoy, not enormously
overcrowded buildings or block of Flats,

increase in on-street parking
in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals
must include substantial onsite car parking for the
residents, as well as similar
substantial public car parking
areas for potential visitors.
14. Adequate access
included for the Disabled. 15.
Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity
areas for children and the
public, with an emphasis on
grassed areas and trees. 16.
We all want residential
development which we can
all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 17.
Before any more buildings
should be allowed on Canvey
Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just
to Waterside Roundabout.
This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago,
and, for the benefit of
everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any
further delay. There must be
emergency exit plans for this
site and for everyone on
Canvey Island as well as
providing other normal such
services including the police,
fire brigade and
ambulance!!!!!!
No plans or planning
applications have been
approved for the proposed
site. I strongly object to the
excessive number of homes
listed under H6 (160 homes)
land off Point Road, Canvey
Island and presently list the
following maters. 1. The site
is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must
immediately be put in place
to ensure that every time we
have any excessive
Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent
months, that the Pumps
(which were apparently in the
last few years installed at
enormous cost) are
immediately actually
switched on to help prevent
any flooding on Canvey
Island. 3. The current
Adopted Local Plan from
1998 & 2007 categorically
state that the whole area of
Industrial site at Point Road,
Canvey Island, could
accommodate approximately
50 residential dwellings. 4.
More than approximately 50
homes would be an
overdevelopment contrary to
the Adopted Local Plan as
laid down by National and
Local Planning Authorities. 5.
The possibility of having 160
homes on this site would be
a massive overdevelopment
for the size of the site. 6. The
types of properties proposed

No

Soundness Comments

No plans or planning applications have
been approved for the proposed site. I
strongly object to the excessive number of
homes listed under H6 (160 homes) land
off Point Road, Canvey Island and
presently list the following maters. 1. The
site is in Flood Zone 3 2. Arrangements
must immediately be put in place to
ensure that every time we have any
excessive Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent months, that the
Pumps (which were apparently in the last
few years installed at enormous cost) are
immediately actually switched on to help
prevent any flooding on Canvey Island. 3.
The current Adopted Local Plan from
1998 & 2007 categorically state that the
whole area of Industrial site at Point
Road, Canvey Island, could
accommodate approximately 50
residential dwellings. 4. More than
approximately 50 homes would be an
overdevelopment contrary to the Adopted
Local Plan as laid down by National and
Local Planning Authorities. 5. The
possibility of having 160 homes on this
site would be a massive overdevelopment
for the size of the site. 6. The types of
properties proposed need to be in keeping
with the surrounding residential
properties. 7. Overcrowding the proposed
density of residential occupation is far too
high. It does not exist on any other part of
Canvey Island or even Castle Point, and
should not. 8. The density of residential
occupation should be more in keeping
with present properties in the area. 9.
Residential Development should be
properties and areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can all be proud
of and enjoy, not enormously
overcrowded buildings or block of Flats,

increase in on-street parking
in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals
must include substantial onsite car parking for the
residents, as well as similar
substantial public car parking
areas for potential visitors.
14. Adequate access
included for the Disabled. 15.
Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity
areas for children and the
public, with an emphasis on
grassed areas and trees. 16.
We all want residential
development which we can
all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 17.
Before any more buildings
should be allowed on Canvey
Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just
to Waterside Roundabout.
This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago,
and, for the benefit of
everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any
further delay. There must be
emergency exit plans for this
site and for everyone on
Canvey Island as well as
providing other normal such
services including the police,
fire brigade and
ambulance!!!!!!
No plans or planning
applications have been
approved for the proposed
site. I strongly object to the
excessive number of homes
listed under H6 (160 homes)
land off Point Road, Canvey
Island and presently list the
following maters. 1. The site
is in Flood Zone 3 2.
Arrangements must
immediately be put in place
to ensure that every time we
have any excessive
Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent
months, that the Pumps
(which were apparently in the
last few years installed at
enormous cost) are
immediately actually
switched on to help prevent
any flooding on Canvey
Island. 3. The current
Adopted Local Plan from
1998 & 2007 categorically
state that the whole area of
Industrial site at Point Road,
Canvey Island, could
accommodate approximately
50 residential dwellings. 4.
More than approximately 50
homes would be an
overdevelopment contrary to
the Adopted Local Plan as
laid down by National and
Local Planning Authorities. 5.
The possibility of having 160
homes on this site would be
a massive overdevelopment
for the size of the site. 6. The
types of properties proposed
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No

No plans or planning applications have
been approved for the proposed site. I
strongly object to the excessive number of
homes listed under H6 (160 homes) land
off Point Road, Canvey Island and
presently list the following maters. 1. The
site is in Flood Zone 3 2. Arrangements
must immediately be put in place to
ensure that every time we have any
excessive Rainfalls, such as have
occurred over the recent months, that the
Pumps (which were apparently in the last
few years installed at enormous cost) are
immediately actually switched on to help
prevent any flooding on Canvey Island. 3.
The current Adopted Local Plan from
1998 & 2007 categorically state that the
whole area of Industrial site at Point
Road, Canvey Island, could
accommodate approximately 50
residential dwellings. 4. More than
approximately 50 homes would be an
overdevelopment contrary to the Adopted
Local Plan as laid down by National and
Local Planning Authorities. 5. The
possibility of having 160 homes on this
site would be a massive overdevelopment
for the size of the site. 6. The types of
properties proposed need to be in keeping
with the surrounding residential
properties. 7. Overcrowding the proposed
density of residential occupation is far too
high. It does not exist on any other part of
Canvey Island or even Castle Point, and
should not. 8. The density of residential
occupation should be more in keeping
with present properties in the area. 9.
Residential Development should be
properties and areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can all be proud
of and enjoy, not enormously
overcrowded buildings or block of Flats,
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which create numerous problems for the
residents, the public and the areas in
which they are built. 10. The infrastructure
is insufficient to support a development of
this size. 11. Increased stress on
Drainage and Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including possible
Flooding. Indeed before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on Canvey
Island first renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage systems with those
that are more than adequate to prevent
such problems so far as reasonably
possible. 12. Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 13. Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays. Pedestrian
safety may be adversely affected. 14. To
ensure that there is no increase in onstreet parking in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals must include
substantial on-site car parking for the
residents, as well as similar substantial
public car parking areas for potential
visitors. 15. Adequate access included for
the Disabled. 16. Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity areas for
children and the public, with an emphasis
on grassed areas and trees. 17. We all
want residential development which we
can all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 18. Before any
more buildings should be allowed on
Canvey Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just to Waterside
Roundabout. This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago, and, for the
benefit of everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any further delay.
There must be emergency exit plans for
this site and for everyone on Canvey
Island as well as providing other normal
such services including the police, fire
brigade and ambulance!!!!!! I suspect that
all the above, and more, also applies to
the proposals for the similarly excessive
number of some 600 homes on the H5
site at Thorney Bay.

need to be in keeping with
the surrounding residential
properties. 7. Overcrowding
the proposed density of
residential occupation is far
too high. It does not exist on
any other part of Canvey
Island or even Castle Point,
and should not. 8. The
density of residential
occupation should be more in
keeping with present
properties in the area. 9.
Residential Development
should be properties and
areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can
all be proud of and enjoy, not
enormously overcrowded
buildings or block of Flats,
which create numerous
problems for the residents,
the public and the areas in
which they are built. 10. The
infrastructure is insufficient to
support a development of
this size. 11. Increased
stress on Drainage and
Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including
possible Flooding. Indeed
before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on
Canvey Island first
renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage
systems with those that are
more than adequate to
prevent such problems so far
as reasonably possible. 12.
Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 13.
Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays.
Pedestrian safety may be
adversely affected. 14. To
ensure that there is no
increase in on-street parking
in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals
must include substantial onsite car parking for the
residents, as well as similar
substantial public car parking
areas for potential visitors.
15. Adequate access
included for the Disabled. 16.
Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity
areas for children and the
public, with an emphasis on
grassed areas and trees. 17.
We all want residential
development which we can
all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 18.
Before any more buildings
should be allowed on Canvey
Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just
to Waterside Roundabout.
This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago,
and, for the benefit of
everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any
further delay. There must be
emergency exit plans for this
site and for everyone on
Canvey Island as well as

Soundness Comments

which create numerous problems for the
residents, the public and the areas in
which they are built. 10. The infrastructure
is insufficient to support a development of
this size. 11. Increased stress on
Drainage and Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including possible
Flooding. Indeed before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on Canvey
Island first renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage systems with those
that are more than adequate to prevent
such problems so far as reasonably
possible. 12. Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 13. Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays. Pedestrian
safety may be adversely affected. 14. To
ensure that there is no increase in onstreet parking in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals must include
substantial on-site car parking for the
residents, as well as similar substantial
public car parking areas for potential
visitors. 15. Adequate access included for
the Disabled. 16. Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity areas for
children and the public, with an emphasis
on grassed areas and trees. 17. We all
want residential development which we
can all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 18. Before any
more buildings should be allowed on
Canvey Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just to Waterside
Roundabout. This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago, and, for the
benefit of everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any further delay.
There must be emergency exit plans for
this site and for everyone on Canvey
Island as well as providing other normal
such services including the police, fire
brigade and ambulance!!!!!! I suspect that
all the above, and more, also applies to
the proposals for the similarly excessive
number of some 600 homes on the H5
site at Thorney Bay.

need to be in keeping with
the surrounding residential
properties. 7. Overcrowding
the proposed density of
residential occupation is far
too high. It does not exist on
any other part of Canvey
Island or even Castle Point,
and should not. 8. The
density of residential
occupation should be more in
keeping with present
properties in the area. 9.
Residential Development
should be properties and
areas which the public, its
residents and its visitors, can
all be proud of and enjoy, not
enormously overcrowded
buildings or block of Flats,
which create numerous
problems for the residents,
the public and the areas in
which they are built. 10. The
infrastructure is insufficient to
support a development of
this size. 11. Increased
stress on Drainage and
Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including
possible Flooding. Indeed
before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on
Canvey Island first
renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage
systems with those that are
more than adequate to
prevent such problems so far
as reasonably possible. 12.
Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 13.
Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays.
Pedestrian safety may be
adversely affected. 14. To
ensure that there is no
increase in on-street parking
in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals
must include substantial onsite car parking for the
residents, as well as similar
substantial public car parking
areas for potential visitors.
15. Adequate access
included for the Disabled. 16.
Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity
areas for children and the
public, with an emphasis on
grassed areas and trees. 17.
We all want residential
development which we can
all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 18.
Before any more buildings
should be allowed on Canvey
Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just
to Waterside Roundabout.
This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago,
and, for the benefit of
everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any
further delay. There must be
emergency exit plans for this
site and for everyone on
Canvey Island as well as
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which create numerous problems for the
residents, the public and the areas in
which they are built. 10. The infrastructure
is insufficient to support a development of
this size. 11. Increased stress on
Drainage and Sewage systems to
dangerous levels, including possible
Flooding. Indeed before you contemplate
putting any more buildings on Canvey
Island first renew/replace the current
Drainage and Sewage systems with those
that are more than adequate to prevent
such problems so far as reasonably
possible. 12. Local Schools already full
with waiting list. 13. Increased traffic, road
congestion and travel delays. Pedestrian
safety may be adversely affected. 14. To
ensure that there is no increase in onstreet parking in the neighbouring roads,
any such planning proposals must include
substantial on-site car parking for the
residents, as well as similar substantial
public car parking areas for potential
visitors. 15. Adequate access included for
the Disabled. 16. Proposals would have to
include playing or amenity areas for
children and the public, with an emphasis
on grassed areas and trees. 17. We all
want residential development which we
can all be proud of, not enormous
overcrowded buildings 18. Before any
more buildings should be allowed on
Canvey Island there must be another
Road off the Island, not just to Waterside
Roundabout. This was a requirement from
Local Plans many years ago, and, for the
benefit of everyone, should be put into
force and effect without any further delay.
There must be emergency exit plans for
this site and for everyone on Canvey
Island as well as providing other normal
such services including the police, fire
brigade and ambulance!!!!!! I suspect that
all the above, and more, also applies to
the proposals for the similarly excessive
number of some 600 homes on the H5
site at Thorney Bay.
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providing other normal such
services including the police,
fire brigade and
ambulance!!!!!! I suspect that
all the above, and more, also
applies to the proposals for
the similarly excessive
number of some 600 homes
on the H5 site at Thorney
Bay.
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Sue
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Association
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NLPPS361

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
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Association
)
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Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)
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providing other normal such
services including the police,
fire brigade and
ambulance!!!!!! I suspect that
all the above, and more, also
applies to the proposals for
the similarly excessive
number of some 600 homes
on the H5 site at Thorney
Bay.

No

In the introduction the last paragraph
states that the intention of the Plan is that
any new development is supported by the
necessary infrastructure and facilities that
communities need to be active and
healthy. This Plan does not go far enough
in that no requirement for the
improvement or further provision of multiuser, which includes equestrian, routes
are embedded into the Plan and as such
a significant user group is not only ignored
but actively discriminated against. The
Plan contains an intention to improve
cycleways and footways but nothing for
other vulnerable road users, and this
should be addressed. The NPPF supports
the provision of multi-user routes and
actively promotes them, and this Plan
should reflect that requirement.

The requirement for the
provision of multi-user
(equestrian) routes should be
embedded into the Plan and
the Plan should specify that
every opportunity should be
taken to enhance the off-road
network for the benefit of ALL
vulnerable road users.

Yes

Yes

No

The intention to utilise green areas in a
multi-functional way is welcomed,
provided they are utilised in a way that
gives access to ALL users as far as
possible.

A commitment to utilise these
green areas to give access
as far as possible to ALL
users.

Yes

Yes

No

Paragraph 8.2 extols the greatness of the
Olympic Park and hails it as an excellent
example of providing a legacy for the
benefit of the community. It omits to
mention that within this significant project
that there has only been a very small
concession to equestrians - one bridleway
that goes nowhere - within the park, which
does not link up with any other areas
within the park. Again, Castle Point
appear to ignore and therefore
discriminate against equestrians and for
this reason a commitment within the Plan
to rectify this, and to provide further
access in any future development by
default rather than as a one-off, should be
embedded into the Plan.

A commitment within the
Plan to rectify the lack of
equestrian access within
Hadleigh Park, and to
provide further access in any
future development by
default rather than as a oneoff, should be embedded into
the Plan.

Yes

Yes

Paragraph 11.31 again cites Hadleigh
Farm as a project to receive an
improvement in cycleways and footpaths.
Whilst this is good news, it is imperative
that further access is granted to
equestrians as again this significant user
group appears to be totally ignored in all
aspects of this Plan. This should be
addressed as a matter of priority.

A commitment in the Plan to
include equestrians in all
improvements to Hadleigh
Farm, together with
equestrian access included
in ALL other schemes where
practicable, rather than just
focusing on pedestrians and
cyclists - which seems to be
the theme running through
this entire document. This
should be addressed to

Yes

Yes

No
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make it fully inclusive to all
user groups.

NLPPS364

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

NLPPS365

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

NLPPS366

NLPPS367

NLPPS368

NLPPS369

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

13.49

5.4

6 - Vision for
the Future

T1

T3

15.14

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Policies for new housing developments
should take every opportunity to include
multi-user access as part of the overall
development rather than the current
presumption to provide only for
pedestrians and cyclists. This should be
reflected within the Plan as a whole.

No

The second bullet point in this paragraph
states that the Green Grid Strategy
provides a tool to enable the provision of
green infrastructure. The opportunity to
provide further connectivity and enhance
the public rights of way network for ALL
users should be embedded into this Plan.

The provision of multi-user
access, including equestrian
access, should be reflected
within Policy for new housing
and within the Plan as a
whole, instead of the current
presumption to provide only
for pedestrians and cyclists.
The requirement to protect
and enhance the public rights
of way network, especially
with regard to connectivity
and the aim for it to be fully
inclusive in accordance with
the Green Grid Strategy
should be embedded into the
Plan.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

The Plan needs to set out a
commitment to include ALL
users, including equestrians,
in any off-road route
enhancements.

Yes

Yes

The rewording of Point 2cii to
read: 'Provide opportunities
to enhance the walking and
cycling network within Castle
Point, and ensure where
practicable that these routes
are multi-user routes
accessible to all vulnerable
road users, including
equestrians and the
disabled'.

Yes

Yes

No

Policy T3 does not consider the needs of
the equestrian sector and only considers
pedestrians and cyclists. This should be
addressed.

1. The renaming of this
Policy to 'Improvements to
the Public Rights of Way
Network' to ensure all users'
requirements are catered for
within the Plan; 2. The Plan
should include a commitment
to improve and enhance the
network for all users,
including equestrians and
this should be embedded
within this Policy.

Yes

Yes

No

Paragraph 15.14 emphasises the
importance of green infrastructure and its
impact on the health and wellbeing of the
community. The need to include a specific
intention to enhance equestrian access is
important - most leisure riders tend to be
women and children, two sectors of the
community who are being increasingly
targeted to increase their uptake of
exercise. It should be remembered that
Bridleways can be legally used by
pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders,
thereby providing the 'best value' path. By
providing further safe off-road routes, this
will have a beneficial effect on those
people, the importance of which is
reflected within the Plan.

A commitment within the
Plan to enhance equestrian
access, thereby increasing
the health benefits of the
local community.

Yes

Yes

No

No

Paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Vision for the
Future state that there will be
enhancements to enable people to enjoy
'enhancements to the network of
footpaths and cycle ways'. This is
discriminatory against other users equestrians also are vulnerable road
users and the Plan appears not to
consider their requirements.
Point 1c of the proposed Policy T1 states
that the Plan should deliver 'greater
opportunities to walk and cycle to access
education...and recreation opportunities
within the borough. Horse riding is
recreation and provision should be made
in this Policy to include equestrian access.
Point 2cii mentions 'providing
opportunities to enhance the walking and
cycling network within CP'. Again,
provision should be made in this Policy to
include equestrian access.
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No

NLPPS371

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

HC 3

Yes

No

NLPPS372

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

16.2

Yes

No

NLPPS373

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

18.4

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

Policy HC1: Active and Healthy
Communities as previously mentioned,
Castle Point has the highest level of
obesity of adults across Essex and only
18% of adults take part in sufficient
physical activity to benefit health. As
horse riding is a very popular pastime,
especially with women and children, it
follows that the equestrian sector should
be promoted within the Plan. It is also
noted in point 15.14 that open spaces
contribute towards better health assisting
with mental and physical wellbeing. We
therefore request that point (c) of this
Policy wording is amended to read
Identifying development locations which
provide opportunities to secure additional
open space, green infrastructure including
an enhanced rights of way network ... and
point (d) to read Maximising opportunities
to secure investment in open space,
green infrastructure including an
enhanced rights of way network, and
community infrastructure provision.
Policy HC3: Opportunities for Outdoor
Recreation point 15.26 states that the
NPPF expects public rights of way to be
protected and improved. The policy
wording goes on to state various projects
and proposals to enhance walking and
cycling trails only within the District. The
Plan does not make provision at all for the
equestrian sector. We therefore request
that this Policy is amended to include
additional provision for bridleway access,
firstly within the current projects including
Hadleigh Farm (a point which has already
been made in this submission) and the
round island network of footpaths and
cycle tracks in Canvey, and for any
subsequent new open spaces provided
within the Plan lifetime.
Policy GB1: Green Belt Strategy it is
noted in point 16.4 that the NPPF requires
local planning authorities to plan positively
to enhance the beneficial use of the
Green Belt, taking opportunities to (a)
provide access, (b) provide for outdoor
sport and recreation and (c) retain and
enhance landscape. As previously
mentioned, this Plan does not make
provision at all for the equestrian sector
and appears to be discriminating against
it, therefore we feel that the Plan does not
conform to the requirements of the NPPF
and is therefore unsound. This point is
also noted in Policy GB8 points 16.4316.46 inclusive and our comments above
apply also to these points.
Point 18.4 acknowledges that the NPPF
requires Plans to protect and enhance
public rights of way and access yet no
mention is made of furthering equestrian
access within the Plan and in Point 18.12
appears to positively discriminate against
equestrians under the guise of 'potential
conflict'; for this reason the Plan is
unsound as it does not conform to the
requirements of the NPPF.

We therefore request that
point (c) of this Policy
wording is amended to read
Identifying development
locations which provide
opportunities to secure
additional open space, green
infrastructure including an
enhanced rights of way
network ... and point (d) to
read Maximising
opportunities to secure
investment in open space,
green infrastructure including
an enhanced rights of way
network, and community
infrastructure provision.

Yes

Yes

We request that this Policy is
amended to include
additional provision for
bridleway access, firstly
within the current projects
including Hadleigh Farm (a
point which has already been
made in this submission) and
the round island network of
footpaths and cycle tracks in
Canvey, and for any
subsequent new open
spaces provided within the
Plan lifetime.

Yes

Yes

To ensure that the equestrian
sector is catered for and
embedded within the Plan.

Yes

Yes

As previously stated, a clear
undertaking to enhance
equestrian access within the
current network and in all
future projects should be
embedded into the Plan.

Yes

Yes
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NLPPS374

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

NLPPS375

Sue
Dobson
(Essex
Bridleways
Association
)

NLPPS376

NLPPS377

Janet
Collins

Susan
Williamson

18.12

NE 1

New Local
Plan 2016

H5

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Do not want any more housing as there is
too much traffic now getting on and off
Canvey. Needs to be an overhaul on
drainage as roads and properties cannot
cope with extra amount of rain. More
houses more car doctor’s schools. and
other services are at breaking point.

No

It is very difficult for the average person to
follow the guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do not make
completing this form easy. However,
whether in a format acceptable to you or
not I wish to object to the proposed
development on Canvey Island. Whilst
there are many reasons for my objection I
will outline three major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling under the
weight of the number of patients. Taking
at least 2 weeks to obtain an appointment.
2. Infrastructure. There are two main
roads on and off the island. Both are
congested at rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one such as a bus
that has broken down the island comes to
a standstill. With over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the island will
become a car park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of evacuation due to
flooding. Although there is talk of another
road being built this needs to take priority
before any further development. 3.

Do not want any more
housing as there is too much
traffic now getting on and off
Canvey. Needs to be an
overhaul on drainage as
roads and properties cannot
cope with extra amount of
rain. More houses more car
doctor’s schools. and other
services are at breaking
point.
It is very difficult for the
average person to follow the
guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do
not make completing this
form easy. However, whether
in a format acceptable to you
or not I wish to object to the
proposed development on
Canvey Island. Whilst there
are many reasons for my
objection I will outline three
major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling
under the weight of the
number of patients. Taking at
least 2 weeks to obtain an
appointment. 2.
Infrastructure. There are two
main roads on and off the
island. Both are congested at
rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one
such as a bus that has

Soundness Comments

As previously stated under point 18.4, this
point appears to positively discriminate
against equestrians (it is actually the
ONLY paragraph where the word
'equestrian' actually appears in the whole
Plan) citing the reason as 'potential
conflict with other users'. This is
unacceptable. There are many parks and
other areas around Essex which provide
access for ALL users and no conflict or
safety issues are experienced on the
whole. It is wholly incorrect to discriminate
against one user group because of a
perceived issue which has no evidence to
substantiate it. The example of the
Olympic Park is yet again hailed as a
wonderful example of access for all except that equestrians only have one 'gonowhere' bridleway in the whole project
which does not link in with any of the
network, and access is only for local
people as there is no facility anywhere
near the bridleway to park
horseboxes/trailers. When you consider
the funding and facilities being created for
cyclists in this park, it is particularly
disappointing that only one bridleway just
over a mile long is provided within the
park yet many miles of tracks for walkers
and cyclists are being created. This
should be addressed.
It is noted that this Policy states that it
intends to seek recreational benefits for
local people in accordance with Policy
HC3, and that in point 4, 'The Council will
seek to ensure that everyone can enjoy
the borough's Green Infrastructure in a
sustainable way'. However, the Plan falls
down in that the equestrian sector is being
actively discriminated against and any
proposals to enhance equestrian access
are omitted from the Plan, including
instead access for only walkers and
cyclists.

No

Do not want any more housing as there is
too much traffic now getting on and off
Canvey. Needs to be an overhaul on
drainage as roads and properties cannot
cope with extra amount of rain. More
houses more car doctors schools. and
other services are at breaking point.

No

It is very difficult for the average person to
follow the guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do not make
completing this form easy. However,
whether in a format acceptable to you or
not I wish to object to the proposed
development on Canvey Island. Whilst
there are many reasons for my objection I
will outline three major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling under the
weight of the number of patients. Taking
at least 2 weeks to obtain an appointment.
2. Infrastructure. There are two main
roads on and off the island. Both are
congested at rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one such as a bus
that has broken down the island comes to
a standstill. With over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the island will
become a car park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of evacuation due to
flooding. Although there is talk of another
road being built this needs to take priority
before any further development. 3.

To redress the lack of
equestrian access within the
Plan as a whole, especially
with regard to the Hadleigh
Park project and for any
further projects within the life
of the Plan.

Yes

Yes

The Plan must seek to
redress the omission of the
provision of equestrian
access.

Yes

Yes

Do not want any more
housing as there is too much
traffic now getting on and off
Canvey. Needs to be an
overhaul on drainage as
roads and properties cannot
cope with extra amount of
rain. More houses more car
doctor’s schools. and other
services are at breaking
point.
It is very difficult for the
average person to follow the
guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do
not make completing this
form easy. However, whether
in a format acceptable to you
or not I wish to object to the
proposed development on
Canvey Island. Whilst there
are many reasons for my
objection I will outline three
major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling
under the weight of the
number of patients. Taking at
least 2 weeks to obtain an
appointment. 2.
Infrastructure. There are two
main roads on and off the
island. Both are congested at
rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one
such as a bus that has
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No

Do not want any more housing as there is
too much traffic now getting on and off
Canvey. Needs to be an overhaul on
drainage as roads and properties cannot
cope with extra amount of rain. More
houses more car doctors schools. and
other services are at breaking point.

No

No

It is very difficult for the average person to
follow the guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do not make
completing this form easy. However,
whether in a format acceptable to you or
not I wish to object to the proposed
development on Canvey Island. Whilst
there are many reasons for my objection I
will outline three major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling under the
weight of the number of patients. Taking
at least 2 weeks to obtain an appointment.
2. Infrastructure. There are two main
roads on and off the island. Both are
congested at rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one such as a bus
that has broken down the island comes to
a standstill. With over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the island will
become a car park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of evacuation due to
flooding. Although there is talk of another
road being built this needs to take priority
before any further development. 3.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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Flooding. This is a major issue on the
island with people being flooded on many
occasions. The drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to be resolved
before more strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives albeit some
years ago, and the defences here
improved since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has been a
problem for many years. It needs money
spent on it. These are the things which
need to be looked at before any further
development takes place.

NLPPS378

Susan
Williamson

H6

No

It is very difficult for the average person to
follow the guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do not make
completing this form easy. However,
whether in a format acceptable to you or
not I wish to object to the proposed
development on Canvey Island. Whilst
there are many reasons for my objection I
will outline three major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling under the
weight of the number of patients. Taking
at least 2 weeks to obtain an appointment.
2. Infrastructure. There are two main
roads on and off the island. Both are
congested at rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one such as a bus
that has broken down the island comes to
a standstill. With over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the island will
become a car park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of evacuation due to
flooding. Although there is talk of another
road being built this needs to take priority
before any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major issue on the
island with people being flooded on many
occasions. The drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to be resolved
before more strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives albeit some
years ago, and the defences here
improved since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has been a
problem for many years. It needs money
spent on it. These are the things which
need to be looked at before any further
development takes place.

broken down the island
comes to a standstill. With
over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the
island will become a car
park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of
evacuation due to flooding.
Although there is talk of
another road being built this
needs to take priority before
any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major
issue on the island with
people being flooded on
many occasions. The
drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to
be resolved before more
strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives
albeit some years ago, and
the defences here improved
since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has
been a problem for many
years. It needs money spent
on it. These are the things
which need to be looked at
before any further
development takes place.
It is very difficult for the
average person to follow the
guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do
not make completing this
form easy. However, whether
in a format acceptable to you
or not I wish to object to the
proposed development on
Canvey Island. Whilst there
are many reasons for my
objection I will outline three
major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling
under the weight of the
number of patients. Taking at
least 2 weeks to obtain an
appointment. 2.
Infrastructure. There are two
main roads on and off the
island. Both are congested at
rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one
such as a bus that has
broken down the island
comes to a standstill. With
over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the
island will become a car
park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of
evacuation due to flooding.
Although there is talk of
another road being built this
needs to take priority before
any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major
issue on the island with
people being flooded on
many occasions. The
drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to
be resolved before more
strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives
albeit some years ago, and
the defences here improved
since then but the island is

Soundness Comments

Flooding. This is a major issue on the
island with people being flooded on many
occasions. The drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to be resolved
before more strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives albeit some
years ago, and the defences here
improved since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has been a
problem for many years. It needs money
spent on it. These are the things which
need to be looked at before any further
development takes place.

No

It is very difficult for the average person to
follow the guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do not make
completing this form easy. However,
whether in a format acceptable to you or
not I wish to object to the proposed
development on Canvey Island. Whilst
there are many reasons for my objection I
will outline three major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling under the
weight of the number of patients. Taking
at least 2 weeks to obtain an appointment.
2. Infrastructure. There are two main
roads on and off the island. Both are
congested at rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one such as a bus
that has broken down the island comes to
a standstill. With over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the island will
become a car park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of evacuation due to
flooding. Although there is talk of another
road being built this needs to take priority
before any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major issue on the
island with people being flooded on many
occasions. The drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to be resolved
before more strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives albeit some
years ago, and the defences here
improved since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has been a
problem for many years. It needs money
spent on it. These are the things which
need to be looked at before any further
development takes place.

broken down the island
comes to a standstill. With
over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the
island will become a car
park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of
evacuation due to flooding.
Although there is talk of
another road being built this
needs to take priority before
any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major
issue on the island with
people being flooded on
many occasions. The
drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to
be resolved before more
strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives
albeit some years ago, and
the defences here improved
since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has
been a problem for many
years. It needs money spent
on it. These are the things
which need to be looked at
before any further
development takes place.
It is very difficult for the
average person to follow the
guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do
not make completing this
form easy. However, whether
in a format acceptable to you
or not I wish to object to the
proposed development on
Canvey Island. Whilst there
are many reasons for my
objection I will outline three
major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling
under the weight of the
number of patients. Taking at
least 2 weeks to obtain an
appointment. 2.
Infrastructure. There are two
main roads on and off the
island. Both are congested at
rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one
such as a bus that has
broken down the island
comes to a standstill. With
over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the
island will become a car
park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of
evacuation due to flooding.
Although there is talk of
another road being built this
needs to take priority before
any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major
issue on the island with
people being flooded on
many occasions. The
drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to
be resolved before more
strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives
albeit some years ago, and
the defences here improved
since then but the island is
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Flooding. This is a major issue on the
island with people being flooded on many
occasions. The drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to be resolved
before more strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives albeit some
years ago, and the defences here
improved since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has been a
problem for many years. It needs money
spent on it. These are the things which
need to be looked at before any further
development takes place.

No

It is very difficult for the average person to
follow the guidelines supporting this
document. They certainly do not make
completing this form easy. However,
whether in a format acceptable to you or
not I wish to object to the proposed
development on Canvey Island. Whilst
there are many reasons for my objection I
will outline three major issues. 1. Health
services. Already struggling under the
weight of the number of patients. Taking
at least 2 weeks to obtain an appointment.
2. Infrastructure. There are two main
roads on and off the island. Both are
congested at rush hour. In the event of an
incident even a minor one such as a bus
that has broken down the island comes to
a standstill. With over 700 more houses a
minimum of 1400 cars the island will
become a car park. A potential threat to
lives in the event of evacuation due to
flooding. Although there is talk of another
road being built this needs to take priority
before any further development. 3.
Flooding. This is a major issue on the
island with people being flooded on many
occasions. The drainage system currently
does not cope, this needs to be resolved
before more strain is put on it. People
here already lost their lives albeit some
years ago, and the defences here
improved since then but the island is
below sea level drainage has been a
problem for many years. It needs money
spent on it. These are the things which
need to be looked at before any further
development takes place.

No
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Soundness Comments

below sea level drainage has
been a problem for many
years. It needs money spent
on it. These are the things
which need to be looked at
before any further
development takes place.

NLPPS379

NLPPS380

NLPPS381

NLPPS382

Colin
Chalkley

Pamela
McCarthy

Leslie
Norton

Geoff
Caves

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

No

You are not Promoting healthy
communities: Pollution You are causing
higher Pollution levels. You are causing
gridlock situations, leaving people
frustrated and angry when journey's take
longer. You are introducing Thousands
more vehicles on one local roads. Open
spaces don't help when people want to
walk from home to the high street and
take in Nitrogen Oxides levels into their
lungs. What improvements will you make
to roads (A129?) What consideration have
you given to Pollution? Not enough
consideration has been given to using
Brownfield sites (Map H9) My road is
already a rat run from Rayleigh Road
overflow you are loading Hundreds more
to it!

1. carryout all proposed
Road improvements Before
building hundreds of new
homes. 2. Carryout Pollution
tests and give a full Risk
Assessment on the possible
increase in deaths cause by
Traffic Pollution. 3.
Brownfield sites should be
proposed and fully
investigated before quick
dismissal 4. Map H9 you
must not load more vehicles
onto and already busy road!

Yes

No

Yes

Roads widened, waterside
roundabout needs changing,
Canvey Way duelled, drains
repaired, fire station opened
again, no more construction
until all Canvey Islands
infrastructure meets our
needs.

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

below sea level drainage has
been a problem for many
years. It needs money spent
on it. These are the things
which need to be looked at
before any further
development takes place.

No

No

Any development on Canvey Island is
unacceptable whilst 1. Canvey is a flood
plain 3 2. We have 2 gas storage facilities
with a 1 kilometre safety zone and no
evacuation plans 3. Our drains are the
worst in the country 4. Bad air pollution
already 5. Our infrastructure cannot cope
with traffic now 6. New road Canvey Corringham is not true.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID
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/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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No

No

You are not Promoting healthy
communities: Pollution You are causing
higher Pollution levels. You are causing
gridlock situations, leaving people
frustrated and angry when journey's take
longer. You are introducing Thousands
more vehicles on one local roads. Open
spaces don't help when people want to
walk from home to the high street and
take in Nitrogen Oxides levels into their
lungs. What improvements will you make
to roads (A129?) What consideration have
you given to Pollution? Not enough
consideration has been given to using
Brownfield sites (Map H9) My road is
already a rat run from Rayleigh Road
overflow you are loading Hundreds more
to it!
My concern is that is it (the Plan) not
sound nor does it comply with duty to cooperate as to allow new road access to
Canvey Island or reliable road and
drainage access throughout any of the
area of Canvey Island. The Way the plan
reads now will create further congestion
and severe drainage/flooding problems.
Any development on Canvey Island is
unacceptable whilst 1. Canvey is a flood
plain 3 2. We have 2 gas storage facilities
with a 1 kilometre safety zone and no
evacuation plans 3. Our drains are the
worst in the country 4. Bad air pollution
already 5. Our infrastructure cannot cope
with traffic now 6. New road Canvey Corringham is not true.
Don't understand the rationale for building
houses on area H11 (1&2), which is
currently part industrial and next to A127
(poor location to live), whilst wishing to
expand the manor trading estate area E3.
I consider it better to encourage
companies to move out of Manor T.E. and
use the land there for housing. Whilst I
disagree with the plan to build any houses
on H11 (1-4), which is greenbelt, some
development next to A127/A130 for
industry could be allowed.

1. carryout all proposed
Road improvements Before
building hundreds of new
homes. 2. Carryout Pollution
tests and give a full Risk
Assessment on the possible
increase in deaths cause by
Traffic Pollution. 3.
Brownfield sites should be
proposed and fully
investigated before quick
dismissal 4. Map H9 you
must not load more vehicles
onto and already busy road!

No

Firm Road Access Plans,
Approval Plus renewed drain
and sewage safety plans.
Also firm long term
commitment for the Sea Wall
defences.

No

Roads widened, waterside
roundabout needs changing,
Canvey Way duelled, drains
repaired, fire station opened
again, no more construction
until all Canvey Islands
infrastructure meets our
needs.

No

Covered in section 5. Swap
areas H11 (1&2) and E3
(with modifications and
remove plan for 1200 homes
in H11 (1-4).

Yes

You are not Promoting healthy
communities: Pollution You are causing
higher Pollution levels. You are causing
gridlock situations, leaving people
frustrated and angry when journey's take
longer. You are introducing Thousands
more vehicles on one local roads. Open
spaces don't help when people want to
walk from home to the high street and
take in Nitrogen Oxides levels into their
lungs. What improvements will you make
to roads (A129?) What consideration have
you given to Pollution? Not enough
consideration has been given to using
Brownfield sites (Map H9) My road is
already a rat run from Rayleigh Road
overflow you are loading Hundreds more
to it!
My concern is that is it (the Plan) not
sound nor does it comply with duty to cooperate as to allow new road access to
Canvey Island or reliable road and
drainage access throughout any of the
area of Canvey Island. The Way the plan
reads now will create further congestion
and severe drainage/flooding problems.
Any development on Canvey Island is
unacceptable whilst 1. Canvey is a flood
plain 3 2. We have 2 gas storage facilities
with a 1 kilometre safety zone and no
evacuation plans 3. Our drains are the
worst in the country 4. Bad air pollution
already 5. Our infrastructure cannot cope
with traffic now 6. New road Canvey Corringham is not true.

No

Yes

I only wish to participate
should there be open
discussion and you need
representation from
Canvey Island.

No

No

Page 77 of 487

NLPPS383

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS384

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS385

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS386

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS387

NLPPS388

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

2.1

5.4

5.6

6 - Vision for
the Future

8.2

T1

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No

The introduction states that the intention
of the Plan is that any new development is
supported by infrastructure and facilities
that communities need to be active and
healthy. This Plan does not go far enough
in that no requirement for the
improvement or further provision of multiuser, which includes equestrian, routes
are embedded into the Plan and as such
a significant user group is not only ignored
but actively discriminated against. The
Plan contains an intention to improve
cycleways and footways but nothing for
other vulnerable road users, and this
should be addressed. The NPPF supports
the provision of multi-user routes and
actively promotes them, and this Plan
should reflect that requirement.

The requirement for the
provision of multi-user
(equestrian) routes should be
embedded into the Plan and
the Plan should specify that
every opportunity should be
taken to enhance the off-road
network for the benefit of all
vulnerable road users.

Yes

Yes

No

The second bullet point in this paragraph
states that the Green Grid Strategy
provides a tool to enable the provision of
green infrastructure. The opportunity to
provide further connectivity and enhance
the public rights of way network for ALL
users should be embedded into the Plan.

The requirement to protect
and enhance the public rights
of way network, especially
with regard to connectivity
and the aim for it to be fully
inclusive in accordance with
the Green Grid Strategy
should be embedded into the
Plan.

Yes

Yes

A commitment to utilise these
green areas to give access
as far as possible to all
users.

Yes

Yes

The Plan needs to set out a
commitment to include ALL
users, including equestrians,
in any off-road route
enhancements.

Yes

Yes

A commitment within the
Plan to rectify the lack of
equestrian access within
Hadleigh Park, and a
commitment to provide
further access in any future
development by default
rather than as a one-off,
should be embedded into the
Plan.

Yes

Yes

The re-wording of Point 2cii
to read: 'Provide
opportunities to enhance the
walking and cycling network
within Castle Point, and
ensure where practicable
that these routes are multiuser routes accessible to all
vulnerable road users,
including equestrians and the
disabled'.

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

The intention to utilise green areas in a
multi-functional way is welcomed,
provided they are utilised in a way that
gives access to ALL users as far as
practicable.
Paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Vision for the
Future state that there will be
enhancements to enable people to enjoy
'enhancements to the network of footways
and cycleways'. This is discriminatory
against other users - equestrians are also
vulnerable road users and the Plan
appears not to consider their
requirements.
Paragraph 8.2 extols the greatness of the
Olympic Park and hails it as an excellent
example of providing a legacy for the
benefit of the community. It omits to
mention that within this significant project
that there has only been a very small
concession to equestrians - one short
bridleway that goes nowhere - within the
park, which does not link up with any
other areas in the park. No provision has
been made for parking for
horseboxes/trailers. Again, Castle Point
appears to ignore and therefore
discriminate against equestrians, and for
this reason a commitment within the Plan
to rectify this, and a commitment to
provide further access in any future
development by default rather than as a
one-off, should be embedded into the
Plan.
Point 1c of the proposed Policy T1 states
that the Plan should delivery 'greater
opportunities to walk and cycle to
access...recreation opportunities within
the borough'. Horse riding is recreation
and provision should be made in this
Policy to include equestrian access. Point
2cii mentions 'providing opportunities to
enhance the walking and cycling network
within Castle Point'. Again, provision
should be made in this Policy to include
equestrian access.
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DTC Y/N)
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NLPPS389

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS390

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS391

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS392

NLPPS393

NLPPS394

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

11.31

T3

13.49

15.14

HC 1

HC 3

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

No

Paragraph 11.31 again cites Hadleigh
Park as a project to receive an
improvement in cycleways and footpaths.
Whilst this is good news, it is imperative
that further access is granted to
equestrians as again this significant user
group appears to be totally ignored in all
aspects of this Plan. The provision of
parking facilities for horseboxes/trailers
should also be addressed.

No

Policy T3 does not consider the needs of
the equestrian sector and only considers
pedestrians and cyclists. This should be
addressed.

No

Policies for new housing developments
should take every opportunity to include
multi-user access as part of the overall
development rather than the current
intention to provide only for pedestrians
and cyclists. This should be reflected
within the Plan as a whole.

No

Paragraph 15.41 emphasises the
importance of green infrastructure and its
impact on the health and wellbeing of the
community. The need to include a specific
intention to enhance equestrian access is
important - most leisure riders tend to be
women and children, two sectors of the
community who are increasingly targeted
to increase their exercise levels. It should
be remembered that Bridleways can
legally be used by pedestrians, cyclists
and horse riders, thereby providing the
'best value' path. By providing further
safe, off-road routes, this will have a
beneficial effect on those people, the
importance of which is reflected within the
Plan.

A commitment in the Plan to
include equestrians in all
improvements to Hadleigh
Farm, together with
equestrian access included
in all other schemes where
practicable, rather than just
considering pedestrians and
cyclists - which appears to be
the case in the entire
document. This omission
should be addressed to
make it fully inclusive to all
user groups.
The Plan should include a
commitment to improve and
enhance the network for all
users, including equestrians,
and this should be reflected
in this Policy.
The provision of multi-user
access, including equestrian,
should be reflected within the
Policy for new housing and
within the Plan as a whole,
instead of the current
intention to provide only for
pedestrians and cyclists.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

A commitment within the
Plan to enhance equestrian
access, thereby increasing
the health benefits of the
local community.

Yes

Yes

No

Castle Point has the highest level of
obesity of adults across Essex and only
18% of adults take part in sufficient
physical activity to benefit health. As
horse riding is a very popular pastime,
especially with women and children, it
follows that the equestrian sector should
be promoted within the Plan. It is also
noted within point 15.14 that open spaces
contribute towards better health assisting
with mental and physical wellbeing.
Currently the Plan does not make
provision for the equestrian sector.

We request that point (c) of
this Policy wording is
amended to read 'Identifying
development locations which
provide opportunities to
secure additional open
space, green infrastructure
including an enhanced rights
of way network...' and point
(d) to read 'Maximising
opportunities to secure
investment in open space,
green infrastructure including
an enhanced rights of way
network, and community
infrastructure provision'.

Yes

Yes

No

Policy HC3: Opportunities for Outdoor
Recreation point 15.26 states that the
NPPF expects public rights of way to be
protected and improved. The policy
wording goes on to state various projects
and proposals to enhance walking and
cycling trails only within the District. The
Plan does not make provision at all for the
equestrian sector. We therefore request
that this Policy is amended to include
additional provision for bridleway access,
firstly within the current projects including
Hadleigh Farm (a point which has already
been made in this submission) and the
round island network of footpaths and
cycle tracks in Canvey, and for any
subsequent new open spaces provided
within the Plan lifetime.

We request that this Policy is
amended to include
additional provision for
bridleway access, firstly
within the current projects
including Hadleigh Farm (a
point which has already been
made in this submission) and
the round island network of
footpaths and cycle tracks in
Canvey, and for any
subsequent new open
spaces provided within the
Plan lifetime.

Yes

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS395

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS396

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS397

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NLPPS398

Susan
Dobson
(British
Horse
Society)

NE 1

Yes

No

NLPPS399

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

Objective 2:

Yes

Yes

16.2

18.4

18.12

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Soundness Comments

Policy GB1: Green Belt Strategy it is
noted in point 16.4 that the NPPF requires
local planning authorities to plan positively
to enhance the beneficial use of the
Green Belt, taking opportunities to (a)
provide access, (b) provide for outdoor
sport and recreation and (c) retain and
enhance landscape. As previously
mentioned, this Plan does not make
provision at all for the equestrian sector,
therefore we feel that the Plan does not
conform to the requirements of the NPPF
and is therefore unsound. This point is
also noted in Policy GB8 points 16.4316.46 inclusive and our comments above
apply also to these points.
Point 18.4 acknowledges that the NPPF
requires Plans to protect and enhance
public rights of way and access yet no
mention is made of furthering equestrian
access within the Plan, and in Point 18.2
appears to discriminate against
equestrians under the guise of 'potential
conflict'; for this reason the Plan is
unsound as it does not conform to the
requirements of the NPPF.
This point appears to positively
discriminate against equestrians (it is
actually the only paragraph in the whole
document where the word 'equestrian'
actually appears) citing the reason as
'potential conflict with other users'. This is
unacceptable. There are many parks and
areas around Essex which provide access
for ALL users and no conflict or safety
issues are experienced. It is wholly
incorrect to discriminate against one user
group because of a perceived issue which
has no evidence to substantiate it. The
example of the Olympic park is yet again
hailed as a wonderful example of access
for all - except that equestrians have only
one 'go-nowhere' bridleway which does
not link in with any other part of the
network, and access is only for local
riders as there is no facility anywhere
nearby to park horseboxes/trailers. When
one considers the funding and facilities
being made available for cyclists in this
park, it is particularly disappointing that
only one stand-alone bridleway just over a
mile long is provided within the park yet
many miles of tracks for walkers and
cyclists are being created. This must be
addressed.
It is noted that this Policy states that it
intends to seek recreational benefits for
local people in accordance with Policy
HC3, and that in point 4, the Council 'will
seek to ensure that everyone can enjoy
the borough's green infrastructure in a
sustainable way'. However, this Plan falls
down in that the equestrian sector is being
actively discriminated against and any
proposals to enhance equestrian access
are omitted from the Plan, including
instead access only for pedestrians and
cyclists.
Support is offered for including a strategic
objective which protects and enhances
the network of green and open space as
this recognises the role that such space
plays in creating healthy and active
communities including meeting sport and
active recreation needs.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

To ensure that the equestrian
sector is catered for and
embedded within the Plan.

Yes

Yes

As previously stated, a clear
undertaking to enhance
equestrian access within the
current network and in all
future projects should be
embedded into the Plan.

Yes

Yes

To redress the lack of
equestrian access within the
Plan as a whole, especially
with regard to the Hadleigh
Park project and for any
further projects within the life
of the Plan.

Yes

Yes

The Plan must seek to
redress the omission of the
provision of equestrian
access.

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS400

NLPPS401

NLPPS402

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

Objective 3:

H7

H 11

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Soundness Comments

Support is offered for including a strategic
objective which protects and enhances
the range of services that support healthy
and active communities as this recognises
the role that such services plays in
meeting this wider objective as well as the
more specific objective of meeting the
communities sport and active recreation
needs in Castle Point.
The reference in section 5 of the policy to
the loss of any existing playing field
provision being fully compensated for at a
site nearby is welcomed in principle as
this would help ensure that any loss of
playing field provision is mitigated.
However, to ensure that the policy meets
the effective test of soundness, the policy
or its supporting text should provide an
explanation of how this should be
interpreted in practice. This is pertinent as
no nearby site has been identified and it is
unclear whether this would involve a new
playing field site (which may be difficult to
identify and deliver in an urban area) or
enhancements to an existing playing field
site which may be more appropriate if the
loss of playing field provision is relatively
small and would not justify a viable like for
like replacement on a new site. To avoid
issues relating to interpreting compliance
with section 5 of the policy during the
planning application determination
process it is suggested that playing field
mitigation is addressed as part of the
masterplan process outlined in section 2
of the policy to avoid potential delays and
uncertainty when this allocation is
delivered.

The content of criterion 3(c) of the policy
in relation to the replacement of existing
open space facilities at Woodside Park
being equivalent or better in terms of
quantity and quality is broadly welcomed
as this would seek to ensure the
safeguarding of this valuable community
facility. However, to ensure that the policy
fully meets the conformity with
Government policy and effective tests of
soundness, some amendments are
requested as the current wording does not
provide policy guidance on location or
phasing matters which are required when
providing a policy framework for
determining the acceptability of open
space/playing field replacements.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

No

This concern could therefore
be addressed if policy H7 or
its supporting text provided
guidance on the potential
approaches to delivering any
off-site playing field
mitigation in practice and the
role that the masterplan can
play in addressing this as set
out above.

Yes

No

Criterion (c) should be
amended along the following
lines The proposals within
the masterplan retain or
ensure the replacement of
existing open space facilities
at Woodside Park, and also
include additional open
space provision in conformity
with policy HC3 of this plan.
Any replacement provision
must be equivalent or better
in terms of both quality and
quantity and provided in a
suitable location prior to
development on the existing
open space facilities; This
amendment would allow the
policy wording to fully accord
with paragraph 74 of the
NPPF (second bullet) by
providing guidance on the
location of replacement
provision to avoid a potential
interpretation that it would be
acceptable to relocate
Woodside Park to a location
that is not accessible to the
users/residents is serves
(e.g. a different part of Castle
Point Borough or outside of
the Borough). It would also
provide clarity that a
replacement would have to
be provided in advance of
development taking place on
the existing open space in
order to provide continuity of
facility provision for existing
users.

Yes

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS403

NLPPS404

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

DES 1

HC 2

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

No

In view of the importance attached to
support healthy and active communities in
the plans strategic objectives (7.1
objective 3), policy DES 1 should be
amended to include an additional criterion
along the lines that development
proposals must have regard to promoting
healthy and active lifestyles (through
encouraging physical activity and sport)
and thereby contribute to the plans
strategic objective. The supporting text to
the policy should refer to Sport England's
and Public Health England’s Active
Design guidance
http://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/planning-for-sport/planning-toolsand-guidance/active-design/ which
provides Government endorsed guidance
(that has recently been refreshed) on how
the design and layout of new
developments can be planned to make
communities more active and healthier.
This could also be included in the design
objectives in Appendix 1 of the plan. This
would allow the plan to meet the
consistency with Government policy
soundness test in terms of the use of
design to promote healthy communities
(paragraphs 69-70 of the NPPF)

No

The principle of this strategic policy to
positively plan for indoor leisure and sport
is supported by Sport England. Sport
England also supports the wording of the
policy in terms of the proposals to protect
facilities, increase community access to
facilities, seeking provision from
development etc as this approach would
accord with Government policy in the
NPPF, Sport England’s planning aims and
objectives
http://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/planning-for-sport/aims-andobjectives/ and the local plans strategic
objectives. However, as required by the
NPPF (Par 73), the policy should be
based on a robust and up to date
assessment of need. The evidence used
to underpin this policy is The Community
Infrastructure Needs Assessment. This
piece of work does have a specific section
on Sports Facilities and covers swimming
pools, sports halls, indoor bowls facilities
and synthetic turf pitches. The needs
assessment for sport is largely reliant on
Sport England’s Sports Facility Calculator
(SFC) and compares the current quantity
of provision with figures generated by the
SFC. Whilst the SFC can be used as one
tool in needs assessments, especially
when looking at the potential impact of
future population growth, it should not be
used for strategic gap analysis, as it has
been used in ˜The Community
Infrastructure Needs Assessment. The
SFC has no spatial dimension and does
not take into account facility location

In view of the importance
attached to support healthy
and active communities in
the plans strategic objectives
(7.1 objective 3), policy DES
1 should be amended to
include an additional criterion
along the lines that
development proposals must
have regard to promoting
healthy and active lifestyles
(through encouraging
physical activity and sport)
and thereby contribute to the
plans strategic objective. The
supporting text to the policy
should refer to Sport
England's and Public Health
England’s Active Design
guidance
http://www.sportengland.org/f
acilities-planning/planningfor-sport/planning-tools-andguidance/active-design/
which provides Government
endorsed guidance (that has
recently been refreshed) on
how the design and layout of
new developments can be
planned to make
communities more active and
healthier. This could also be
included in the design
objectives in Appendix 1 of
the plan. This would allow
the plan to meet the
consistency with Government
policy soundness test in
terms of the use of design to
promote healthy communities
(paragraphs 69-70 of the
NPPF)
To address these concerns,
it is requested that the
Council prepares an up-todate sports facility strategy
(indoor and outdoor sports)
incorporating a
comprehensive assessment
of needs which will provide
the robust evidence to
support generic policies such
as HC2 as well as site
specific policies that have
sports facility implications. In
Sport England’s view, this
approach would be justified
to allow the local plan to be
consistent with paragraph 73
of the NPPF. As well as
meeting the needs of the
local plan, the preparation of
such strategies may also
assist with delivering wider
Council objectives e.g.
assisting with the health and
well-being agenda, reviewing
the future of Council owned
assets, sports development,
influencing investment on
school sites, external funding
bids etc. A robust evidence
base for sport will also be
needed to support the
identification of strategic
priority projects in the
Councils Infrastructure
Delivery Plan if CIL is
implemented in due course.

Yes

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

To provide specialist
advice to the Inspector
on matters relating to the
evidence base required
for assessing sports
facility needs.
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Soundness Comments

compared to demand, capacity of
availability of facilities, cross boundary
movement of demand, travel networks
and the attractiveness of facilities. Sport
England would expect that a needs
assessment for indoor sport looks in detail
at both the supply and demand for the
facility types and then uses a range of
tools and techniques to assess the issues
of quantity, quality and accessibility. A
step by step approach to undertaking an
assessment of need for a range of non
pitch facility types is available from Sport
England (Assessing Needs and
Opportunities guidance), on our website
http://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/planning-for-sport/planning-toolsand-guidance/assessing-needs-andopportunities-guidance/ . Whilst the ˜The
Community Infrastructure Needs
Assessment does briefly look at the
quality and location of facilities, the
assessment is mainly based on the use of
the SFC. Sport England considers that
there are many weaknesses with this
approach. In addition, there appears to be
a lack of any consultation with the range
of organisations, clubs and leagues
involved in the use of the relevant facilities
in Castle Point. In addition, the
assessment is now over 4 years old and
the information contained in it may no
longer be up-to-date. Overall, there are
considered to be numerous weaknesses
to the preferred approach and these
weaknesses combine to cause
fundamental concerns about the
robustness of the evidence base. As
such, we do not consider this policy to be
sound as it is not based on a robust
evidence base and therefore would not
meet the justified or consistency with
Government policy tests. Sport England's
recent experience has shown that where
local plans have not been supported by
up-to-date and robust assessments of
need for sports facilities, Inspector's have
requested that this be an issue that
requires discussion at the public
examination of the plans. I would advise
that most local planning authorities have
prepared (or are preparing) up-to-date
sports facility strategies (incorporating
needs assessments) in advance of plans
being considered at examination in order
to ensure that the plans are sound.
Furthermore, if the policy is used for
determining planning applications,
developers are likely to challenge the
evidence base especially in the context of
the need to protect existing facilities or
provide for sport in new development
through planning obligations or CIL.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
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attending
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This would also apply if the
Council continues to use
planning obligations to
secure developer
contributions towards new
and enhanced sports
facilities instead as set out
above. Following completion
of the strategies, policy HC2
and other policies where
applicable in the promoting
healthier communities
chapter should be reviewed
to add any specific sports
facility needs that provision
should be made for and to
review the approach towards
securing sports facility
provision through new
development. Separate
comments have been made
in representations on other
policies in the chapter in
relation to the implications of
reviewing the evidence base
for sport. Detailed advice on
the preparation of sports
facility
strategies/assessments can
be found on Sport England's
website at
www.sportengland.org/faciliti
es-planning/planning-forsport/planning-tools-andguidance/ and further advice
can be provided upon
request. Sport England
would be happy to meet the
Council to discuss this
response and other
representations made on the
local plan with a view to
reaching a mutually
agreeable solution before the
local plan examination stage.
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NLPPS405

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

HC 3

Yes

Soundness Comments

No

The principle of this strategic policy to
positively plan for outdoor recreation is
supported by Sport England. The
proposals to deliver strategic open space
projects and additional provision on
development sites is particularly
welcomed. However, as required by the
NPPF (Par 73), the policy should be
based on a robust and up to date
assessment of need. A key piece of
evidence for this policy should be a robust
and up to date Playing Pitch Strategy to
identify what outdoor sports facility issues
there are in Castle Point and how they
can addressed. Sport England is aware of
The Councils Playing Pitch Strategy
document (2012) and our concerns
regarding the robustness of this document
have been articulated to the Council in
detail in separate correspondence in
September 2012 (a copy of which can be
provided upon request). In summary, the
methodology for preparing the strategy
did not accord with established
methodology that was available at the
time (as well as the new methodology that
has been established since then) and
there were particular concerns about the
limited scope of the outdoor sports
facilities assessed, consultation with
sports governing bodies, the robustness
of the supply and demand data, the
robustness of the site assessments and
the use of Fields in Trust standards for
assessing the adequacy of provision. The
result of this gap in the evidence is that
this policy omits robust consideration of
current and future outdoor sports facility
needs. Given the pressures of meeting
the needs for outdoor sports facilities
within Castle Point, this is concerning and
we strongly encourage the Council to
address the concerns regarding the pitch
strategy work before the local plan
examination. In addition, the assessment
is now over 4 years old and the
information contained in it may no longer
be up-to-date. Without being addressed,
we would consider the policy unsound (in
terms of meeting the justified and
consistency with Government policy tests)
as it has not robustly considered outdoor
sports facilities which are a significant part
of the opportunities for outdoor recreation
in Castle Point. For clarity, Sport England
considers that the weaknesses within the
2012 Pitch Strategy document are
fundamental. For example, it cannot be
confirmed that the provision sought
through the projects identified in section 2
of the policy is justified or whether there
are other facility needs that have been
omitted due to the lack of adequate
assessment. Sport England's recent
experience has shown that where local
plans have not been supported by up-todate and robust assessments of need for
sports facilities, Inspector's have
requested that this be an issue that
requires discussion at the public
examination of the plans. I would advise
that most local planning authorities have
prepared (or are preparing) up-to-date
sports facility strategies (incorporating
needs assessments) in advance of plans
being considered at examination in order
to ensure that the plans are sound.
Furthermore, if the policy is used for
determining planning applications,
developers are likely to challenge the

To address these concerns,
it is requested that the
Council prepares an up-todate sports facility strategy
(indoor and outdoor sports)
incorporating a
comprehensive assessment
of needs which will provide
the robust evidence to
support generic policies such
as HC3 as well as site
specific policies that have
sports facility implications. In
Sport England’s view, this
approach would be justified
to allow the local plan to be
consistent with paragraph 73
of the NPPF. As well as
meeting the needs of the
local plan, the preparation of
such strategies may also
assist with delivering wider
Council objectives e.g.
assisting with the health and
well-being agenda, reviewing
the future of Council owned
assets, sports development,
influencing investment on
school sites, external funding
bids etc. A robust evidence
base for sport will also be
needed to support the
identification of strategic
priority projects in the
Councils Infrastructure
Delivery Plan if CIL is
implemented in due course.
This would also apply if the
Council continues to use
planning obligations to
secure developer
contributions towards new
and enhanced sports
facilities instead as set out
above. Following completion
of the strategies, policy HC3
and other policies where
applicable in the promoting
healthier communities
chapter should be reviewed
to add any specific sports
facility needs that provision
should be made for and to
review the approach towards
securing sports facility
provision through new
development. Detailed
advice on the preparation of
playing pitch strategies can
be found on Sport England's
website at
https://www.sportengland.org
/facilities-planning/planningfor-sport/planning-tools-andguidance/playing-pitchstrategy-guidance/ and
further advice can be
provided upon request. Sport
England would be happy to
meet the Council to discuss
this response and other
representations made on the
local plan with a view to
reaching a mutually
agreeable solution before the
local plan examination stage.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
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S (Y/N)
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No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

To provide specialist
advice to the Inspector
on matters relating to the
evidence base required
for assessing sports
facility needs.
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Soundness Comments

Sport England suggests that
this policy is amended to
cover all playing fields within
Castle Point.

Yes

No

To address these concerns,
section 2 of the policy should
be amended to add a further
criterion along the lines of the
third bullet in paragraph 74 of
the NPPF while criterion b
should be amended to apply
to all playing fields.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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evidence base especially in the context of
the need to protect existing facilities or
provide for sport in new development
through planning obligations or CIL.

NLPPS406

NLPPS407

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

HC 9

HC 11

Yes

Yes

No

No

As with policies HC2 and HC3, the
principle of this strategic policy to protect
identified playing fields from development
is supported. However, it is unclear why
only those playing fields which are
associated with educational uses are
subject to this policy. Playing fields not
associated with educational uses appear
not to be covered by the policy. The
NPPF does not separate playing fields
that are in public, private or educational
use and Paragraph 74 affords the same
level of protection to all playing fields
regardless of ownership or type of use.
The Council will be aware from its
evidence base that are large proportion of
playing fields within Castle Point are local
authority and sports club controlled and
justify equal protection to playing fields
associated with educational uses as they
perform a similar function in terms of
meeting community needs. The policy
would not therefore be considered to meet
the soundness tests relating to justified
and consistency with Government policy.
Notwithstanding concerns raised in
relation to policy HC2 relating to the
evidence base that supports policies
relating to sports facilities, the content of
policy HC11 is broadly supported as it
seeks to support proposals for new and
enhanced community facilities (including
sports facilities) where they will meet
needs and seeks to protect existing
facilities. However, I have the following
concerns about part 2 of the policy in
terms of consistency with Government
policy in paragraph 74 of the NPPF:
While criteria a and b are consistent with
the first two bullets of paragraph 74 of the
NPPF, a criterion which covers the third
bullet in paragraph 74 i.e. the
development is for alternative sports and
recreational provision, the needs for which
clearly outweigh the loss has been
omitted. This should therefore be added
to provide consistency and allow flexibility
for such proposals. Criterion b only
covers playing fields associated with
educational uses. For the same reasons
set out in our comments on policy HC9
which covers this matter this would not
accord with Government policy or give
adequate protection to other playing
fields.
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NLPPS408

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

HC 12

Yes

No

NLPPS409

Roy
Warren
(Sport
England)

GB 8

Yes

Yes

NLPPS410

NLPPS411

Karina Duff

ML & JA
Taylor

13.1

16.1

No

Yes

We have currently have a petition in
excess of 10000 signatures from local
people who want to see no further
development on Canvey Island without
the infrastructure in place. What we have
now is not good enough. Any new
developments on Canvey Island is
unacceptable whilst 1. Canvey has 2
COMAH sites with a kilometre safety zone
with no published evacuation plan 2.
Canvey is a level 3 flood plain which
should only be developed when there are
no alternatives. 3. The drainage system is
the worst in the country and cannot cope
with the housing we already have. 4. Our
roads are inadequate. 5. Bad air pollution
at several sites on Canvey. 6. No
provision for schools and doctors which
are already oversubscribed. Especially for
the infants. 7. New road promised Canvey
- Corringham is not true.

Drains repaired and
maintained. Canvey way
duelled and Sommes avenue
widened. Waterside
roundabout altered. A proper
published escape plan and
reinstate a full time fire
station. It is unbelievable that
with 2 gas and hazardous
waste sites that we have to
rely on one fire appliance
from Rayleigh. No more
construction until we have
infrastructure that meets our
needs.

Soundness Comments

Policy HC12 is welcomed in principle as it
provides guidance for assessing
developments affecting playing fields and
seeks to protect them. However, as with
Policy HC9, it is unclear why only those
playing fields which are associated with
educational uses are subject to this policy.
Playing fields not associated with
educational uses are not covered by the
policy. The NPPF does not separate
playing fields that are in public, private or
educational use and Paragraph 74 affords
the same level of protection to all playing
fields regardless of ownership or type of
use. Furthermore, the criteria in part 2 of
the policy are only partially consistent with
Government policy in paragraph 74 of the
NPPF. In its current form the policy would
not be sound as it would not accord with
Government policy.
The policy is supported as it takes a
positive approach to proposals in the
Green Belt which provide opportunities for
outdoor sport and recreation. This is
considered to be consistent with
paragraph 81 of the NPPF.

Sport England suggests that
this policy is amended to:
cover all playing fields within
Castle Point. a criterion is
added to part 2 of the policy
which covers the third bullet
in paragraph 74 i.e. where
the development is for
alternative sports and
recreational provision, the
needs for which clearly
outweigh the loss.

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Any new developments on Canvey Island
is unacceptable whilst 1. Canvey has 2
COMAH sites with a kilometre safety zone
with no published evacuation plan 2.
Canvey is a level 3 flood plain which
should only be developed when there are
no alternatives. 3. The drainage system is
the worst in the country and cannot cope
with the housing we already have. 4. Our
roads are inadequate. 5. Bad air pollution
at several sites on Canvey. 6. No
provision for schools and doctors which
are already oversubscribed. Especially for
the infants. 7. New road promised Canvey
- Corringham is not true.

Drains repaired and
maintained. Canvey way
duelled and Sommes avenue
widened. Waterside
roundabout altered. A proper
published escape plan and
reinstate a full time fire
station. It is unbelievable that
with 2 gas and hazardous
waste sites that we have to
rely on one fire appliance
from Rayleigh. No more
construction until we have
infrastructure that meets our
needs.

No

Section 80 0f the NPPF states that
Greenbelt land as serving 5 purposes: to
check the unrestricted sprawl of large
built-up areas; to prevent neighbouring
towns merging into one another; to assist
in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment; to preserve the setting and
special character of historic towns; and to
assist in urban regeneration, by
encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land. Whilst I understand the
need to protect and preserve true
greenbelt, it is also true that defending
land that no longer meets the stated
criteria is not cost effective and not the
best used of tax payers money. Time and
money are wasted when a planning
department has to block planning
applications using the above phrases as
justification when they simply do not apply
to a site. This truly is madness and surely
has to be addressed. The local plan is the
tool for identify such sites and dealing with
them correctly. This is all especially true
at a time when there is a desperate need
for housing for our children and the
country’s financial position has never
been more precarious. This plan intends
to build 760 new homes in a flood risk
zone 3 on Canvey Island. The NPPF
states that such land is not suitable for
building due to the flood risk to people

The New Local Plan is
woefully short on providing
much needed housing for
future generations. I suggest
that isolated pockets of
greenbelt that no longer meet
the purposes defined in
NPPF be identified and
reclassified during this new
local plan process. I am sure
that much work has already
been done by the council
itself regarding identifying
such sites, but there is an
obvious elephant in the room
In the middle of Thundersley.
Much building work is
currently going on there
already. From my own limited
and personal knowledge,
land to the west of Rayleigh
Road and North of the
Chase, surrounded by
urbanisation and located
within the heart of an urban
community, is an obvious
candidate. How a few houses
can have a completely
different classification to all
the rest of their more recently
developed neighbours, in the
middle of a town, still amazes

No

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Any new developments on Canvey Island
is unacceptable whilst 1. Canvey has 2
COMAH sites with a kilometre safety zone
with no published evacuation plan 2.
Canvey is a level 3 flood plain which
should only be developed when there are
no alternatives. 3. The drainage system is
the worst in the country and cannot cope
with the housing we already have. 4. Our
roads are inadequate. 5. Bad air pollution
at several sites on Canvey. 6. No
provision for schools and doctors which
are already oversubscribed. Especially for
the infants. 7. New road promised Canvey
- Corringham is not true

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

In order to provide the
chance to discuss the
situation in detail with
maps and photographs to
help support my
considerations.
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NLPPS412

Ian Butter

7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan
(Objective 4)

NLPPS413

Ian Butter

E3

Yes

NLPPS414

Ian Butter

E5

Yes

Yes

Satisfies the compliance tests under
S.20(5)(a) and (c)

No

Satisfies s20(5)(a) and (c)

No

No

Soundness Comments

and property in this zone. On Canvey this
has been underlined with recent flooding
incidents. Section 100 of the NPPF states:
'Inappropriate development in areas at
risk of flooding should be avoided by
directing development away from areas at
highest risk The NPPF demands
application of the sequential test and
surely if there is land available in zones 1
or 2 that no longer meet the criteria stated
for greenbelt then surely this must be
identified and correctly classified during
the local plan process. Within Castle point
there are isolated pockets of greenbelt
that no longer meet the criteria stated by
the NPPF for greenbelt. In fact they are
not greenbelts anymore but green
pockets. I, myself live in a house on land
that is classified as greenbelt even though
it is on a main residential road, in the
middle of a town, surrounded by housing
and in spite of the fact my house has
stood as a residential property before the
greenbelt policy was even thought of. All
but a very few of my immediate
neighbours have the right to extend and
modify their residential dwellings even
though their properties were built on
greenbelt long after mine. This is an
anomaly and needs correcting. The local
plan is the tool to do this. The previous
version of the draft local plan identified
plenty of sites not on flood plains that
have now been removed from this new
draft local plan. So there are alternative
sites available identified by the council
own evaluations and the council chooses
not to include them. I don't know how
much money was spent on assessing and
selecting these sites on the original
document or how much time was spent,
but having done the work and spent the
money and identified the sites I have to
wonder, what changed? I understand and
agree with the need to protect and
preserve true greenbelt. This can only be
done effectively to land that meets the
criteria for greenbelt. Defending land that
has been surrounded by development that
does not meet the greenbelt criteria
weakens the arguments for true greenbelt
and is thus counter-productive. Why
bother to define criteria if they are to be
ignored or deemed irrelevant when it
suits? A belt needs to be a belt not a
pocket! A greenbelt needs to surround an
urban area and meet stated definitions. A
local plan should support and work with,
what is, and not what once was.
Town centres are not just for shopping.
They should be places where people live
and recreate as well. Maintaining town
centres as vibrant elements of the
community where local residents can fulfil
a wide range of social and economic
aspirations in comfort and safety should
be a sustainable objective.
Criteria d. is a 'catch-all' and is sufficiently
general to incorporate all elements of the
Plan, not just those relevant to the
development proposals.
Criteria g. is a 'catch-all' and is sufficiently
general to incorporate a requirement to
satisfy all elements of the Plan, not just
those relevant to the development
proposals. As such it is imprecise. The
Plan must be read as a whole in any
event.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

To make the town centres in
Castle Point pleasant and
safe places where local
people want to shop, work,
live and play

Yes

Evidence of cooperation provided by the
LPA

Omit criteria d.

Yes

No

Omit criteria g.

Yes

No

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)
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Chapter
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LC (Y/N)
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attending
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me. I almost can't believe the
defensive phases that the
local planners are forced to
use, as they simply don't
apply and everyone with
eyes can see it. Yet they are
used time and time again.
The anomaly causes
additional costs and work for
the council in defending
planning
applications/appeals, using
phrases and terms that one
only has to look at a map to
know are not true. It is a
waste of taxpayer monies,
which could be used
elsewhere. It need to be
addressed in the New Local
Plan. I’m sure there are
many other small sites like
this. If such areas were
correctly classified, additional
land would be made
available for much needed
housing for our children
without prejudicing the true
greenbelt that performs the
vital duties as defined in the
NPPF. No-one want to live in
a concrete jungle and the
best way to protect our open
spaces is to make sure they
are correctly defined and fit
for purpose. They can then
be defended with ease.

No
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NLPPS415

NLPPS416

NLPPS417

NLPPS418

Ian Butter

Ian Butter

Ian Butter

Ian Butter

E4

13.6

13.61

H5

Yes

Yes

No

Satisfies s20(5)(a) and (c)

Yes

Yes

No

No

Satisfies s20(5)(a) and (c)

No

Soundness Comments

Criteria f. is a 'catch-all' and is sufficiently
general to incorporate a requirement to
satisfy all elements of the Plan, not just
those relevant to the development
proposals. As such it is imprecise. The
Plan must be read as a whole in any
event.
The information misrepresents the
position. Thorney Bay park has planning
permission for the use of land for the
stationing of residential caravans over the
whole of its extent. Approximately 1,600
caravans could be sited although not all of
the park has been redeveloped to date. A
resolution to grant outline planning
permission has been made over a
substantial park of the park which is
suggested could accommodate some 600
bricks and mortar dwellings. The balance
of the park would be retained for
approximately 300 park homes - a total of
around 900 residential dwellings once
fully developed. The net increase of 570
dwellings referred to therefore
misrepresents the position in relation to
growth and potential impact.
For the reasons given in response to
paragraph 13.60 there should be no net
impact upon the local highway network.
The safeguarding of the line of
Roscommon Way is only achievable
through the delivery of a new
development over the site due to the
extant planning permission.

The proposed policy is supported in
principle and a Masterplan approach is to
be expected. However the use of the word
'must' in the policy introduces a marked
degree of inflexibility in the proper delivery
of this important housing site. There is a
measure of pre-judging the final form of
any development and repetition within the
policy criteria. This introduces inflexibility
and a constraint on the proper
development of the site to allow for
changing circumstances over time.
Elements of the proposed policy (e.g.
extension of public transport services) are
not within the remit of the developer to
deliver directly. There is an assumption in
the policy that foul drainage facilities are
below capacity. This is not the case.

Omit criteria f.

Correction of information

Correction of information

A more measured policy
which provides the same
degree of development
control within a more flexible
framework would be as
follows; New Housing Site Land at Thorney Bay
Caravan Park, Canvey Island
1. Land at Thorney Bay
Road, Canvey Island, as
identified on the Proposals
Map, is allocated for
residential purposes, to
deliver up to in the order of
600 new homes and a
residential care home by
2031. 2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality, and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. 3. The development
of the site should in
particular: a. Demonstrate
resilience and resistance to
flooding from tidal and
surface water sources, and
the provision of safe, on-site
refuge facilities; b. An
approach to wildlife which
maintains and enhances the
biodiversity value of
Thorneycreek Fleet Local
Wildlife Site and associated
rough grassland; c. A
protected line of land for
delivery of the Roscommon
Way Phase 2 Extension. 4.
Detailed design proposals for
the site must should aim to
deliver a mix of high quality,

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
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Chapter
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LC (Y/N)
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No

Yes

This is an important part
of the Districts housing
delivery strategy and
requires a clear
understanding of its
potential and wider
developmental issues.

Yes

This is an important part
of the Districts housing
delivery strategy and
requires a clear
understanding of its
potential and wider
developmental issues.

Yes

This is an important part
of the Districts housing
delivery strategy and
requires a clear
understanding of the
sites potential and wider
developmental issues.
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General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)
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Proposed Soundness
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DTC Y/N)
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S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

sustainable homes, and be
compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.

NLPPS419

NLPPS420

Ian Butter

Ian Butter

H 13

13.135

Yes

Yes

No

Policy H13 fails to distinguish between
differing types of housing provision. In
particular Park Home Estates (residential
caravan parks) are developed to Model
Standards and would not normally provide
housing and specialist accommodation in
the format required by the policy. Equally
the Nationally Described Space Standard
are not appropriate.

In order to ensure that
diversity in housing provision
is achieved the policy should
be adjusted to reflect the full
range of residential dwelling
provision, not all of which can
meet the standards being
imposed. Park Homes are a
particular form of housing
that operates under different
legislative and
developmental provisions.
Use of the word Normally
may be a simple adjustment
as follows: .......the following
sizes and types of homes
should normally be including
within the property mix ........
....the Nationally Described
Space Standard will normally
be applied to all new housing
developments... Or some
distinction should be made to
ensure that Park Homes
could be considered without
being a departure from the
policy.

Yes

No

No

The Plan suggests that there is no
evidence to suggest additional demand
for caravan park provision in Castle Point.
However, this is because the statistics
both at national and local level no longer
specifically identify caravan provision as a
potential source of residential demand. If
there is no means to track demand then
there is no apparent need. Yet residential
caravan parks nationally are full. Waiting
lists are not maintained because there is
always someone available immediately to
take up a vacancy and the market
demand remains very high. Such
dwellings play exactly to the smaller,
lower market cost market and are an
important means of facilitating churn
within the housing sector as residents
downsize to a park Home environment.
The Government have very recently
advised LPA's to consider the needs of
the residential caravan sector within the
new Planning Act.

The plan should recognise
the important role that Park
Homes can play and omit the
unsubstantiated phrase from
this paragraph.

Yes

No
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NLPPS421

NLPPS422

NLPPS423

Ian Butter

Ian Butter

Trevor
Waters

13.14

H 18

Proposals
Map

Yes

Yes

No

No credible evidence of future planning or
current planning of Canvey Island roads,
No inclusion for the rebuilding new
modern schools No inclusion for the
return of a dedicated police force No
inclusion for a full time fire brigade No
inclusion for a 24 hour medical centre No
credible planning regarding
repairing/replacing islands drainage let
alone and kind of planning to supply new
buildings No thought seems to have been
given to local wildlife Badgers,Fox's,Snakes & Wildflowers are
known to inhabit at least one of the sites
shown No evidence of planning for the
mass evacuation in times of flooding Why
build on a flood plain in a overcrowded
area

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

No

Caravan parks are subject to dual control;
through the town planning system and
Site Licensing via the Environmental
Health department. The latter are
responsible for health and welfare issues.
The planning system should not seek to
control caravan use in the manner
described in the sentence. 'Holiday type
caravans' are not a specific form of
caravan per se. To exclude a modern
holiday caravan (double glazed, centrally
heated, even Building Regulations
compliant in increasing numbers of cases)
would be inappropriate. As most are now
designed to allow occupancy throughout
the year as a result of increasing seasonal
occupancy periods up to 12 months. The
issue here is to ensure any caravan is
capable of use during the winter months.

The sentence should be
modified as follows: The
evidence clearly indicates
that residential caravan parks
contribute towards the choice
of accommodation, for those
who are in a position to
choose. To ensure their
suitability for the long term,
caravans that are proposed
for residential use should be
of a type and design
appropriate for use
throughout the year.

Yes

No

No

Having regard to the submissions made
with respect to paragraph 13.135 the
proposed policy unjustifiably limits the
potential for growth for residential
caravans in this acknowledged valuable
sector of the housing market. The policy
awkwardly conflates both residential and
holiday caravan uses. If the site is suitable
for residential caravans then it will not be
in flood zone 3. It might however be
satisfactory for a holiday caravan park
which would help with tourism elements of
the plan. Holiday caravans are regularly
permitted within flood zone 3 and over
extended seasons (up to 12 months
holiday use) subject to appropriate flood
risk assessments and the provision of
Flood Warning and Evacuation Plans.

Amend policy as follows:
Caravan Parks 1. Proposals
for new caravan parks, and
for extensions to existing
caravan parks in Castle Point
will be supported where: a.
The proposed site is suitable
for the accommodation of
caravans; and b. All other
relevant policies within this
plan have been complied
with. 2. The winter use of
caravans may be restricted
where: a. The site has been
exceptionally permitted
following the application of
the sequential and exception
tests but is not suitable for
permanent residential use
due to its location in flood
risk zone 3; or b. The quality
of the proposed caravans to
be located on the site is not
suitable for year-round
occupation without risk to the
health and well-being of
potential occupiers.

Yes

No

No

No credible evidence of future planning or
current planning of Canvey Island roads,
No inclusion for the rebuilding new
modern schools No inclusion for the
return of a dedicated police force No
inclusion for a full time fire brigade No
inclusion for a 24 hour medical centre No
credible planning regarding
repairing/replacing islands drainage let
alone and kind of planning to supply new
buildings No thought seems to have been
given to local wildlife Badgers,Fox's,Snakes & Wildflowers are
known to inhabit at least one of the sites
shown No evidence of planning for the
mass evacuation in times of flooding Why
build on a flood plain in a overcrowded
area

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No credible evidence of future planning or
current planning of Canvey Island roads,
No inclusion for the rebuilding new
modern schools No inclusion for the
return of a dedicated police force No
inclusion for a full time fire brigade No
inclusion for a 24 hour medical centre No
credible planning regarding
repairing/replacing islands drainage let
alone and kind of planning to supply new
buildings No thought seems to have been
given to local wildlife Badgers,Fox's,Snakes & Wildflowers are
known to inhabit at least one of the sites
shown No evidence of planning for the
mass evacuation in times of flooding Why
build on a flood plain in a overcrowded
area

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID
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Chapter
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No
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NLPPS425

s wathan

Julia Burch

2.1

E3

Yes

No

Yes

No

NLPPS426

Julia Burch

T3

Yes

No

NLPPS427

Julia Burch

11.54

Yes

Yes

NLPPS428

JOHN
PETERS

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS429

Penelope
Gendall

H4

Yes

NLPPS430

Penelope
Gendall

H9

Yes

NLPPS431

Woof

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

Government police has deemed that a
flood plain (Canvey island) should not be
developed (built upon). The proposed
development of "Green Belt" land is illegal
and immoral. The infrastructure of Canvey
Island is inadequate to cope with further
development of new homes and
businesses. The current drainage (rump
stations) does not cope when the island
experiences down-pours of rain. Drastic
flooding occurs to streets and houses.
With the proposal to build more houses,
should there some plans to build new
schools, or to increase the capacity of
already existing schools.
With the proposal to build more houses,
should there some plans to build new
schools, or to increase the capacity of
already existing schools.
We desperately need more housing in the
borough, but please make sure that the
infrastructure and public services are
increased in line with this new
development.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

Contrary to the stated aims of the plan,
and with particular respect to the intent
regarding "Transport", this proposal does
NOT "improve the east-west connections
on Canvey Island". It is obviously the case
that by adding some 160 additional
homes in the area denoted "H6" the
singular access road to Canvey Point,
with its existing limitations including,
residents tendencies to double parking at
local stores, bus stops, traffic calming
measures and school crossing controls
etc will add very considerable disruption
to an already highly congested Island
access / egress route at peak times.
Similarly and given the tendency of point
road and surrounding routes (including
residents driveways and parking areas) to
flood at times of heavy rain, (beyond the
capacity of existing drainage facilities),
then the present proposal to construct
such an concentration of additional
housing would obviously considerably
reduce the areas capacity for natural
ground drainage - leaving the current
residents exposed to a far higher
likelihood of future flood risk to their
properties, both through the rise of flood
water levels and traffic attempting to pass
through flooded roads.
I do not believe the extension to the
Manor Trading Estate is appropriate. The
estate is not appropriately maintained and
does not attract business to the area.
There Is unused capacity situated within
trading estates with more appropriate
transport links. Employment areas. It is
therefore not necessary to encroach on
greenbelt where there is not a need to do
so. Access to the site is through a
residential area, the development would
result in unacceptable pollution, and noise
disruption.
The local plan considers cycle routes and
footpaths, it does not consider the needs
of local equestrians. The plan will reduce
the number of accessible bridle ways,
while the increased housing and resulting
the traffic in areas used by local horse
riders will increase the risks to all users
The plan does not give any regard to the
safety of local equestrians
Government police has deemed that a
flood plain (Canvey island) should not be
developed (built upon). The proposed
development of "Green Belt" land is illegal
and immoral. The infrastructure of Canvey
Island is inadequate to cope with further
development of new homes and
businesses. The current drainage (rump
stations) does not cope when the island
experiences down-pours of rain. Drastic
flooding occurs to streets and houses.
With the proposal to build more houses,
should there some plans to build new
schools, or to increase the capacity of
already existing schools.
With the proposal to build more houses,
should there some plans to build new
schools, or to increase the capacity of
already existing schools.
We desperately need more housing in the
borough, but please make sure that the
infrastructure and public services are
increased in line with this new
development.

Reduce the planned number
of new homes to a limit
sustainable by the areas
access limitations and
increased risk of flooding to
personal properties.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Improve the current sites so
they are fully utilised by
businesses

No

The local plan should include
bridle ways and safe access
to them, areas such as the
country park, Woodside
Park, Thundersley Glen and
Canvey Marshes could have
new bridle ways and
equestrian facilities.

No

The council should co operate with
neighbouring authorities to provide a
network of suitable, safe bridle ways.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

There are many industrial estates situated
in neighbouring Burroughs which have
better access to the major routes of the
A127 and A13 these site have plenty of
unused warehouses, offices and unit
spaces of a variety of sizes. The local
councils should work together to ensure
the exiting development a are used and
preserve greenbelt

No

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS424

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

No

No
Government police has deemed that a
flood plain (Canvey island) should not be
developed (built upon). The proposed
development of "Green Belt" land is illegal
and immoral. The infrastructure of Canvey
Island is inadequate to cope with further
development of new homes and
businesses. The current drainage (rump
stations) does not cope when the island
experiences down-pours of rain. Drastic
flooding occurs to streets and houses.
With the proposal to build more houses,
should there some plans to build new
schools, or to increase the capacity of
already existing schools.
With the proposal to build more houses,
should there some plans to build new
schools, or to increase the capacity of
already existing schools.
We desperately need more housing in the
borough, but please make sure that the
infrastructure and public services are
increased in line with this new
development.

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS433
NLPPS434

NLPPS435

NLPPS436

Amanda
St. Mart

H 14

Julie Anne
Louch
Peter
Francis

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

Barry
Cockrill

Philip
Gibbs

New Local
Plan 2016

13.8

Yes

Housing more than 20% affordable
housing is needed, at least 50-75%,
stating as affordable acknowledges the
fact most people are struggling to afford
housing.

Yes

Soundness Comments

Housing more than 20% affordable
housing is needed, at least 50-75%,
stating as affordable acknowledges the
fact most people are struggling to afford
housing.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Yes

Housing more than 20% affordable
housing is needed, at least 50-75%,
stating as affordable acknowledges the
fact most people are struggling to afford
housing.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS432

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

The infrastructure of Canvey take so
many new dwellings because of: 1. roads
2. Access to and from the island 3.
Drainage

1. The drainage system
needs upgrading 2. We need
different plans for upgrading
of road access to and from
Canvey i.e. new road off
Canvey

No

No

The Proposed Local Plan is not justified
for the following reasons. The objectively
assessed need for Castle Point housing
assumes a rate of population growth
given by government projections that
were calculated before an exit from the
EU was decided. Immigration from the EU
has a large impact on population growth
and a more controlled immigration policy
could see population growth reduced to
as little as a third of current estimates
over the lifetime of this local plan (see
"The Impact of Migration on UK
Population Growth (24th February 2016)
http://www.migrationobservatory.ox.ac.uk/
briefings/impact-migration-uk-populationgrowth. This is particularly significant for
Castle Point because as pointed out in the
proposed Local Plan section 13.11,
migration is the main driver of growth in
demand for housing in the Local Authority
The exceptional circumstances required
for the change of green belt boundaries
therefore no longer exists. If green belt
were released now that was not needed
for such large numbers of houses then
landowners may use it for other purposes
that would not have qualified as the very
exceptional circumstances required for
inappropriate development of the green
belt. Developers may also try to take
maximum advantage of what has been
released by building more profitable low
density housing on former green belt sites
without developing brownfield sites. We
do not currently know how migration
policy will change as the process of
exiting the UK is negotiated so it would be
unwise to plan for more housing than is
needed in the shorter term. The National
Planning Policy Framework section 47
requires that a five year supply of specific
sites is sufficient with broad locations for
the following five years. In the new
circumstances of national politics it makes
sense to only provide specific sites for as
short a timescale as allowed with a review
of the land supply in five years time once
more is known about how the EU exit will
proceed. It should also be noted that
planning policy guidance requires that
infrastructure funding must be identified to
support the next five years of
development. The A127 from Basildon to
Southend and sections of the A13 in
Basildon are already being used beyond
their capacity with congestion every
weekday during rush hours. These roads
are in need of widening according to the
Basildon Draft Local Plan. No funding for
such widening has been identified and
when it has been, it would still take up to
another ten years for planning and
implementation of such improvements.

Policies H5, H9 and H11 and
all references to them should
be removed.

No

The infrastructure of Canvey take so
many new dwellings because of: 1. roads
2. Access to and from the island 3.
Drainage

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Yes

If my points are disputed
I would like to be able to
respond.
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Any new housing in Castle Point will add
more traffic to these roads and should
therefore be restricted until funding for
these road projects is allocated. Castle
Point Council has justified its limited
release of green belt with the claim that
the sites identified are previously
developed. In fact much of the green belt
area identified for release is still open
fields and where it is developed it is
industrial sites or caravan/mobile home
sites rather than housing sites. These are
still in use so it can be assumed that the
demand for them still exists and that if
they were to be replaced by housing then
other areas of green belt would have to be
used to replace that need. Releasing
those sites of green belt (which I will
identify next) is therefore equivalent to
releasing undeveloped green belt. Policy
area H5 is part of a large caravan and
mobile home site (Thorney bay Village)
which is still in use. The mobile homes are
placed on green fields so the area could
easily be returned to its former open state
if the demand was no longer there. Indeed
these mobile homes are occupied and
therefore form a high density of
accommodation such that developing this
area for housing might reduce the overall
number of homes in the area. Policy area
H9 is still mostly green fields with about
20% used as a caravan site which is still
in use. Policy area H11 is also still about
80% open fields with industrial sites in the
remaining area. If these sites were given
over to housing, new industrial areas
would be needed and this is not taken into
account in the small new industrial areas
being provided elsewhere in Castle Point.
Furthermore area H11 is a large part of a
crucial section of green belt that is
preventing coalescence the surrounding
towns. These three areas should
therefore not be released from the green
belt.

NLPPS437

Sharon
Ainsley

16.1

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, so am at a loss to
understand this question Therefore I fail to
see how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) is Legally
Compliant

No

Proposed Dualling of the A130 Canvey
Way to and from Sadlers Farm, is
Greenbelt land. Therefore it is in
contravention of the NPPF's policy to
protect the Greenbelt.

Dualling of the A130 Canvey
Way to and from Sadlers
Farm should be removed
from the plan. It makes little
difference if there are 2
lanes, 3 lanes or even 4
lanes. When there is an
incident, the A130 is closed.
These proposals are a waste
of Tax payers money. Better
use of funding is a third route
off Canvey Island, linking
Canvey to Corringham and
Standford le hope and the
obvious employment
opportunities at DP World
Port. A third road would,
throw a lifeline to Canvey in
attracting investment as the
town would become more
accessible to bring in goods
and services. Moreover, the
Third Road would act as an
escape route should the
Island need to be evacuated.

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, Therefore I fail to
see how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) complies with the
Duty to co-operate.

No
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NLPPS438

NLPPS439

NLPPS440

NLPPS441

NLPPS442

Sharon
Ainsley

Sharon
Ainsley

Sharon
Ainsley

Sharon
Ainsley

Sharon
Ainsley

16.1

16.14

GB 3

SD 1

11.1

Soundness Comments

I support any revision to the NLP which
gives protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt, which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of Air Pollution in and around our
towns. We have a right to breathe clean
air. Allowing development of Greenbelt
sites such as Jotmans Farm and Dutch
Village, to name just 2 would place an
unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health & wellbeing of my family and families throughout
the borough and beyond our boundaries.
Greenbelt should be sacrosanct,
protected now and far beyond the life of
the plan. I urge the Council to file the
relevant papers in order to make sure this
happens so we do not suffer a further
legal challenge from opportunistic
Developers.
The overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that Residents
treasure our Green spaces and drew
particular attention to the Greenbelt which
we consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effects of Air Pollution in and around our
towns. We have a right to breathe clean
air. The NPPF says that Greenbelt
Boundaries should only be made within
the local Plan process and only if very
special circumstances exist. Government
Ministers have issued guidance that
unmet housing need does not qualify as
very special circumstances and does not
outweigh Harm to the Greenbelt.
Therefore I believe that the New Local
Plan is sound as it seeks to protect and
prevent Harm to the Greenbelt.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)
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LC (Y/N)
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Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the question. Therefore I fail
to see how I can reasonably be expected
to make representation as to the whether
the New Local Plan (2016) Complies with
the Duty to co-operate.

No

Yes

We should not be asking neighbouring
Boroughs to build on adjoining Greenbelt
in order to improve Infrastructure or to
take some of our OAN. Greenbelt should
have the same protection across the
Country and the Government should
respect this.

No

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process. Therefore I fail to
see how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) is Legally
Compliant

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the question. Therefore I fail
to see how I can reasonably be expected
to make representation as to the whether
the New Local Plan (2016) is Legally
Compliant

Yes

Yes

Unmet housing need does not outweigh
potential harm to the Greenbelt and
consequently does not qualify as Very
Special Circumstances. Therefore this
policy is complaint with Government
guidance.

Yes

Greenbelt should be kept permanently
open.

Yes

No

Yes

The purpose of planning is to help
achieve sustainable development, & does
not mean development at any cost.
Sustainable means ensuring that better
lives for us doesn’t mean worse lives for
future generations. This plan puts local
communities first. Local people, not
developers, are the most important voice
in how our towns and villages grow and
develop.

Yes

No

No

When identifying and allocating footpaths,
it is not sufficient to merely mark these on
a map. The footpaths in our area are
overgrown and badly signposted, as are
the alleged Cycle Routes.

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

The Localism Act gives communities a
voice and allows local people to shape the
area's in which we live. This plan has
been amended to reflect the local
communities wishes to protect our Green
spaces and regenerate the area by
bringing Brownfield sites forward.

Yes

If the Council has a
commitment to improving
alternate transport facilities
such as Bridle Ways, Cycle
Routes and Footpaths, then
these need to be inviting

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process. Therefore I fail to
see how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) complies with the
Duty to Co-operate

No

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process. Therefore I fail to
see how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate.

No

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the question so I fail to see
how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) Complies with the
Duty to co-operate.

No

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)
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Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

places, with good clear
signage, be safe places
(Open & well lit) and cleared
from weeds and brambles
etc.

NLPPS443

NLPPS444

NLPPS445

Sharon
Ainsley

Sharon
Ainsley

Sharon
Ainsley

17.2

17.13

CC 1

No

The South East has consistently fallen
below Air Quality Targets. Air pollution is
a major cause of illness and premature
death in the UK. Too much Development,
lack of Infrastructure, Air Traffic, Sea
Traffic and Road Traffic all combine to
pollute our region.

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process. Therefore I fail to
see how I can reasonably be expected to
make representation as to the whether the
New Local Plan (2016) is Legally
Compliant

Yes

Greenbelt is vitally important to Castle
Point and we are right to protect it. It runs
parallel with and separates us from the
A130 with its endless flow of Traffic. The
A130 is dissected by the A127 to the
north of the Borough and the A13 to the
South, which are the main arteries into
London. Castle Point is under the flight
paths for Stansted, Heathrow, Gatwick
and the ever expanding Southend Airport.
We are 20 minutes away from the M25,
Dartford Crossing, M11 & A12London
Gateway Port is located at Stanford Le
Hope, in the south of the county of Essex.
It is part of a £1.5 billion project to build
the UKs first 21st century, major multimodal deep-sea container port and
Europe’s largest logistics park. Once fully
operational the port will receive in the
region of 800 HGVs per day. Access is via
the A13. Many will travel from the Port of
Harwich along the A130 passing Benfleet
at Sadlers Farm and back again. Huge
container Ships will sail to and from the
Port along the Thames. Releasing Diesel
fumes. Surrounding Towns also have
huge housing targets set by their
Councils. Add these all together and we
are talking 73100 new homes along the
Thames Corridor. If we take a
conservative view, in that each new home
will have 2 cars, that’s an additional
146,200 cars on our roads. That's too
much and Castle Point is taking a stand to
say the housing Targets are unrealistic
and would be detrimental to the health &
well being of its Residents.

To mitigate the effects of Air
Pollution, We must provide
more open green spaces,
plant more trees and stop
large developments,
especially on Green Spaces.
Major roads should be
diverted away from
settlements not butted up to
or cut through developed
areas. Further, development
should not be permitted on
Flood Plane, low lying area's
affected by Green field runoff
or areas which could be at
risk from Tidal Surge.

No

I cannot find the plan sound if included in
the plan for development are Flood Plane,
low lying area's affected by Green field
runoff or areas which could be at risk from
Tidal Surge.

Do not build on Flood Plane,
low lying area's affected by
Green field runoff or areas
which could be at risk from
Tidal Surge.

No

re: Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey Way to and from Sadlers
Farm Junction Not taken into
consideration, are the hundreds of trees
planted along this route and paid for by
Residents in memory of loved ones, which
would be ripped up to make way for the
dualling. We should be planting trees, not
chopping them down, as has occurred on
Bread & Cheese Hill to make way for the
eyesore that are the flats, which dominate
the landscape and can be seen from the
A13 Basildon and the diabolical
destruction of ancient woodland at
Catherine Road.

Stop chopping down the
trees and plant more
woodland. Trees help to
alleviate soil erosion, help to
soak up water and thereby
alleviate flooding from green
field run off and convert
harmful CO2 into O2 to
improve the air quality.

Yes

I do not have any legal qualifications, nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions. Therefore I fail
to see how I can reasonably be expected
to make representation as to the whether
the New Local Plan (2016) is Sound
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NLPPS446

NLPPS447

Jacqui
thornton

Laura
Percy
(Chelmsfor
d City
Council)

GB 3

13.22

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

I consider Policy GB3 Sound and support
this policy for the following reasons. It
protects the undeveloped/non-previously
developed or Virgin Green Belt from
development by concentrating on
regeneration of the previously developed
or Brownfield sites. This complies with all
5 purposes of Green Belt Land specified
in Section 80 of the NPPF. I fully support
the removal of the Greenfield, nonpreviously developed or virgin Green Belt
sites that were included in the previous
Draft New Local Plan. I am in agreement
that in preparing this New Local plan, the
council has correctly used the
Government Guidance issued with regard
to applying the policies contained within
the NPPF. Specifically, in identifying the
boroughs Green Belt as a constraint in
meeting it’s Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. The Government
commitment to this principle was clearly
reinforced earlier this month in a letter, to
all constituency MPs, from Minister for
Housing and Planning, Brandon Lewis.
He stated: The Government has put in
place the strongest protections for the
Green Belt. The Framework makes it
clear that inappropriate development may
be allowed only where very special
circumstances exist, and that Green Belt
boundaries should be adjusted only in
exceptional circumstances, through the
Local Plan process and with the support
of local people. We have been repeatedly
clear that demand for housing alone will
not change Green Belt boundaries.
Chelmsford City Councils response to
Castle Point Borough Councils 2016 Local
Plan consultation In response to the latest
consultation on Castle Points new Local
Plan Chelmsford City Council raises the
following objections which, in our opinion,
lead to the conclusion that, in its current
form, the Plan would not be considered to
be sound at Examination. Chelmsford City
Council is concerned to see that the latest
version of the Plan now only seeks to
deliver 2,000 new homes compared to the
4,000 set out in the last consultation. It is
noted that the 4,000 was still short of the
required Full Objectively Assessed
Housing Need (FOAHN) for Castle Point.
Whilst it is acknowledged that Castle
Point is a Green Belt authority there
appears to be no justification for the
numbers dropping by 2,000 since the last
iteration of the Plan. Circumstances do
not appear to have significantly altered
and a very limited number of new
dwellings have been approved within the
intervening period. As such there appears
to be no justification for the authority not
to be meeting its FOAHN. There is no
agreement as to where the remaining
unmet housing needs will be
accommodated. Furthermore, it does not
appear that there is any resolution within
Thames Gateway South Essex Housing
Market Area (HMA) as to the level of
unmet housing need and the mechanism
to consider any redistribution within the
HMA. Despite the fact that Chelmsford
City Council are not within the same
Housing Market Area (HMA) as Castle
Point, nor do they share a common
boundary, Castle Point have suggested,
in their response to Chelmsford City
Councils Issues and Options consultation,

Duty to Co-operate Comments
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No
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Proposed Soundness
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No

Chelmsford City Councils response to
Castle Point Borough Councils 2016 Local
Plan consultation In response to the latest
consultation on Castle Points new Local
Plan Chelmsford City Council raises the
following objections which, in our opinion,
lead to the conclusion that, in its current
form, the Plan would not be considered to
be sound at Examination. Chelmsford City
Council is concerned to see that the latest
version of the Plan now only seeks to
deliver 2,000 new homes compared to the
4,000 set out in the last consultation. It is
noted that the 4,000 was still short of the
required Full Objectively Assessed
Housing Need (FOAHN) for Castle Point.
Whilst it is acknowledged that Castle
Point is a Green Belt authority there
appears to be no justification for the
numbers dropping by 2,000 since the last
iteration of the Plan. Circumstances do
not appear to have significantly altered
and a very limited number of new
dwellings have been approved within the
intervening period. As such there appears
to be no justification for the authority not
to be meeting its FOAHN. There is no
agreement as to where the remaining
unmet housing needs will be
accommodated. Furthermore, it does not
appear that there is any resolution within
Thames Gateway South Essex Housing
Market Area (HMA) as to the level of
unmet housing need and the mechanism
to consider any redistribution within the
HMA. Despite the fact that Chelmsford
City Council are not within the same
Housing Market Area (HMA) as Castle
Point, nor do they share a common
boundary, Castle Point have suggested,
in their response to Chelmsford City
Councils Issues and Options consultation,

No
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NLPPS448

NLPPS449

N BrookeWalder

Michelle
Harvey

Proposals
Map

Proposals
Map

Yes

No

No

The area is too over crowded as it is!
Traffic is very bad all of the time. Hard to
get doctor’s appointment. Hospitals can't
cope now. Schools will suffer. Wildlife and
greenery will suffer greatly. Please just
stop building before it is too late.

No

Soundness Comments

that Chelmsford should be meeting some
of Castle Points unmet housing need. It is
understood that the reasoning for this is
that both Chelmsford and Castle Point
have in-migration from London and
therefore that this commonality is
sufficient for Chelmsford to take some of
their housing numbers. Chelmsford City
Council strongly rejects this as a plausible
justification to take further housing growth
from Castle Point and consider that any
unmet need should first be correctly
addressed within Castle Points own HMA.
There is no evidence to suggest how any
latent housing needs arising from within
Castle Points HMA will be met. Until such
time as this has been done there is no
case for seeking to redistribute that
housing need further afield. Furthermore,
although some efforts have been made it
does not appear that a full and consistent
Green Belt review has been carried out. In
the absence of this it is not considered
possible for Castle Point to establish that
they cannot meet their own housing
needs. In summary, Chelmsford City
Council are firmly of the view that Castle
Point need to firstly fully assess whether
they can meet their own housing needs in
full through a comprehensive Green Belt
Review. Only if such a review shows that
the full housing needs cannot be met
within the Borough should it look
elsewhere for assistance. The first port of
call for such assistance should be within
the Thames Gateway South Essex HMA,
which Castle Point is part of. Chelmsford
City Council does not consider that this
process has been carried out and for
these reasons, in our view, the Plan, in its
current form, would not be considered
sound at Examination. In accordance with
the Duty to Co-operate Chelmsford City
Council would welcome the opportunity to
meet to further discuss our
representation.
The Plan does not seek to make sufficient
housing provision to meet the areas
OAHN. A full and comprehensive Green
Belt review has NOT been carried out.
Until such time as a full Green belt review
is completed it cannot be stated that the
full OAHN cannot be met within Castle
Points area. The area of search to the
northwest of the Plan area should be fully
allocated within the Plan to provide
greater levels of provision. It is further
suggested that this area be extended to
include the land highlighted in green on
the attached plan (emailed in separately
as cannot add an upload online). This
land would assist in meeting the required
housing needs of Castle Point and until
such time as it and other Green Belt land
has been fully assessed through a full
Green Belt review the Plan cannot be
considered sound.
The area is too over crowded as it is!
Traffic is very bad all of the time. Hard to
get doctor’s appointment. Hospitals can't
cope now. Schools will suffer. Wildlife and
greenery will suffer greatly. Please just
stop building before it is too late.
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that Chelmsford should be meeting some
of Castle Points unmet housing need. It is
understood that the reasoning for this is
that both Chelmsford and Castle Point
have in-migration from London and
therefore that this commonality is
sufficient for Chelmsford to take some of
their housing numbers. Chelmsford City
Council strongly rejects this as a plausible
justification to take further housing growth
from Castle Point and consider that any
unmet need should first be correctly
addressed within Castle Points own HMA.
There is no evidence to suggest how any
latent housing needs arising from within
Castle Points HMA will be met. Until such
time as this has been done there is no
case for seeking to redistribute that
housing need further afield. Furthermore,
although some efforts have been made it
does not appear that a full and consistent
Green Belt review has been carried out. In
the absence of this it is not considered
possible for Castle Point to establish that
they cannot meet their own housing
needs. In summary, Chelmsford City
Council are firmly of the view that Castle
Point need to firstly fully assess whether
they can meet their own housing needs in
full through a comprehensive Green Belt
Review. Only if such a review shows that
the full housing needs cannot be met
within the Borough should it look
elsewhere for assistance. The first port of
call for such assistance should be within
the Thames Gateway South Essex HMA,
which Castle Point is part of. Chelmsford
City Council does not consider that this
process has been carried out and for
these reasons, in our view, the Plan, in its
current form, would not be considered
sound at Examination. In accordance with
the Duty to Co-operate Chelmsford City
Council would welcome the opportunity to
meet to further discuss our
representation.

No

No

The Plan does not appear to have done
anything to address where Castle Points
OAHN will be met within its HMA. Until
such time as this is addressed the Plan
cannot be considered sound.

No

No

Page 97 of 487

NLPPS450

Lizzie
Griffiths
(The
Environme
nt Agency)

H2

Yes

Yes

NLPPS451

Lizzie
Griffiths
(The
Environme
nt Agency)

H5

Yes

Yes

NLPPS452

Lizzie
Griffiths
(The
Environme
nt Agency)

H6

Yes

Yes

NLPPS453

Lizzie
Griffiths
(The
Environme
nt Agency)

CC 2

Yes

Yes

NLPPS454

Lizzie
Griffiths
(The
Environme
nt Agency)

17.48

Yes

Yes

NLPPS455

Lizzie
Griffiths
(The
Environme
nt Agency)

CC 6

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

We support this policy and the changes
that have been made to better consider
flood risk, and find it to be sound.
However, we draw your attention to the
fact that Schedule of Changes document
states that the policy wording is
Preference will be given to sites in less
flood prone locations, while the word flood
has been missed off the policy in the
consultation document. Without this, it is
not clear that the locations are to be
directed according to flood risk
specifically.
We find this policy to be sound, although
we consider that it would be beneficial to
additionally include explicit reference to
the need to prevent an increase in off-site
flood risk from all sources. As written,
reference is made to managing surface
water risk (part 2c), but it will be important
to demonstrate no increase in tidal or
fluvial flood risk off-site as a result of any
development and flood. We also consider
part 2b would benefit from being reworded
to state Resilience and resistance to
flooding from all sources, and the
provision of safe, on-site refuge facilities
in the event that a flood does occur.
We find this policy sound and have no
concerns regarding this policy now that it
explicitly refers to the need for the site to
pass the Sequential and Exception Tests,
should the site be brought forward.
However, the council must understand the
importance of ensuring that these tests
are appropriately and robustly applied at
the planning application stage, despite the
site already being allocated within the
plan.
We welcome the change in title of this
policy and find it to be sound. However,
for clarity, we would suggest re-wording to
part c ii. It must be clear that new
development must prevent any increase
in flood risk offsite and where possible
seek opportunities to reduce the overall
flood risk in the area. The current wording
could be mis-interpreted as seeking only
to reduce any offsite increase in flood risk,
rather than prevent it.
We request you make the following
amendments to paragraph 17.48: A single
integrated urban drainage model (IUD)
has been prepared to enhance the
understanding of the drainage network,
and associated flood risk on Canvey
Island. This collaborative work between
risk management authorities (the
Environment Agency, Anglian Water and
Essex County Council) has provided a
detailed representation of the drainage
network on Canvey Island. This has been
used to update the Environment Agency's
Risk of Flooding from Surface Water Map.
The outputs ascribe a high risk of surface
water flooding to those areas where there
is a 1 in 30 year chance of surface water
flooding. A medium risk is ascribed to
areas with a 1 in 100 year chance of
surface water flooding. The outputs of this
model must be used in all flood risk
assessments for new development on
Canvey Island and are available from the
Environment Agency on request.
We support policy CC6 and find it to be
sound. However, we draw your attention
to the policy itself the numbering is
incorrect, as two parts are labelled as.
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No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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NLPPS456

NLPPS457

NLPPS458

John Webb

John Cross

Lydia
Meeson on
behalf of
Martin
Dawn PLC

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

H1

No

No

Yes

1. Canvey is a risk 3A flood plain
2.drainage system inadequate not fit for
purpose 3. Continuous flooding from
rainwater 4. 2 CHOMA sites known as
Domino sites with hazardous and toxic
chemicals with a hazard zone of 3
kilometres. In the event of an emergency
no satisfactory emergency procedure.
Under 2015 CHOMA regulations the local
authority must have a tested emergency
plan with emergency services
participating! No such plan. 5. Traffic
chaos 6. Pollution above E.U. levels 7.
Lack of school places 8. Doctors
surgeries overstretched 9. H5 Thorney
Bay residents inside construction zone 10.
H6 - complete grid lock. Not feasible.
Policies Map does not show Hectares or
Acreage of sites for proposed housing
development. Proposed housing
development at Thorney Bay what is the
safety zone from Oikos / Calor Gas plus
the fact there is a breakers yard in the
vicinity which needs to be accounted for in
the equation of "safety". Infrastructure drainage - roads - schooling - Police - Fire
Service - Doctors Surgeries - will not cope
with large influx of new build. Some
services are at breaking point - almost
nonexistent. Duty to co-operate - to get off
the Island now in a state of emergency
would be impossible - with the proposal of
new build well just forget it.

Removal of Calor Gas and
Oikos CHOMA sites too
close to residential with local
authority failing to recognise
the risk hazard to 40,000
people trapped in the event
of a major tank failure.

Necessary modifications Third road off the Island
London bound Infrastructure
- i.e. Drainage - Road repairs
and maintenance - removal
of obsolete lampposts. Street
lighting to remain on during
hours of darkness. Reinstate
Police and Fire Services 247. Greatly reduce the
proposed number of houses
to be built. Revised wording Put in plain English that we
can clearly understand - plus
proof read for errors.

No

No

No

Soundness Comments

1. Canvey is a risk 3A flood plain
2.drainage system inadequate not fit for
purpose 3. Continuous flooding from
rainwater 4. 2 CHOMA sites known as
Domino sites with hazardous and toxic
chemicals with a hazard zone of 3
kilometres. In the event of an emergency
no satisfactory emergency procedure.
Under 2015 CHOMA regulations the local
authority must have a tested emergency
plan with emergency services
participating! No such plan. 5. Traffic
chaos 6. Pollution above E.U. levels 7.
Lack of school places 8. Doctors
surgeries overstretched 9. H5 Thorney
Bay residents inside construction zone 10.
H6 - complete grid lock. Not feasible.
Policies Map does not show Hectares or
Acreage of sites for proposed housing
development. Proposed housing
development at Thorney Bay what is the
safety zone from Oikos / Calor Gas plus
the fact there is a breakers yard in the
vicinity which needs to be accounted for in
the equation of "safety". Infrastructure drainage - roads - schooling - Police - Fire
Service - Doctors Surgeries - will not cope
with large influx of new build. Some
services are at breaking point - almost
nonexistent. Duty to co-operate - to get off
the Island now in a state of emergency
would be impossible - with the proposal of
new build well just forget it.
These Comments are made on behalf of
Martin Dawn PLC. Policy H1 of the New
Local Plan Document (NLP) is considered
to fail all four tests of soundness as
defined in paragraph 182 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (2012),
whereby Local Plans should be:
Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;
and Consistent with national policy. in)
Positively prepared The policy has not
been positively prepared as it is not based
on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed housing
development requirements. The NLP
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
sets a housing provision target of 2000
homes across the plan period (20112031), an equivalent of 100 homes per
year under policy H1: Housing Strategy.
The CLG 2012 projections set a basic
objectively assessed need of 285 homes
per annum, which the New Local Plan
would not meet. The Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
2015 prepared prior to the publication of
the NLP for consultation, identified a
maximum potential supply of 5,367 homes
and a risk assessed potential supply of
4,844. Both of these exceed the Castle
Point planned capacities and therefore
cannot be considered to have planned
positively for the Districts objectively
assessed housing need. Paragraph 13.20
of the NLP claims that the SHLAA
identified the capacity to accommodate in
the region of 2,000 homes in the plan
period. However, this statement is
misleading, as the SHLAA identified a
capacity to accommodate over double this
figure subject to careful review of the
Green Belt boundaries, and recommends
that consideration should be given a
housing target that increases above 200
homes per annum later than the plan
period . New objectively assessed
evidence was commissioned on behalf of

Removal of Calor Gas and
Oikos CHOMA sites too
close to residential with local
authority failing to recognise
the risk hazard to 40,000
people trapped in the event
of a major tank failure.

No

Necessary modifications Third road off the Island
London bound Infrastructure
- i.e. Drainage - Road repairs
and maintenance - removal
of obsolete lampposts. Street
lighting to remain on during
hours of darkness. Reinstate
Police and Fire Services 247. Greatly reduce the
proposed number of houses
to be built. Revised wording Put in plain English that we
can clearly understand - plus
proof read for errors.

No

This New Local Plan should
not be adopted on the basis
of these housing targets and
we would urge the Inspector
to postpone the assessment
of the plan for an urgent
review of the housing targets
and sites allocated for
housing development. The
target housing provision
should be increased to reflect
the objectively assessed
need and the history of under
provision of housing against
targets. We recommend that
the target housing provision
in policy H1 should be
equivalent to at least 390
dwellings per annum to
reflect the objectively
assessed need, plus 20%
buffer required by paragraph
47 of the NPPF where there
is a record of persistent
under delivery of housing.
Across the plan period of
2011 to 2031 this would
equate to 5,850 dwellings
(for 15 years from 2016). If
the housing targets set are
not reflective of the May
2016 OAN, then the
supporting text for the policy
should justify why it was not
met, and provide a strategy
for how the unmet need will
be met elsewhere in the
South Essex strategic
housing market region, with
reference to discussions with
other local authorities within
the region.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

1. Canvey is a risk 3A flood plain
2.drainage system inadequate not fit for
purpose 3. Continuous flooding from
rainwater 4. 2 CHOMA sites known as
Domino sites with hazardous and toxic
chemicals with a hazard zone of 3
kilometres. In the event of an emergency
no satisfactory emergency procedure.
Under 2015 CHOMA regulations the local
authority must have a tested emergency
plan with emergency services
participating! No such plan. 5. Traffic
chaos 6. Pollution above E.U. levels 7.
Lack of school places 8. Doctors
surgeries overstretched 9. H5 Thorney
Bay residents inside construction zone 10.
H6 - complete grid lock. Not feasible.
Policies Map does not show Hectares or
Acreage of sites for proposed housing
development. Proposed housing
development at Thorney Bay what is the
safety zone from Oikos / Calor Gas plus
the fact there is a breakers yard in the
vicinity which needs to be accounted for in
the equation of "safety". Infrastructure drainage - roads - schooling - Police - Fire
Service - Doctors Surgeries - will not cope
with large influx of new build. Some
services are at breaking point - almost
nonexistent. Duty to co-operate - to get off
the Island now in a state of emergency
would be impossible - with the proposal of
new build well just forget it.
The policy is not based on effective joint
working on the cross boundary strategic
priority of housing delivery. Paragraph
178 of the NPPF states that public bodies
have a duty to cooperate on planning
issues that cross administrative
boundaries, particularly those which relate
to the strategic priorities set out in
paragraph 156 (including the delivery of
homes needed in the area) in the
preparation of their Local Plan. The NPPF
requires local planning authorities to work
collaboratively with other bodies to ensure
strategic priorities are co-ordinated across
boundaries and are clearly reflected in the
local plan (para. 179). They are expected
to demonstrate with evidence that they
have co-operated effectively to plan for
these priorities (para. 180). Castle Point
Borough Council has failed to fulfil its duty
to co-operate as none of the documents
submitted as the evidence base for the
Local Plan, nor the NLP document itself
mention discussions with neighbouring
authorities (e.g. Rochford, Southend-onSea, etc.). The Report of the Chief
Executive to the Committee on 23rd
March 2016 stresses the importance of
the SHMA in the role of demonstrating
that the Duty to Cooperate has been
fulfilled. However, policy H1 does not
follow the recommendations of the SHMA
and therefore this document cannot be
used as the Councils evidence that they
have fulfilled their duty to co-operate.
Paragraph 13.19 of the supporting text of
policy H1 identifies that it is not possible
for the borough to meet its OAN (May
2016), but does not identify how this might
impact the surrounding authorities and
whether they have capacity or willingness
to take on the additional housing
requirements. The significant under
provision of the planned housing
allocation from the objectively assessed
need could have significant impacts on
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Because CPBC planning
are not recognising and
do not address the
issues or understand the
implications of a major
incident at the Domino
CHOMA sites.

No

No
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the South Essex Partnership, comprising
covering Castle Point, Rochford,
Southend-on-Sea, Thurrock and Basildon
Councils and in the May 2016, the South
Essex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) was published. This
arrived at an updated OAN for Castle
Point of between 325-410 dwellings per
annum. Therefore, the circa 100 homes
per annum planned for by Castle Point
falls short of the May 2016 OAN by over
300-400%, which reinforces that based on
the Councils existing evidence base, that
the draft NLP is woefully below the
objectively assessed housing needs.
Paragraph 13.19 of the NLP claims that
the Housing Capacity Topic Paper
prepared by the Borough identifies that it
is not possible for the Borough to meet
the full, objectively assessed need for
housing in the Borough, and para. 13.22
claims it is realistic to deliver a target of
107 homes per annum (2041) across the
plan period, which reflects the capacity of
the Borough. However, the SHLAA has
clearly identified that the Borough has a
capacity to accommodate much more. It
should also be noted that the Housing
Capacity Topic Paper was prepared in
2013, prior to the SHLAA and therefore
did not accurately reflect the May 2016
OAN and the opportunities to meet it. It
should also be noted that the plan period
runs from 2011-2031. However, a quarter
of the plan period has already lapsed. It is
dangerous to allow the plan period to run
on this basis, since the housing (and
other) targets are skewed and the
allocated land may not accurately
represent a forward plan of available
housing land. The plan period should be
amended to run from 2016-2036 to better
reflect the timescales of when the plan is
likely to be adopted and form the basis of
planning assessments. ii) Justified The
policy is not justified as it does not provide
the most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportional
evidence. As noted above, the policy
shows a failure to plan for the objectively
assessed need of the Borough, and the
members of the Council have chosen to
restrict housing development, despite
being advised objectively by the South
Essex Partnership and by Planning
Officers of their own Council that the
Borough should plan for much higher
housing delivery and providing reasonable
alternative provision from measured
release of appropriate housing
development sites in the Green Belt. The
Draft Local Plan (January 2016),
proposed a housing target of double what
is proposed now (it proposed 4,000
homes across the plan period), based on
Castle Points objectively assessed need
and sustainable release of Green Belt
Land. At the Special Council meeting on
27th January 2016, members voted
against the adoption of this plan despite
warnings from the Chief Executive of the
serious legal, financial and reputational
risks implications of progressing a flawed
Local Plan. At a subsequent meeting of
the Special Council on 24th February
2016 members agreed to prioritise
protecting the Green Belt over meeting
our objectively assessed housing needs
and removed all virgin green belt sites
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the remaining strategic housing market
area and the housing needs of other
boroughs. However, the Report of the
Chief Executive cautioned A new Local
plan which seeks only a limited ability to
meet its housing need will not sit well with
neighbouring authorities who are seeking
to release Green Belt sites to meet their
own housing needs: to expect those
authorities to release even more of their
Green Belt to meet the Councils unmet
needs is unrealistic (Para 14.4).
Therefore, the Council were advised that
this housing target may fail the duty to cooperate test due to the lack of
consideration of the impacts on
neighbouring authorities. The Report of
the Chief Executive itself recommends
that further additional work is required by
Officers to fulfil the Duty to Co-operate
(Para 3.3), particularly for the Council to
work with its neighbours in South Essex,
along with authorities in East London and
elsewhere is [sic} Essex to determine
whether unmet housing needs can be met
elsewhere (Para 10.12). However, neither
the Policy, its supporting text, nor any
supporting documents published since the
March 2016 committee meeting have
recorded any evidence of further
discussions with neighbouring authorities
and therefore Castle Point has failed in its
duty to co-operate.
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without planning permission from the
Local Plan (some 22 sites). Again prior to
voting, members were advised of the risks
and warned that Draft New Local Plan
amended in the form of either motion was
unlikely to meet the four tests of
soundness as set out in paragraph 182 of
the NPPF. We agree with this advice. The
Council cannot be considered to have
provided an appropriate strategy for
development for the Borough having gone
against the advice of both their planning
officers and the chief executive. The
previous housing target, whilst not
meeting the May 2016 OAN, can be
considered a reasonable alternative, since
it aimed to boost the housing supply of the
Borough, whilst retaining much of its
Green Belt. Therefore, the Council have
not chosen the most appropriate strategy,
despite being presented with a
reasonable alternative and the policy is
therefore not justified. iii) Effective The
policy is not effective as it is not based on
effective joint working on the cross
boundary strategic priority of housing
delivery. Paragraph 178 of the NPPF
states that public bodies have a duty to
cooperate on planning issues that cross
administrative boundaries, particularly
those which relate to the strategic
priorities set out in paragraph 156
(including the delivery of homes needed in
the area) in the preparation of their Local
Plan. The NPPF requires local planning
authorities to work collaboratively with
other bodies to ensure strategic priorities
are co-ordinated across boundaries and
are clearly reflected in the local plan
(para. 179). They are expected to
demonstrate with evidence that they have
co-operated effectively to plan for these
priorities (para. 180). Castle Point
Borough Council has failed to fulfil its duty
to co-operate as none of the documents
submitted as the evidence base for the
Local Plan, nor the NLP document itself
mention discussions with neighbouring
authorities (e.g. Rochford, Southend-onSea, etc.). The Report of the Chief
Executive to the Committee on 23rd
March 2016 stresses the importance of
the SHMA in the role of demonstrating
that the Duty to Cooperate has been
fulfilled. However, policy H1 does not
follow the recommendations of the SHMA
and therefore this document cannot be
used as the Councils evidence that they
have fulfilled their duty to co-operate.
Paragraph 13.19 of the supporting text of
policy H1 identifies that it is not possible
for the borough to meet its OAN (May
2016), but does not identify how this might
impact the surrounding authorities and
whether they have capacity or willingness
to take on the additional housing
requirements. The significant under
provision of the planned housing
allocation from the objectively assessed
need could have significant impacts on
the remaining strategic housing market
area and the housing needs of other
boroughs. However, the Report of the
Chief Executive cautioned A new Local
plan which seeks only a limited ability to
meet its housing need will not sit well with
neighbouring authorities who are seeking
to release Green Belt sites to meet their
own housing needs: to expect those
authorities to release even more of their
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Green Belt to meet the Councils unmet
needs is unrealistic. (Para 14.4).
Therefore, the Council were advised that
this housing target may fail the duty to cooperate test due to the lack of
consideration of the impacts on
neighbouring authorities. The Report of
the Chief Executive itself recommends
that further additional work is required by
Officers to fulfil the Duty to Co-operate
(Para 3.3), particularly for the Council to
work with its neighbours in South Essex,
along with authorities in East London and
elsewhere is [sic} Essex to determine
whether unmet housing needs can be met
elsewhere (Para 10.12). However, neither
the Policy, its supporting text, nor any
supporting documents published since the
March 2016 committee meeting have
recorded any evidence of further
discussions with neighbouring authorities
and therefore Castle Point has failed in its
duty to co-operate. iv) Consistent with
National Policy The policy is not
consistent with national policy as it fails to
accord with the principles of the NPPF in
the provision of housing and sustainable
development. As noted above, the New
Local Plan would fail the tests of
soundness contrary to paragraph 182 of
the NPPF and the council has failed in its
duty to cooperate in accordance with para
178. Fundamentally the housing target set
by policy H1 would fail to boost
significantly the supply of housing as
required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF. In
order to achieve this para 47 specifies
that local planning authorities should use
their evidence base to ensure that their
local Plan meets the full, objectively
assessed needs for housing, as far as its
consisted with the policies of the NPPF,
including identifying key sites for the
delivery of housing. The housing target
set by the policy would drastically underprovide housing in comparison with the
boroughs objectively assessed need and
therefore cannot be considered to support
this aim. This prioritisation of the
protection of the Green Belt over the
provision of sufficient land for housing is
fundamentally contrary to the promotion of
sustainable development in the NPPF.
Paragraph 8 of the NPPF advises that in
order to achieve sustainable
development, economic, social and
environmental gains should be sought
jointly and simultaneously, Castle Point
has failed to seek balance in their
prioritisation of these three elements of
sustainable development in addition to
failing to seek positive improvements to
widening the choice of homes (para 9).
Furthermore, its plan making process
cannot be considered to have sought
positive opportunities to meet the
development needs of its area as required
by paragraph 14.
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These comments are submitted on behalf
of Martin Dawn PLC. in) Existing
Allocation Policy H4 identifies Land off
Kiln Road, Thundersley as having the
potential to deliver 235 new homes by
2031. A portion of land within the
allocation already has the benefit of
planning permission for 150 dwellings (ref:
CPT/697/11/FUL) Site A. However, the
development is complete and should not
be accounted for to meet the future Local
Plan needs. The SHLAA identified that on
Site A only 27 of the 150 approved
houses remained under construction at
the time of publishing, with the remaining
123 homes completed. This is significant
as the number already completed
constitutes the equivalent of a year’s
housing supply within the NLP. The
exclusion of these completed homes
would reduce the overall number of
dwellings allocated for the forthcoming
period, and Castle Point should seek to
allocate an alternative site for this
provision. Site B has planning permission
for circa 70 homes (ref: 14/0602/FUL),
which are not yet completed but are highly
likely to be should the NLP be found
sound following examination. ii) Previous
Allocation Martin Dawn PLC has an
ownership interest for parcels of land to
the north of Kiln Road and north of the
Chase in Thundersley. The land was
initially allocated for release from the
Green Belt for housing development as
part of the Land off Kiln Road site under
Policy H4 of the January 2016 Draft New
Local Plan. However, the site was
removed from the housing allocation at
the special meeting of the Council on the
24th February 2016. The site was
identified within the Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment Update
(November 2015) (reference PGB09) as
having a capacity for 311 homes.
Although the site was assessed as having
medium suitability (due to ecological
mitigation requirements), it was
considered to be achievable now with
excellent viability both now and in the
future. The availability of the site was
considered by the Council to be within the
next 10 to 15 years, which falls within the
New Local Plan period. The land owned
by Martin Dawn however is available now
and could readily contribute to the current
five-year housing land supply.

The boundary of the site
allocation should be
amended to exclude Site A of
the current allocation, since
the houses have already
been provided. The target
number of homes on the
allocated site under policy H4
should therefore be
decreased to include just the
70 homes for site B. Even
these dwellings are highly
likely to be complete be the
time of an examination of the
plan. In addition, a new
policy should be created to
allocate the addition site to
the north of Kiln Road
(SHLAA ref: PGB09) and
specify a capacity for 311
homes on this site, as
recommended by the
November 2015 SHLAA.
This additional housing site
should be allocated for
housing for delivery with the
first five years of the plan
period as it could contribute
around 1 years housing
supply of the May 2016 OAN.
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These comments are made on behalf of
Martin Dawn PLC This affordable housing
policy is not consistent with national
planning policy as it does not allow for the
consideration of the viability in
determining the requirement for affordable
housing provision. Para. 173 of the NPPF
requires careful attention to viability in
plan-making. It seeks to ensure viability
and enable development to be
deliverable; stating the cost of
requirements such as for affordable
housing should allow competitive returns
to landowners or developers, taking into
account the normal cost of development.
In addition, para. 50 specifies that policies
which address affordable housing should
be sufficiently flexible to take account of
the changing market conditions over time.
Policy H14 states an absolute value for
the affordable homes requirements for
future developments and therefore does
not provide flexibility for the response to
market conditions. This absolute
proportion may not allow for landowners
or developers to make competitive returns
and may therefore render development
undeliverable, contrary to para 173.
These comments are submitted on behalf
of Martin Dawn PLC. There is a clear
case, in the light of the May 2016 OAN,
for Castle Point to examine its Green Belt
boundaries and designated areas to
assess whether some release of Green
Belt Land is justified. The New Local Plan
has already released some land for
housing development, however this is
insufficient to meet the OAN for the
Borough and there are areas which
remain designated which are suitable for
both housing development and release
without compromising the purposes of the
Green Belt. in) Designated Green Belt
land between Hadleigh and Thundersley
An area of land between Hadleigh and
Thundersley is currently designated as
Green Belt on the Proposals Map (and
referenced as PGB09 in the SHLAA).
However, it is considered that it should
not be designated as it does not satisfy
the essential characteristics of the Green
Belt fulfil and the five purposes for its
inclusion as set out in the NPPF.
Paragraph 79 of the NPPF describes one
of the essential characteristics of Green
Belts as their openness. However, since
the area is enclosed by existing
settlements, it cannot be considered to be
open. There is only one limited, oblique
east to west view from the designated
area to the wider Green Belt land to the
east of the access point off The Chase to
Rayleigh Road. This view would be
across sports pitches to designated open
space, rather than countryside views per
se. In addition, these views would only be
available from the dwellings which occupy
this portion of the designation; no visual
links are provided for the public between
the two areas of Green Belt. Therefore,
this land does not fulfil the essential
characteristics of the Green Belt and
should not be designated as such. Para
80 lists the five purposes of the
designation of land as Green Belt: To
check the unrestricted sprawl of large
built-up areas; To prevent neighbouring
towns merging into one another; To
assist in safeguarding the countryside

Paragraph 1 of Policy H14
should be amended to
include a caveat on the level
of provision of affordable
housing, which allows
provision to be subject to an
assessment of the viability of
the level of such provision.

Yes

No

The area of land between
Hadleigh and Thundersley
(SHLAA ref: PGB09) should
be removed from the
designated Green Belt in the
Proposals Map and policy
GB2 of the New Local Plan
as it fails to fulfil the criteria
of Green Belts as defined by
the NPPF and is more
appropriate for release from
the Green Belt for housing
development than other sites
released in this New Local
Plan. It is more sustainable
and integrated with the
existing social and
community infrastructure of
Hadleigh and Thundersley
required to support new
housing development.
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from encroachment; To preserve the
setting and special character of historic
towns; and To assist in urban
regeneration, by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other urban land
This site (PGB09) fails to support those
purposes and therefore should be
removed from Green Belt designation
under this New Local Plan. The first
purpose cannot be considered relevant as
the Hadleigh and Thundersley cannot be
considered to be large built up areas due
to their size. The second purpose is to
prevent neighbouring towns merging into
each other. The villages of Hadleigh and
Thundersley can already be considered to
have been merged, since there is no
break between the built up areas of the
two villages along the roads which
connect them. Since the land does not
form part of open countryside, but is
surrounded on all sides by developed land
the land cannot be considered to
safeguard the countryside from
encroachment. The fourth purpose is also
not relevant as the surrounding villages
cannot be considered to be a historic
town, since much of the area has been
constructed within the past century.
Finally, this land fails to assist in urban
regeneration and the recycling of
brownfield land, since there is little
brownfield land in the area, which has
been identified as suitable for
development in the SHLAA. Indeed, the
SHLAA identifies that due to the clear
acute need to address the housing needs
of the Borough, the exceptional
circumstances exist which require a
review of the Green Belt boundaries (para
6.11). ii) Area released from Green Belt in
Daws Heath (Policy H9) An area of land
has been released from the Green Belt to
the south of Daws Heath in this new Local
Plan and allocated for housing
development under policy H9. This site
would extend the village into what is
currently open countryside and is
therefore a less appropriate site for
release than the site between Hadleigh
and Thundersley. The site to be released
at Daws Heath connects physically and
visibly to a much larger portion of open
countryside and Green Belt, which
encloses the village. If the Council deems
this site to be acceptable for release for
housing development, then the
Thundersley site should also be
appropriate for release for housing. It is
far more sustainable for this reason. iii)
Area of Safeguarded Land (Policy H11)
The Council has allocated a 22.8ha site to
the north west of Thundersley for future
release from the Green Belt to provide
land for the housing for the period up to
2031. Again this site is less appropriate
for release from the Green Belt in
accordance with the purposes of
designation set out under para 80 of the
NPPF. The development of this large site
for housing would not only encroach into
the countryside, but would also result in
the further sprawl of South Benfleet into
the surrounding area. However, if Castle
Point believe that this site would be
acceptable in its encroachment and
sprawl, then the site between Hadleigh
and Thundersley should also be
acceptable for release as it is more
sustainable and connected to the social
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and community infrastructure required to
support new housing development.

NLPPS462

NLPPS463

Marian
Turner
(TLG
Tenants
and
Leasehold
ers Group)

Marian
Turner

H5

H6

No

It was put out in Council offices but not
enough information was sent to residents
and the consultation booklet was too
complicated and not worded for everyone
to understand. Too much of the housing is
planned to be built on Canvey and not the
mainland.

No

It was put out in Council offices but not
enough information was sent to residents
and the consultation booklet was too
complicated and not worded for everyone
to understand. Too much of the housing is
planned to be built on Canvey and not the
mainland.

Infrastructure on Canvey:
drainage, roads, schools,
Doctors, won’t cope with the
added pressure of more
houses. C.P. needs a
hospital and more schools.
Basildon and Southend have
been on black alert on and
off for a couple of years.
Adding more houses to
Castle Point will put a further
strain on hospital and
schools. Parents that have
unable to their school
children into the same school
as their sibling.
Infrastructure on Canvey:
drainage, roads, schools,
Doctors, won’t cope with the
added pressure of more
houses. C.P. needs a
hospital and more schools.
Basildon and Southend have
been on black alert on and
off for a couple of years.
Adding more houses to
Castle Point will put a further
strain on hospital and
schools. Parents that have
unable to their school
children into the same school
as their sibling.

No

It was put out in Council offices but not
enough information was sent to residents
and the consultation booklet was too
complicated and not worded for everyone
to understand. Too much of the housing is
planned to be built on Canvey and not the
mainland.

No

It was put out in Council offices but not
enough information was sent to residents
and the consultation booklet was too
complicated and not worded for everyone
to understand. Too much of the housing is
planned to be built on Canvey and not the
mainland.

Infrastructure on Canvey:
drainage, roads, schools,
Doctors, won’t cope with the
added pressure of more
houses. C.P. needs a
hospital and more schools.
Basildon and Southend have
been on black alert on and
off for a couple of years.
Adding more houses to
Castle Point will put a further
strain on hospital and
schools. Parents that have
unable to their school
children into the same school
as their sibling.
Infrastructure on Canvey:
drainage, roads, schools,
Doctors, won’t cope with the
added pressure of more
houses. C.P. needs a
hospital and more schools.
Basildon and Southend have
been on black alert on and
off for a couple of years.
Adding more houses to
Castle Point will put a further
strain on hospital and
schools. Parents that have
unable to their school
children into the same school
as their sibling.

Yes

Yes

Yes

I am the 6th generation
of my family to live on the
Island. I’m passionate
about the needs and
preserving the Island for
all the residents.

Yes

I am the 6th generation
of my family to live on the
Island. I’m passionate
about the needs and
preserving the Island for
all the residents.
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NLPPS464

NLPPS465
NLPPS466
NLPPS467

Kathryn
Elliott

New Local
Plan 2016

Craig
Smith
Chrisopher
Horton
Jacqueline
Horton

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

No

No
Yes
Yes

NLPPS468

Trevor and
Deborah
Waters

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS469

Arthur
Crockett

H5

No

NLPPS470

Arthur
Crockett

H6

No

You are saying you are 'protecting' 99% of
our green belt, but still propose to build
houses on green belt land 'H9@ - where
congestion would be worse than
anywhere due to the one very small road the stables are a valuable asset and
stables are becoming rarer and rarer where are the horses meant to live now?
You mention 30 local wildlife sites for
nature conservation - surely the green belt
land already has nature - foxes, badgers,
bats, owls, frogs and more - allot of these
have lost their homes due to you already
building along Kiln Road down Bread and
Cheese? You also mention all these extra
jobs - how do you think there is suddenly
going to be all these jobs - apart from the
people building the new houses? It is a
lovely country suburb, which you are
happy to destroy. I do not understand why
all the houses you wish to build cannot be
put on 'H11@ which would affect less
people and also have road built onto the
A130, thus reducing congestion in Daws
Heath / Hadleigh. Also this is not green
belt Another suggestion is the brown belt
land in Thundersley why cannot that be
built on? We simply DO NOT have the
infrastructure. Also, where are the extra
children going to go to school and what
hospital is going to cope with all these
extra people - the whole matter is absurd.
Traffic problems! Traffic problems! Traffic
problems!
We fully support the proposed plan, we
believe it to be fair and appropriate

I am not stupid at all - please
make sure these are clearer
to fill in as they are not clear
at all.

No

The area cannot take
anymore houses!

No
Yes

We fully support the proposed Local Plan
No provisions made for new roads. No
provisions made for drainage systems No
provisions made for more doctors No
provisions made for police station No
provisions made for access to and from
the island No provision made for
increasing school places No provisions
made for evacuating the Island when it
floods No protection for our wildlife - e.g.
badgers that live in and around Canvey
Supply!!
Storm water drains will not take any new
development. Infrastructure on the island
is not suitable for this scale of
development. The access to H6 needs a
review, parking at Point Road outside of
shops causing congestion Another road
off the island is a must before any new
development.
Storm water drains will not take any new
development. Infrastructure on the island
is not suitable for this scale of
development. The access to H6 needs a
review, parking at Point Road outside of
shops causing congestion Another road
off the island is a must before any new
development.

Yes
Need to have plans to
evacuate the island need to
increase police to protect
people already here. Need to
sort drainage on the island.
Need to get crimes down
before increasing the amount
of people on Canvey as we
are being put in danger.
Need more roads first.

No

No

No

Soundness Comments

You are saying you are 'protecting' 99% of
our green belt, but still propose to build
houses on green belt land 'H9@ - where
congestion would be worse than
anywhere due to the one very small road the stables are a valuable asset and
stables are becoming rarer and rarer where are the horses meant to live now?
You mention 30 local wildlife sites for
nature conservation - surely the green belt
land already has nature - foxes, badgers,
bats, owls, frogs and more - allot of these
have lost their homes due to you already
building along Kiln Road down Bread and
Cheese? You also mention all these extra
jobs - how do you think there is suddenly
going to be all these jobs - apart from the
people building the new houses? It is a
lovely country suburb, which you are
happy to destroy. I do not understand why
all the houses you wish to build cannot be
put on 'H11@ which would affect less
people and also have road built onto the
A130, thus reducing congestion in Daws
Heath / Hadleigh. Also this is not green
belt Another suggestion is the brown belt
land in Thundersley why cannot that be
built on? We simply DO NOT have the
infrastructure. Also, where are the extra
children going to go to school and what
hospital is going to cope with all these
extra people - the whole matter is absurd.
Traffic problems! Traffic problems! Traffic
problems!
We fully support the proposed plan, we
believe it to be fair and appropriate

I am not stupid at all - please
make sure these are clearer
to fill in as they are not clear
at all.

No

The area cannot take
anymore houses!

No
Yes

We fully support the proposed Local Plan
No provisions made for new roads. No
provisions made for drainage systems No
provisions made for more doctors No
provisions made for police station No
provisions made for access to and from
the island No provision made for
increasing school places No provisions
made for evacuating the Island when it
floods No protection for our wildlife - e.g.
badgers that live in and around Canvey
Supply!!
Storm water drains will not take any new
development. Infrastructure on the island
is not suitable for this scale of
development. The access to H6 needs a
review, parking at Point Road outside of
shops causing congestion Another road
off the island is a must before any new
development.
Storm water drains will not take any new
development. Infrastructure on the island
is not suitable for this scale of
development. The access to H6 needs a
review, parking at Point Road outside of
shops causing congestion Another road
off the island is a must before any new
development.

Yes
Need to have plans to
evacuate the island need to
increase police to protect
people already here. Need to
sort drainage on the island.
Need to get crimes down
before increasing the amount
of people on Canvey as we
are being put in danger.
Need more roads first.

No

No

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

You are saying you are 'protecting' 99% of
our green belt, but still propose to build
houses on green belt land 'H9@ - where
congestion would be worse than
anywhere due to the one very small road the stables are a valuable asset and
stables are becoming rarer and rarer where are the horses meant to live now?
You mention 30 local wildlife sites for
nature conservation - surely the green belt
land already has nature - foxes, badgers,
bats, owls, frogs and more - allot of these
have lost their homes due to you already
building along Kiln Road down Bread and
Cheese? You also mention all these extra
jobs - how do you think there is suddenly
going to be all these jobs - apart from the
people building the new houses? It is a
lovely country suburb, which you are
happy to destroy. I do not understand why
all the houses you wish to build cannot be
put on 'H11@ which would affect less
people and also have road built onto the
A130, thus reducing congestion in Daws
Heath / Hadleigh. Also this is not green
belt Another suggestion is the brown belt
land in Thundersley why cannot that be
built on? We simply DO NOT have the
infrastructure. Also, where are the extra
children going to go to school and what
hospital is going to cope with all these
extra people - the whole matter is absurd.
Traffic problems! Traffic problems! Traffic
problems!
We fully support the proposed plan, we
believe it to be fair and appropriate
We fully support the proposed Local Plan
No provisions made for new roads. No
provisions made for drainage systems No
provisions made for more doctors No
provisions made for police station No
provisions made for access to and from
the island No provision made for
increasing school places No provisions
made for evacuating the Island when it
floods No protection for our wildlife - e.g.
badgers that live in and around Canvey
Supply!!
Storm water drains will not take any new
development. Infrastructure on the island
is not suitable for this scale of
development. The access to H6 needs a
review, parking at Point Road outside of
shops causing congestion Another road
off the island is a must before any new
development.
Storm water drains will not take any new
development. Infrastructure on the island
is not suitable for this scale of
development. The access to H6 needs a
review, parking at Point Road outside of
shops causing congestion Another road
off the island is a must before any new
development.
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No

Yes

To voice my opinion

No
No

No

No

No
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NLPPS471

Martin
Allen

Proposals
Map

Yes

Yes

NLPPS472

Steve
Simms
(SSA
Planning
Limited) on
behalf of
Kentucky
Fried
Chicken
(Great
Britain)
Limited

10.5

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

I consider the Policy Sound in principal
and support this policy for the following
reasons. It protects the undeveloped/nonpreviously developed or Virgin Green Belt
from development by concentrating on
regeneration of the previously developed
or Brownfield sites. This complies with all
5 purposes of Green Belt Land specified
in Section 80 of the NPPF. I support the
removal of the Greenfield, non-previously
developed or virgin Green Belt sites that
were included in the previous Draft New
Local Plan. I am concerned that the
widening of the A130 Canvey Way
between Sadlers farm roundabout and the
railway lines has been included in this
plan, improved access for Canvey is
essential but a third road is what is
required to somewhere other than
Waterside. This road improvement formed
part of the revised planning application for
building a huge carbuncle residential
development on Jotmans farm that is
supposedly retained as green belt under
this plan. This road "improvement" would
be detrimental and lend temptation to
create a rat run from the a130 into
Benfleet through the Bird estate and
reinvigorate developers on ruining
Benfleet by allowing building on the
western boundary of our town and
Jotmans farm. I am in agreement that in
preparing this New Local plan, the council
has correctly used the Government
Guidance issued with regard to applying
the policies contained within the NPPF.
Specifically, in identifying the boroughs
Green Belt as a constraint in meeting it’s
Objectively Assessed Housing Need. The
Government commitment to this principle
was clearly reinforced earlier this month in
a letter, to all constituency MPs, from
Minister for Housing and Planning,
Brandon Lewis. He stated: The
Government has put in place the
strongest protections for the Green Belt.
The Framework makes it clear that
inappropriate development may be
allowed only where very special
circumstances exist, and that Green Belt
boundaries should be adjusted only in
exceptional circumstances, through the
Local Plan process and with the support
of local people. We have been repeatedly
clear that demand for housing alone will
not change Green Belt boundaries.
We consider that this paragraph is not
justified in suggesting that hot food
takeaways can contribute towards
unhealthy lifestyles or in turn to obesity
any more than other uses at or from which
food is sold or consumed. We consider
that the approach embodied by this
paragraph is not positive in that it seeks to
restrict rather than widen the choices
available for food purchase or
consumption and for healthy travel or
other exercise. Because there is no
evidence of a causal link between
concentrations of hot food takeaways and
the incidence of unhealthy lifestyles or
obesity, any approach predicated on this
is likely to be ineffective. Furthermore,
national policy does not address dietary
choices and national practice guidance
simply refers to a briefing paper
containing case studies on the issue.
Indeed, restricting accessibility is
generally unsustainable and directly

Delete paragraph.
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contrary to national policy.

NLPPS473

Steve
Simms
(SSA
Planning
Limited) on
behalf of
Kentucky
Fried
Chicken
(Great
Britain)
Limited

10.49

NLPPS474

Mary Howe

7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan
(Objective 6)

NLPPS475

Claire
Downham

H9

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Greenbelt land should be safe guarded
and this proposal does not support this.

No building on Greenbelt
land.

No

We consider that this paragraph is not
justified in suggesting that hot food
takeaways can contribute towards
unhealthy lifestyles or in turn to obesity
any more than other uses at or from which
food is sold or consumed. We consider
that the approach embodied by this
paragraph is not positive in that it seeks to
restrict rather than widen the choices
available for food purchase or
consumption and for healthy travel or
other exercise. Because there is no
evidence of a causal link between
concentrations of hot food takeaways and
the incidence of unhealthy lifestyles or
obesity, any approach predicated on this
is likely to be ineffective. Furthermore,
national policy does not address dietary
choices and national practice guidance
simply refers to a briefing paper
containing case studies on the issue.
Indeed, restricting accessibility is
generally unsustainable and directly
contrary to national policy.
This plan will not deliver enough housing
to meet the needs of the increasing
population. The numbers are not sufficient
to meet the required Full Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (FOAHN) for
Castle Point. Green Belt land should be
objectively reassessed for suitability for
development rather than being ruled out
on the basis that it has always been
Green Belt land. Times have changed,
populations have increased and more
housing and infrastructure is needed.
It is against the local residents wishes.
This is unique area offering open space,
wildlife and tranquillity. Expanding the
area will be at the detriment of all this. It is
Greenbelt land which was promised not to
be built on. Many residents moved to this
area for the benefits it has to offer.
Development of the area is not in keeping
with its current state. No building on
Greenbelt land. It is against the local
residents wishes. This is unique area
offering open space, wildlife and
tranquillity. Expanding the area will be at
the detriment of all this. It is Greenbelt
land which was promised not to be built
on. Many residents moved to this area for
the benefits it has to offer. Development
of the area is not in keeping with its
current state. No building on Greenbelt
land.

Delete paragraph.

Yes

No

No building on Greenbelt
land

No

No

This plan will not deliver enough housing
to meet the needs of the increasing
population. The numbers are not sufficient
to meet the required Full Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (FOAHN) for
Castle Point. Green Belt land should be
objectively reassessed for suitability for
development rather than being ruled out
on the basis that it has always been
Green Belt land. Times have changed,
populations have increased and more
housing and infrastructure is needed.
It is against the local residents wishes.
This is unique area offering open space,
wildlife and tranquillity. Expanding the
area will be at the detriment of all this. It is
Greenbelt land which was promised not to
be built on. Many residents moved to this
area for the benefits it has to offer.
Development of the area is not in keeping
with its current state. No building on
Greenbelt land. It is against the local
residents wishes. This is unique area
offering open space, wildlife and
tranquillity. Expanding the area will be at
the detriment of all this. It is Greenbelt
land which was promised not to be built
on. Many residents moved to this area for
the benefits it has to offer. Development
of the area is not in keeping with its
current state. No building on Greenbelt
land.

No

No
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NLPPS476

Martin
Fowler

NLPPS477

Martin
Fowler

GB 3

11.15

Yes

I have no qualifications to address this
question but in would hope that the
officers who have formulated this plan and
the others before it, would have made a
plan that was legally compliant, as this is
what they are qualified and employed to
do. If one was being cynical it would seem
that asking a question like this was
intended to scare members of the public
off from completing the response.

Yes

Yes

I am not qualified to substantiate this
question but would hope that the officers
who have developed this plan would have
ensured it is.

Yes

NLPPS478

Glen Prior

H1

No

NLPPS479

Derek
Calvin

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

There have been numerous decisions
where constraints that included green belt
and flood plain could be used to reduce
housing numbers from objectively
assessed needs. There has also been a
number of high court decisions where lack
of a five year supply of housing is not a
justifiable reason for releasing and
building on green belt. This has been
stated by planning ministers and two
SOS's.
A duelled carriage way on the A130 would
not help the residents of Canvey if there
was an accident on the duelled road. It
would be closed as it is frequently now
meaning that the only access to Canvey
would be via Benfleet High Road, and the
ensuing chaos that this causes. A new
access road onto Canvey is needed, as it
has been for the last couple of decades.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
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Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications
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Yes

From the responses from other
neighbouring local authorities and
authorise with the county, it would appear
that duty to co-operate has been complied
with.

No

Yes

Comments from other LA's within ECC
appear that co-operation has occurred.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No
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NLPPS480

Mark Bell

H1

No

NLPPS481

Paulette
Calvin

H1

No

NLPPS482

Nicola
Smith

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
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No

No
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NLPPS483

Graeme
Smith

H1

No

NLPPS484

Sue
Longhurst

H1

No

NLPPS485

Warren
Smith

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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No

No

No
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NLPPS486

Amanda
Colbecki

H1

No

NLPPS487

Tammie
Longhurst

H1

No

NLPPS488

Sara Prior

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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No

No
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NLPPS489

Doris
Calvin

H1

No

NLPPS490

Robert
Longhurst

H1

No

NLPPS491

Mark Clark

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
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No

No

No
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NLPPS492

James
McKinnon

H1

No

NLPPS493

Sian
Pegrum

H1

No

NLPPS494

Andrew
Jackson

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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Examination

No

No

No
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NLPPS495

John
Gallop

H1

No

NLPPS496

Steve
Painter

H1

No

NLPPS497

Andrew
Coombes

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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No
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NLPPS498

Glenn
Smith

H1

No

NLPPS499

Gary Smith

H1

No

NLPPS500

Shaun
BartonBrown

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
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No

No

No
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NLPPS501

John
Williams

H1

No

NLPPS502

Luke Alden

H1

No

NLPPS503

Lisa
Williams

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
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No

No

No
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NLPPS504

Andrew
Cox

H1

No

NLPPS505

Adam
Millward

H1

No

NLPPS506

Paul
Saunders

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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No

No

No
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NLPPS507

Kevin
Smith

H1

No

NLPPS508

Glenn
Smith

H1

No

NLPPS509

Glenn
Smith

E3

Yes

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy: Has not been positively prepared
as it will not meet the identified need for
new homes Has not been justified as
there is no evidence to support the
reduction of the housing requirement. Will
not be effective in meeting housing need
and does not demonstrate appropriate
cross-boundary working. Is not consistent
with national policy as it will not help
increase the supply of new homes. It is
therefore unsound, does not comply with
the duty to co-operate and is not legally
compliant.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)
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LC (Y/N)
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No

No

No
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NLPPS510

Andrew
Cox

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS511

Adam
Millward

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS512

Paul
Saunders

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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NLPPS513

Paulette
Calvin

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS514

John
Gallop

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS515

Kevin
Smith

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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NLPPS516

Robert
Longhurst

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS517

Andrew
Coombes

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS518

Glenn
Smith

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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NLPPS519

Gary Smith

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS520

Shaun
BartonBrown

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS521

John
Williams

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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NLPPS522

Luke Alden

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS523

Lisa
Williams

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS524

Glen Prior

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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attending
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NLPPS525

Derek
Calvin

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS526

Mark Bell

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS527

Paulette
Calvin

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No
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NLPPS528

Nicola
Smith

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS529

Graeme
Smith

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS530

Sue
Longhurst

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No
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NLPPS531

Warren
Smith

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS532

Amanda
Colbecki

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS533

Tammie
Longhurst

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No
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Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)
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NLPPS534

Sarah Prior

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS535

Doris
Calvin

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS536

Mark Clark

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments
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NLPPS537

Nicola
Smith

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS538

James
McKinnon

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS539

Sian
Pegrum

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
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Proposed Soundness
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Compliant
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NLPPS540

Andrew
Jackson

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS541

Warren
Smith

E3

Yes

No

NLPPS542

Steven
Painter

E3

Yes

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth
The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply appearing
to be deliverable as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because: It is not positively
prepared as it will not help meet the need
for new homes. It will not be effective in
delivering an appropriate balance
between housing and job growth

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications
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Compliant
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NLPPS544

Leah
Griffin

Lauren
Hollas

New Local
Plan 2016

16 Protecting
the Green
Belt

Yes

No

I certainly wish to take part but I feel the
questions are not worded to include
myself or any other member of the
general public. I do not have any legal
qualifications, nor am I versed in the
intricate mechanisms of the planning
process, so am at a loss to understand
the questions put to me in the
aforementioned. With regards to the last
point you do not indicate who or what
body you are referring to when you ask is
the NLP compliant with the Duty to cooperate. So on that point alone, the
answer must be it is not.

I support any revision which
gives protection to and seeks
to preserve Green belt in our
borough, I include Canvey
Island and the mainland in
this. I am pleased that the
council has finally listened to
its residents and has voted to
put local people first. The
overwhelming response to
the consultation on the
previous Draft local plan told
you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew
particular attention to the
Greenbelt which we consider
very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as
set out in various
Government policies and
guidance but it performs a
vital role in mitigating the
effects of air pollution in and
around our towns. We have a
right to breathe clean air. I'm
also concerned about further
wildlife habitat lost certain UK
species are on the decline
such as the hedgehog due to
habitat loss. Allowing
development of Greenbelt
sites such as Jotmans Farm,
North West Thundersley and
Dutch Village to name just a
few, would place an
unbearable strain on the
local infrastructure and public
services. Such a plan would
detract from the Health and
well-being of my family and
families throughout the

Soundness Comments

No

Firstly I would like to say that this entire
form and information booklet is mostly
unfathomable and has been made
extremely complicated for the local
residents to try to decipher. I personally
this approach is deliberate and frankly
disgraceful. My complaint is based on the
soundness of the plan for Canvey Island.
In particular the plans to build yet more
housing. It is no secret that the land level
is lowering. The island simply does not
have the adequate infrastructure to
support any further housing development.
The drainage on the Island is a huge and
well documented problem for all of the
current residents. These already
problematic issues will be further added to
by yet more housing development. An
example of this exact problem can be
seen from the recent development of a
succession of flats having been built along
the Eastern Esplanade (seafront), but
failure to put in additional and sufficient
drainage to accommodate them. Aside
from this, the very real risk of flooding still
has not provided the current residents
with a 3rd road off of the Island. The
European community devised a report on
the evacuation and traffic management
problems presented to the community,
identifying it could already take up to 19
hours to evacuate by car. Additionally we
do not have enough schools or doctors
and only have part time fire station and
police station. Therefore we cannot
possibly accommodate further residents
until these problems are resolved first.

No

I certainly wish to take part but I feel the
questions are not worded to include
myself or any other member of the
general public. I do not have any legal
qualifications, nor am I versed in the
intricate mechanisms of the planning
process, so am at a loss to understand
the questions put to me in the
aforementioned. With regards to the last
point you do not indicate who or what
body you are referring to when you ask is
the NLP compliant with the Duty to cooperate. So on that point alone, the
answer must be it is not.

I am not here to do your job
for you! The facts are that the
Canvey community is already
suffering the consequences
of too much building work,
which has led to all the
problems I have stated in
number 5. None of the
Canvey residents welcome
any further housing.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No

Firstly I would like to say that this entire
form and information booklet is mostly
unfathomable and has been made
extremely complicated for the local
residents to try to decipher. I personally
this approach is deliberate and frankly
disgraceful. My complaint is based on the
soundness of the plan for Canvey Island.
In particular the plans to build yet more
housing. It is no secret that the land level
is lowering. The island simply does not
have the adequate infrastructure to
support any further housing development.
The drainage on the Island is a huge and
well documented problem for all of the
current residents. These already
problematic issues will be further added to
by yet more housing development. An
example of this exact problem can be
seen from the recent development of a
succession of flats having been built along
the Eastern Esplanade (seafront), but
failure to put in additional and sufficient
drainage to accommodate them. Aside
from this, the very real risk of flooding still
has not provided the current residents
with a 3rd road off of the Island. The
European community devised a report on
the evacuation and traffic management
problems presented to the community,
identifying it could already take up to 19
hours to evacuate by car. Additionally we
do not have enough schools or doctors
and on it have part time fire station and
police station. Therefore we cannot
possibly accommodate further residents
until these problems are resolved first.

No

No

I certainly wish to take part but I feel the
questions are not worded to include
myself or any other member of the
general public. I do not have any legal
qualifications, nor am I versed in the
intricate mechanisms of the planning
process, so am at a loss to understand
the questions put to me in the
aforementioned. With regards to the last
point you do not indicate who or what
body you are referring to when you ask is
the NLP compliant with the Duty to cooperate. So on that point alone, the
answer must be it is not.

Yes
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borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the
Northern Section of the A130
Canvey Way to and from
Sadlers Farm Junction 1.
This proposal is a waste of
tax payer's money and will
not mitigate traffic issues
when the road is closed due
to an accident or incident. It
doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, when the
road is closed there's
nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation
of a Third Road off Canvey
Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in
2007/2008 referred to as
"The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road “Mouchel Group
14 January 2008 Produced
for Essex County Council
Canvey island has two
access roads (A130 and
B1014). Separation of
Canvey Island from the rest
of the county and Thames
gateway currently increase
the potential for socioeconomic differentials
between Canvey and the rest
of the region. The potential to
attract investment and
development is considered to
be diminishing for Canvey
Island as a result of this
separation. As a result, ECC
is keen to investigate the
feasibility of an additional
access route to provide the
Canvey island community
with access to major job
opportunities (Update Shell
Haven DP World Port at
Stanford-Le-Hope
developments) Crucially,
such a route may also form
alternative evacuation route
from Canvey Island in the
event of an emergency. 2. In
addition, not take into
consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted
along this route and paid for
by residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be
ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides
castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the
Tools to protect our
Greenbelt and save it from
any development. The
Minister of State for Housing
and Planning, RT Hon.
Brandon Lewis MP, has
made it clear that this is so
and has written to the
Council and to the Planning
Inspector to hammer this
home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and
conviction to see this
through. In order to secure
the future of our borough, I
urge the Council to do
everything in its power to
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make sure this plan does
pass all three tests above to
meet the approval of the
Inspector

NLPPS545

Bernard
Bibby

New Local
Plan 2016

No

NLPPS546

Carol
Arnold

H5

No

Canvey Is. is a flood plain and should not
have any more housing built as was said
by Canvey Is. Council after the 1952 flood
and again 1973 planning dept. said no
more building on Canvey only like for like.
As storms of late have shown Canvey still
floods, plus pumping stations that or not
bought on line in time to dual with the
express water. It would be good to have
the proposal for a new road connections
Canvey Is. to Manor Way Corringham this
has been spoken about so many times
before? Plus the fact we do not have any
of the 3 emergency services on Canvey
Is. in this respect Canvey has gone back
in time. I hope the planning dept, Council
will cancel all plans to build on Canvey for
now and the future. Thanking you all.
1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.

No

No

Canvey Is. is a flood plain and should not
have any more housing built as was said
by Canvey Is. Council after the 1952 flood
and again 1973 planning dept. said no
more building on Canvey only like for like.
As storms of late have shown Canvey still
floods, plus pumping stations that or not
bought on line in time to dual with the
express water. It would be good to have
the proposal for a new road connections
Canvey Is. to Manor Way Corringham this
has been spoken about so many times
before? Plus the fact we do not have any
of the 3 emergency services on Canvey
Is. in this respect Canvey has gone back
in time. I hope the planning dept, Council
will cancel all plans to build on Canvey for
now and the future. Thanking you all.
1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.

No

No

Canvey Is. is a flood plain and should not
have any more housing built as was said
by Canvey Is. Council after the 1952 flood
and again 1973 planning dept. said no
more building on Canvey only like for like.
As storms of late have shown Canvey still
floods, plus pumping stations that or not
bought on line in time to dual with the
express water. It would be good to have
the proposal for a new road connections
Canvey Is. to Manor Way Corringham this
has been spoken about so many times
before? Plus the fact we do not have any
of the 3 emergency services on Canvey
Is. in this respect Canvey has gone back
in time. I hope the planning dept, Council
will cancel all plans to build on Canvey for
now and the future. Thanking you all.
1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.

No

No
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Carol
Arnold

H6

No

NLPPS548

Carol
Arnold

H 10

No

1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.
1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.

No

No

Soundness Comments

1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.
1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.

No

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.
1. Flooding and Drainage a. At the end of
last year David Cameron said that in
future no building will be allowed on flood
plans. Canvey Island falls within David
Cameron’s comments b. Climate change
has made it more likely that we will have
torrential rain which causes flash flooding
which Canvey has experienced for the
last couple of years c. If London is
threatened by flooding the Thames Barrier
will come down and Canvey Island is one
of the areas designated to be flooded d.
The pumps are no longer managed from
the Island but from a central office
elsewhere which has proven not to be
reliable resulting in flooding e. More
houses building means more concrete
and generally more block paving making
less ground for water to drain away 2.
Roads a. We may have 2 roads on and off
Canvey Island but they both meet at
Waterside roundabout, therefore any
problems on either of these roads cause
delays, tailback and congestion which can
add from 5 minutes for a minor delay or 12+ hours for a serious accident to your
journey. 3. Drains a. A Water has
completed a survey on the drains on
Canvey Island and their conclusion was
that it was the worst problem they had
ever come across and was not fit for
purpose. Estimated cost £24.5 million to
bring it up to scratch. For all the above
reasons I am therefore against any more
building on Canvey island until they have
been rectified as any further building
would only make these problems worse.
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NLPPS549

NLPPS550

NLPPS551

NLPPS552

Lynsie
Sholaim

Maria Del
Vincenzo

James
Dove

Stuart
Findlay

New Local
Plan 2016

H9

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

No

No

The plans for Canvey Island include 760
new homes. This is unsustainable growth
for the island. The current road and rail
infrastructure is not capable of managing
this increase (which seems extremely
large compared to other wealthier parts of
Castle Point!). I travel to London Victoria
for work and I see firsthand tail backs to
get on and off the island and over packed
trains. How will the schools on Canvey
island also manage the additional
students? There's no mention of a new
school.
The housing site 'H9 - Land of Daws
Heath' includes a great amount of
greenbelt land. 180 homes is an
overdevelopment. I am particularly
concerned about the traffic - already it
take quite a while to get out of my drive in
Western RD, and the noise is already a
nuisance, would only get worse. The
Daws Heath is a village. Please do not let
the developers turn it into another
soulless botch. I value the green land and
wildlife around this area. Fields and
woods drain better than concreted over
land, the Prittle brook has flooded before
and a development up the hill would make
things worse. I am convinced that the
infrastructure (services, roads, drains, etc)
would not cope with such an extensive
development.

Canvey Way needs to be a
dual carriage way before any
additional housing can be
considered. Our schools are
receiving okay ofsted reports
can they really be expressed
to take the increase amount
of students likely to require
schooling with the 760 new
homes. Further info required
for poss "employment
growth"?!

Restrict development to the
areas currently occupied by
buildings only and retain the
'village' character of the
Daws heath.

Yes

No

No

No

No

There are about 30,600 dwellings in
Castle point. Every year, I see dwellings
being demolished and replaced by two or
three new. I see retail units converted to
dwellings or demolished and replaced by
retail units with flats above. This activity
must be included in the plan. One such
application per week for the next 15 years
would result in a minimum of 780 new
dwellings or 40% of the proposed total.
780 dwellings are about 2.5% of the total
dwellings in castle point. I think this is
conservative and considerably more
individual properties could be identified.
Castle point must think much more "out of
the box" to fulfil their duty of care to the
"Green Belt". England is one of the most
densely populated countries in Europe.
The projected density for England is
increasing at a faster rate than most large
countries in Europe. Only Belgium is
projecting a higher rate of increase but
from a smaller base. Building on "Green
Belt" is neither the solution or acceptable.
I have set out many of these comments in
the earlier consultation. My comments
appear to have been ignored. Please let
me know if you need clarification of the

I proposed all existing
dwellings and retail units are
included in the plan and
summary and shown in
Orange on the plan as h12 (1
to 6): Existing residential and
retail throughout Castle point
- 780 new homes on brown
field sites. I believe the
above proposal will mean
there will be no need to build
on any Green Belt land in
Castle point. I therefore
propose that all Green belt
land is removed from the
plan. If my belief is wrong
then I propose that that all
Green Belt sites are reduced
proportionately.

No

Soundness Comments

The plans for Canvey Island include 760
new homes. This is unsustainable growth
for the island. The current road and rail
infrastructure is not capable of managing
this increase (which seems extremely
large compared to other wealthier parts of
Castle Point!). I travel to London Victoria
for work and I see firsthand tail backs to
get on and off the island and over packed
trains. How will the schools on Canvey
island also manage the additional
students? There's no mention of a new
school.
The housing site 'H9 - Land of Daws
Heath' includes a great amount of
greenbelt land. 180 homes is an
overdevelopment. I am particularly
concerned about the traffic - already it
take quite a while to get out of my drive in
Western RD, and the noise is already a
nuisance, would only get worse. The
Daws Heath is a village. Please do not let
the developers turn it into another
soulless botch. I value the green land and
wildlife around this area. Fields and
woods drain better than concreted over
land, the Prittle brook has flooded before
and a development up the hill would make
things worse. I am convinced that the
infrastructure (services, roads, drains, etc)
would not cope with such an extensive
development.
There are 960 homes planned for
Benfleet and 760 homes planned for
Canvey Island. This equals 1,720 homes
planned which is short of your 2,000
stated. 600 of which are located on the
already allocated Thorney Bay caravan
site. You were instructed by the
government to deliver 6,000 new homes
for local residents, their families and those
that wish to line in the borough. In light of
the above it seems to me that the
planning Inspectorate will take control of
the New Local Plan unless you are fully
able to allocate the 6,000 New Homes the
Council need to allocate. Due to the
above I feel that the plan as it stands is
not sound (as it does not fulfil its purpose)
nor complies with the Councils duty to Cooperate with local developers
There are about 30,600 dwellings in
Castle point. Every year, I see dwellings
being demolished and replaced by two or
three new. I see retail units converted to
dwellings or demolished and replaced by
retail units with flats above. This activity
must be included in the plan. One such
application per week for the next 15 years
would result in a minimum of 780 new
dwellings or 40% of the proposed total.
780 dwellings are about 2.5% of the total
dwellings in castle point. I think this is
conservative and considerably more
individual properties could be identified.
Castle point must think much more "out of
the box" to fulfil their duty of care to the
"Green Belt". England is one of the most
densely populated countries in Europe.
The projected density for England is
increasing at a faster rate than most large
countries in Europe. Only Belgium is
projecting a higher rate of increase but
from a smaller base. Building on "Green
Belt" is neither the solution or acceptable.
I have set out many of these comments in
the earlier consultation. My comments
appear to have been ignored. Please let
me know if you need clarification of the

Canvey Way needs to be a
dual carriage way before any
additional housing can be
considered. Our schools are
receiving okay ofsted reports
can they really be expressed
to take the increase amount
of students likely to require
schooling with the 760 new
homes. Further info required
for poss "employment
growth"?!

No

Restrict development to the
areas currently occupied by
buildings only and retain the
'village' character of the
Daws heath.

No

The site known as H11 1,2,3
& 4 (previously H18) needs
to be brought forward to
before 2031. This will help to
make up the numbers in the
New Local Plan that the
Council need to deliver. Of
note I have spoken to and
have support from (in
regards to the above):
Raymond Dove, part owner
of Manor Regeneration and
Redevelopment Co. Ltd.
owner of manor trading
estate. The owners of H11
3&4 (I can supply a list of
names and contact details to
the Council if requested).

I proposed all existing
dwellings and retail units are
included in the plan and
summary and shown in
Orange on the plan as h12 (1
to 6): Existing residential and
retail throughout Castle point
- 780 new homes on brown
field sites. I believe the
above proposal will mean
there will be no need to build
on any Green Belt land in
Castle point. I therefore
propose that all Green belt
land is removed from the
plan. If my belief is wrong
then I propose that that all
Green Belt sites are reduced
proportionately.

No

No

Duty to Co-operate Comments

The plans for Canvey Island include 760
new homes. This is unsustainable growth
for the island. The current road and rail
infrastructure is not capable of managing
this increase (which seems extremely
large compared to other wealthier parts of
Castle Point!). I travel to London Victoria
for work and I see firsthand tail backs to
get on and off the island and over packed
trains. How will the schools on Canvey
island also manage the additional
students? There's no mention of a new
school.
The housing site 'H9 - Land of Daws
Heath' includes a great amount of
greenbelt land. 180 homes is an
overdevelopment. I am particularly
concerned about the traffic - already it
take quite a while to get out of my drive in
Western RD, and the noise is already a
nuisance, would only get worse. The
Daws Heath is a village. Please do not let
the developers turn it into another
soulless botch. I value the green land and
wildlife around this area. Fields and
woods drain better than concreted over
land, the Prittle brook has flooded before
and a development up the hill would make
things worse. I am convinced that the
infrastructure (services, roads, drains, etc)
would not cope with such an extensive
development.
There are 960 homes planned for
Benfleet and 760 homes planned for
Canvey Island. This equals 1,720 homes
planned which is short of your 2,000
stated. 600 of which are located on the
already allocated Thorney Bay caravan
site. You were instructed by the
government to deliver 6,000 new homes
for local residents, their families and those
that wish to line in the borough. In light of
the above it seems to me that the
planning Inspectorate will take control of
the New Local Plan unless you are fully
able to allocate the 6,000 New Homes the
Council need to allocate. Due to the
above I feel that the plan as it stands is
not sound (as it does not fulfil its purpose)
nor complies with the Councils duty to Cooperate with local developers
There are about 30,600 dwellings in
Castle point. Every year, I see dwellings
being demolished and replaced by two or
three new. I see retail units converted to
dwellings or demolished and replaced by
retail units with flats above. This activity
must be included in the plan. One such
application per week for the next 15 years
would result in a minimum of 780 new
dwellings or 40% of the proposed total.
780 dwellings are about 2.5% of the total
dwellings in castle point. I think this is
conservative and considerably more
individual properties could be identified.
Castle point must think much more "out of
the box" to fulfil their duty of care to the
"Green Belt". England is one of the most
densely populated countries in Europe.
The projected density for England is
increasing at a faster rate than most large
countries in Europe. Only Belgium is
projecting a higher rate of increase but
from a smaller base. Building on "Green
Belt" is neither the solution or acceptable.
I have set out many of these comments in
the earlier consultation. My comments
appear to have been ignored. Please let
me know if you need clarification of the

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

Yes

I do not deem it
necessary but would be
happy to speak if
requested to in order to
better present evidence
for the above.

Yes

Just to check that my
comments and proposals
have not been
completely ignored this
time.
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New Local
Plan 2016

H9

H6

No

Yes

Yes

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

figures I have used.

figures I have used.

figures I have used.

If the borough is really honest and wants
to grab the residents support, why do the
infrastructure are not built first before
starting building more houses and bring
more people and cars to the island. For so
many years, projects for other
connections to the island are proposed
but nothing is done. For so many times,
due to police closing the main accesses,
we are trapped and cannot go to work.
Either payment is deducted from the
salary or have to take holidays (forced
and unpaid) instead. Saddlers farm
roundabout was redesigned and again the
island took 2nd place. At busy times, the
people from the island have to queue on
the accesses to Benfleet, when a line
dedicated to the island should have been
built. Nowadays on Saturdays it’s a
struggle to leave the Island to go
shopping.

If the borough is really honest and wants
to grab the residents support, why do the
infrastructure are not built first before
starting building more houses and bring
more people and cars to the island. For so
many years, projects for other
connections to the island are proposed
but nothing is done. For so many times,
due to police closing the main accesses,
we are trapped and cannot go to work.
Either payment is deducted from the
salary or have to take holidays (forced
and unpaid) instead. Saddlers farm
roundabout was redesigned and again the
island took 2nd place. At busy times, the
people from the island have to queue on
the accesses to Benfleet, when a line
dedicated to the island should have been
built. Nowadays on Saturdays it’s a
struggle to leave the Island to go
shopping.

If the borough is really honest and wants
to grab the residents support, why do the
infrastructure are not built first before
starting building more houses and bring
more people and cars to the island. For so
many years, projects for other
connections to the island are proposed
but nothing is done. For so many times,
due to police closing the main accesses,
we are trapped and cannot go to work.
Either payment is deducted from the
salary or have to take holidays (forced
and unpaid) instead. Saddlers farm
roundabout was redesigned and again the
island took 2nd place. At busy times, the
people from the island have to queue on
the accesses to Benfleet, when a line
dedicated to the island should have been
built. Nowadays on Saturdays it’s a
struggle to leave the Island to go
shopping.

No

No

No

The Point Road is too narrow and the
approach consists of a maze of hazards
e.g. 20 mph - parking on both sides of the
road outside of the Post Office within the
20 mph plus traffic calming bollards within
the 20 mph plus a crossing outside a
school within the traffic calming and 20
mph then a double roundabout
immediately after the traffic calming and
within the 20mph. This needs to be sorted
out before more houses (therefore traffic)
should be built. 20mph is necessary and
maybe the crossing - all others are just a
waste and make more hazards.

No

Assessment of H9 recommends 140 Homes not
180 and draws attention to
the existing problems in it
surface water flooding.
Development generally infrastructure detail of how road congestion (already
existing) - surface water
flooding (already an issue)
overcrowded trains
(worsening rapidly) Will be
dealt with if the proposed
developments in Benfleet
and on Canvey go ahead.
The Point Road is too narrow
and the approach consists of
a maze of hazards e.g. 20
mph - parking on both sides
of the road outside of the
Post Office within the 20 mph
plus traffic calming bollards
within the 20 mph plus a
crossing outside a school
within the traffic calming and
20 mph then a double
roundabout immediately after
the traffic calming and within
the 20mph. This needs to be
sorted out before more
houses (therefore traffic)
should be built. 20mph is
necessary and maybe the
crossing - all others are just a
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waste and make more
hazards.

NLPPS556

Alan White

H7

Yes

No

NLPPS557

Alan White

H8

Yes

No

NLPPS558

Alan White

H9

Yes

No

NLPPS559

Alan White

H 11

Yes

No

NLPPS560

Alan
Caunter

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

No

I wish to comment generally regarding the
Thundersley area. The planned house
building schemes one for too ambitious.
These days almost every house has at
least two cars (some as many as four or
five) leased at the home site. The local
roads just cannot cope with the volume of
traffic. On occasion it is almost impossible
to cross residential roads due to the
volume The roads cannot be altered as
they one residential. More houses, many
more cars! = more congestion and more
danger!
I wish to comment generally regarding the
Thundersley area. The planned house
building schemes one for too ambitious.
These days almost every house has at
least two cars (some as many as four or
five) leased at the home site. The local
roads just cannot cope with the volume of
traffic. On occasion it is almost impossible
to cross residential roads due to the
volume The roads cannot be altered as
they one residential. More houses, many
more cars! = more congestion and more
danger!
I wish to comment generally regarding the
Thundersley area. The planned house
building schemes one for too ambitious.
These days almost every house has at
least two cars (some as many as four or
five) leased at the home site. The local
roads just cannot cope with the volume of
traffic. On occasion it is almost impossible
to cross residential roads due to the
volume The roads cannot be altered as
they one residential. More houses, many
more cars! = more congestion and more
danger!
I wish to comment generally regarding the
Thundersley area. The planned house
building schemes one for too ambitious.
These days almost every house has at
least two cars (some as many as four or
five) leased at the home site. The local
roads just cannot cope with the volume of
traffic. On occasion it is almost impossible
to cross residential roads due to the
volume The roads cannot be altered as
they one residential. More houses, many
more cars! = more congestion and more
danger!
Canvey Island cannot cope with 760 more
houses - probably 3000 people (1000+
children) and 1000 more cars on the road.
Schools have closed so has the police
station. We have no ambulance station
and a part time fire station. Doctors
surgeries are full the public transport
system is pathetic and providing the third
road has been talk about for 25 years but
no progress has been made and what
guarantees are there that the
Roscommon Way extension will be built?
The town centre is scruffy and dirty the
whole area need drastic improvement
before any more development.

New roads more school
places better public transport
Improved town centre Better
health provision Full time
public ambulance and fire
station New and larger sports
centres

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

So residents can have
their say
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NLPPS561

Robert
Hawkins

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS562

Joyce
McCarthy

NLPPS563

Isiah Shaw

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS564
NLPPS565
NLPPS566
NLPPS567
NLPPS568
NLPPS569
NLPPS570
NLPPS571
NLPPS572

Roger
Glynn
Eric
Gibson
Malcolm
Acock
William
Moulding
Eileen
Grainger
Wendy
Pledger
Sheila
Coltham
Eleanor
Thomas
Jean
Hopwood

Yes

Soundness Comments

No

Much is made of development on Canvey
Island however it is clear that road access
and departure is limited and appears not
to have been improved for many years.
Sadlers Farm interchange is a very busy
interchange, congested and becoming
unfit for purpose. Dual carriageway for
Canvey Way (Avenue of remembrance)
would improve access, however it would
be costly and only increase the pressure
on Sadlers Farm the only sound outlet for
the proposed development in Benfleet,
Hadleigh & Thundersley. The emphasis
for Canvey on relief of traffic pressure is a
new link to Manor Way, Ferry Road, and
Canvey link as well as Sadlers Farm will
have reduced pressure and cost benefits
would be beneficial. This opens up
Canvey Island and new development
could be doubled both in housing and
industrial. Therefore the emphasis is to
take the pressure off the north side of the
Island, 'Sommes Avenue' and in the lose
term 'Long Road' making these residential
areas safe for pedestrians and cyclist. An
opportunity to change the nature of the
island must not be missed. After all
increased housing and industrial usage
brings in much needed revenue and
bolder plans for Canvey centre.

The previous matters raised
under 5 are more likely to
prove successful to the
proposals for Benfleet,
Hadleigh, Thundersley and
more importantly Canvey
Island This make the New
Local Plan sound and cost
beneficial. Do not miss the
opportunity.

Yes

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

No
N

Yes

Y

No

Y

No
Y

Y

No

Y

No

Y

No

Y

No

Y

No

Y

Y

No

Y

No
I don't think we should build anymore
houses on Canvey Island till we have a
third road off the Island, our roads cannot
take the amount of traffic as it is, let alone
when there will be a few hundred more
cars.
Access roads on and off Canvey - they do
not appear to be thought about. With
extra housing you need that extra road
space - Roscommon Way does not help
this situation nor does Manor Way
Corringham, because everyone goes the
other way towards Southend &
Chelmsford, therefore Waterside
Roundabout will still be crazy.

NLPPS573

Teresa
Durrant

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS574

Maureen
Davis

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS575

Pauline
Gorman

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

Third road required please

No

New Local
Plan 2016

All building development should be
stopped. The infrastructure cannot cope.
Roads drains police etc. By building more
you are hurting the quality of life for those
living here already.

No

NLPPS576

Bruce
Walford

Reasons for
attending
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NLPPS577

Sharon
Dodson

New Local
Plan 2016

Before any building work for houses is
undertaken on Canvey Island the flood
defences & new proposed transport
needs to be in place. If the Island is
needed to be evacuated lives would be
lost unless the new road is available. At
the moment our emergency plan is to stay
in your houses. Should flooding or
explosion occur we would need to
evacuate. Lives would be put at risk.

NLPPS578

Pauline
Butler

New Local
Plan 2016

No more building until new road.

NLPPS579

Trevor Ede

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS580

Joan
Brown

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS581

Felstead

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

NLPPS582

Tracy
Simson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS583

George
Grim

New Local
Plan 2016

Audrey Lee

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

No more building on the Island

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Please think about this there’s more roads
needed. Drains are not suitable even not
jobs for people. Go somewhere else out
of Essex. Thank you.

No

New Local
Plan 2016

No to anymore housing on Canvey. New
Road off Canvey in the near future

No

No

NLPPS584

NLPPS585

NLPPS586

Linda
Taylor

I support the Local Plan, but only if the 3rd
road is built first. We need access totally
separate from the Waterside roundabout.
The overall plan seems fine, particularly
re greenland. But ca/will County Council
step in & change this? Or anything else
that concerns the locality, as they have
done so previously.

No more building on Canvey.

No more building until infrastructure i.e.
roads, sewage, schools, doctors are
sorted. Better infrastructure before
anymore building.
Regardless of the legalities of the Local
Plan, the fact is the traffic situation
affecting Canvey Island is beyond critical
now. As such, no further house
construction should be allowed until a
third road on/off the Island is provided.

No

No
No

No

No

No

No

NLPPS587

David
Moss

New Local
Plan 2016

No more houses on Canvey Island until a
3rd road, on and off is up and running.
760 New Houses equals on average 2
cars per household, that’s over 1500 more
cars on Canvey. It’s a nightmare @ the
moment. If these houses are built,
Canvey, at times will shut down.

NLPPS588

Stanley
Watkinson

New Local
Plan 2016

Put infrastructure in place before building
starts. EG third Road, School places,
Doctors.

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Please don't build anymore houses in
Benfleet. We are already overcrowded
very busy roads, cars parked everywhere.
Southend hospital overworked. I realise
people have to have somewhere to live.
We are too crowded here.

No

NLPPS589

Peter
Galloway

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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Doreen
Ann Friend

New Local
Plan 2016

Infrastructure - Traffic Doctors School
Police Fire Services

No

New Local
Plan 2016

You have totally ignored the fact that
Benfleet High Road is a disaster - the only
shops are charity or takeaways. No
wonder house prices here are 2007 levels
yet Leigh is up 50%. How about you try
and build a community - a place people
want to go out in - clueless.

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Before any more building goes ahead on
Canvey the infrastructure needs to be
seriously overhauled i.e. sewage drainage. We of course need to consider
the roads as they are too easily gridlocked
at the least mishap.

No

No

No

NLPPS591

NLPPS592

Jeremy
Rumble

Barbara
Oliver

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

NLPPS593

Gordon
Cogger

New Local
Plan 2016

My personal opinion for what it is worth is:
Island Roads and a road off West of the
Canvey Island together with the sorting
out of what appears to be (from press
reports) a very dangerous unsafe
drainage system in the event of flooding
of the Island. Couple that with every time
a proposal is made people coming to the
end of their own lives (THE HAVES)are
preventing progress for the have NOTS.
For that reasons in my personal, it would
be fairer and safer for a government
Inspector to decide. Bearing in mind the
above infrastructure must be considered
in total with the safety issue of Canvey
Island residents, after all in due course
many lives may depend on it. as on point
B - These are my personal views with
safety for Islanders the first PRIORITY
before profits of Developers. (I leave out
Section4) I feel a government Inspector
would consider all the facts and god
willing common sense must prevail.
Canvey Island is a lovely place to live and
should be allowed to stay that way.

NLPPS594

Edward
Giles

New Local
Plan 2016

Until traffic onto and off the Island is
sorted. No further homes should be built
travel at present is no joke.

NLPPS595

Frederick
Dowson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS596

John
Buckingha
m

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS597

Michael
Cunnigan

New Local
Plan 2016

I am only mentioning the use of cars etc
on the local roads. As a regular driver for
a Community Transport organisation (a
charity) I find the local roads are getting
very full up!! If we increase the number of
cars on the rods by increased number of
houses then the existing roads, probably
put down in the 30/40/& 50's, will be very
full up. I think more should be done to
improve (or add to) the present road
systems.
My only objective is the building of more
homes on Canvey when the drainage
storm drains cannot cope now with rail fall
+ the roads can’t cope with traffic on and
off the Island and you want to cause more
problems with safety in an emergency to
get off the Island we do not need more
homes.
I have concerns about the regeneration of
Hadleigh town centre. I would like to
know what are the proposals for the town

Exam
(Y/N)

NLPPS590

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)
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LC (Y/N)
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Feel a government
Inspector would consider
all the facts and god
willing common sense
must prevail. Canvey
Island is a lovely place to
live and should be
allowed to stay that way.

No

No

Yes

I would like to attend if
possible to hear the
plans of Hadleigh town
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centre, and will it affect the flow of traffic
and increase congestion.

NLPPS598

Frank
Bawden

centre.

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

No more houses. Take into account that
the road, schools and parking are
congested enough as it is.

No

No

No

NLPPS599

William
May

H5

I'm against Thorney Bay Caravan Park
600 homes, and the extension of
Roscommon Way. Who profiting from all
this the owners of Thorney Bay, and why
does the Council don’t have the slugger ...
Clean the drains once a month.

NLPPS600

Ronald
Mait

New Local
Plan 2016

No more houses

NLPPS601

June Yates

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS602

June Flint

New Local
Plan 2016

Just two comments - 1 We seem to need
more nursing homes. 2 I cannot agree to
more homes being built until we have a
3rd road off of Canvey.
No more housing till we get better roads
on and off the Island.

NLPPS603

Clifford &
Maureen
Beckerton

New Local
Plan 2016

Stop all house building o Canvey Island
until a third road off is complete.

NLPPS604

Edward
Taylor

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS605

Theresa
Woollard

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS606

Robert
Gibbons

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS607

Civa Brett

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS608

Charles
Hayden

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS609

M
Campbell

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS610

Peter &
Elaine
Dudley

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS611

Samantha
Waters

New Local
Plan 2016

Before any extra housing is undertaken, a
new road is essential. The proposed new
road has been muted for at least 40 yrs
and nothing has happened. If a major
incident occurred it would be impossible
to evacuate C/Island. Referring back to
proposed amount of houses 760 which
probably amounts to 1600 extra vehicles
coming and going on all ready
overcrowded roads. (try getting off from
8am - 9am and back between 4.30 - 6.30)
The siting of 160 homes at the Point
means they will have to travel across the
entire Island to escape.
Please no more homes on Canvey It’s
over populated now. When it rains it
floods you can't get on or off. We have
no more green places left now. No No No
No
No new homes till a new road off the
Island is complete and more affordable
housing than you propose.
No more building on Canvey without
another road of the Island 11/5 = Accident
on Canvey Way took me 3.30 hrs to get
home from Pitsea to Canvey!!!! More cars
+ people are not the answer!
We don't want no more - Just think about
the safety of the people that live here not
about the money the Council will make.
It’s about time the people on Canvey were
listened to. No more
You cannot possibly build any more
houses on Canvey, it would be madness,
another road is what we need. The Island
will sink, the infrastructure of the place is
only on rafters not brick.
What is the actual point in filling in these
forms. These houses will be built
regardless! We have absolutely no say in
this whatsoever. We cannot move for
traffic and congestion in all of this are
now. So I can have my say whether you
listen (which will be the case) or not!
How can you justify building 760 new
homes on Canvey? If a couple or family
then purchase these homes and there will
potentially be another 1520 cars, on
average of 2 per household. The road
infrastructure cannot cope as it stands so
adding this amount of vehicles is not
appropriate. It’s all very well doing
surveys during the day but its rush hour
times that the planners need to see.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No
No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No
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NLPPS612

Michael H
Hadley

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS613

Teresa
McGrath

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS614

Peter Bull

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS615

Andrea
Spark

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS616

Julie Hall

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS617

Jean
Preston

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS618

Michaelia
White

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

NLPPS619

Joyce

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

There are only 2 ways on/off this Island
and if one is blocked for whatever reason,
it causes absolute gridlock. There are no
proposals to provide another school for
families with young children. These extra
homes will put extra pressure on all public
services. Provide a further schools or
adopt one already in existence to allow for
the extra children to attend a local school
close to home. Provide a further road off
the Island.
Stop building houses on the Island, more
houses means more people, more cars.
This Island is a headache to get on and
off the Island by car.
Do not build anymore houses on the
Island, until a third road is in place to
accommodate the number of traffic, also,
another school for more children, our
schools are full!!
No more homes on Canvey until better
access on and off Canvey
Please do not build any more houses on
Canvey Island I have lived here all my life
- the changes to the traffic, not enough
roads off the Island. Thank you
Before any more houses are built, we
need a third road off Canvey. 760 new
homes that's 760 more cars trying to get
on and off island. The drainage systems
need updating as they can't cope now, as
we have seen by the flooding. And as for
regeneration of town centre there is
nothing down there to attract people to the
Island because of parking fees and not a
wide range of shops people would rather
go to lakeside for example. I have lived
on the Island all my life 50years and it has
gone downhill. The new homes over
Thorney bay will go ahead because the
sire has already been cleared, and the
preparation for the new homes so I am
99% sure this is going ahead. We have
no policing on the Island and a small fire
service which no doubt will be gone soon.
Its seems Canvey is a dumping ground.
You have designated land for green belt.
We had green belt opposite Thorney bay
camp, 60 acres for example but these
have been built on. We need a third road
off before anymore house building, when
there is an accident or a broken down car
the whole Island and surrounding area
comes to a strand still. I am lucky enough
to work on the Island but those people
who don’t do a day’s work then have to sit
in traffic to get on the Island its a joke.
No more houses/flats etc until you
consider better access on and off the
Island it is already a joke trying to get
home or off the Island in the mornings.
We also have a major problem with the
drainage on Canvey and more building
can only make this situation worse.
Consultation document - I don't feel able
to comment on this. Having read the
consultation document I would like to
make the following comment: I accept
there has to be a level of development in
the borough but feel the road
infrastructure should be the Council's top
priority. An accident in Benfleet or
Canvey brings the whole area to a
standstill which isn't good for individuals
or businesses.
This plan is completely inappropriately
formed, and the whole plan is ridiculous
with the infrastructure we have on
Canvey, have you (any that live on
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Canvey) tried going anywhere over the
weekend it is completely gridlocked! No
more houses on Canvey!

NLPPS620

Maurice
William

H7

NLPPS621

Doreen E
M Fincher

H7

NLPPS622

Dee
Blackford

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS623

Nicola
Lewington

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS624

Ronald &
Sylvia
Meadowcr
oft

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS625

Raymond
Knopp

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS626

Sian
Stevens

H 14

Do not understand why Hadleigh junior
school is being demolished/re-developed.
The building has been there for many
years - why cannot it be incorporated and why is school field for development.
The proposal to build houses and a
school is in my opinion an excellent
proposal but the widening of the road and
removal of the humps must be given
thought over. Public transport in this area
must also be given thought to, at present
this is none existent. Care Facilities
should also be dealt with and making the
main shopping area in Hadleigh is a must
to be improved.
I would like to know who these houses are
for. Rented homes are so expensive so
your idea of affordable to buy may not be
the same as ordinary people. Also I feel
very strongly that houses cannot keep
being built to deal with immigration.
Housing, NHS, Schools roads everything
would sort itself out if there were not so
many people in the country using these
facilities. It’s the domino effect. Needs to
be sorted out at the source of the
problem. There is really no more room to
keep building at this level. Obviously new
homes do need to be built but not at these
levels. I do not want to live in a concrete
jungle or a ghetto.
Would like to comment that the traffic in
this area is terrible due to amount of new
housing and the small roads here cannot
manage it. The roads in this area need
addressing before new houses are built
as this area will become gridlocked and
then no one will get in or out!!!
We would not want any new housing on
Canvey Island until the new road off the
Island is constructed as transport
congestion is a problem to get off as it is.
I really do not see the benefit of an
extension to Roscommon Way. It is not
used enough at present by lorries going to
the estate. Lorries should not be able to
use Haven Road. More houses at the
Point is ridiculous we do not have
sufficient schooling. Point Road and the
High Street are badly congested as it is.
600 hones at Thorney Bay is
preposterous, the traffic is unbelievable as
it is. The infrastructure of our small Island
is groaning under the pressure, doctors,
schools, dentists etc. It really is
unbelievable that this plan can go ahead.
We have been hearing about another exit
road for more years that I care to think
about. I can't see this materialising any
time soon. I am totally disheartened
about the whole plan. I think the small
green belt designation of land for
employment growth are a very small
compensation.
Dear Sirs, My concern with affordable
housing is that the finished homes largely
attract investors & buy to let landlords
who don't live in these properties but let
them to anyone who appears (a) a safe let
and (b) long term. This is what happened
to both Chafford Hundred & Purfleet
which are now filled with the overspill from
E London. These estates are now run
down dumps with all manner of crime
from drugs to theft, mostly gang related.
Many of the tenants & their kids reply on

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS627

Barbara
Williams

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS628

James
O'Brien

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS629

Keith Dean

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS630

Wendy &
Joesph
Keith

H5

NLPPS631

Sandra
Adeoni

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS632

Pamela
Reynolds

R3

NLPPS633

Helen
Parfett

H7

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

benefits. There are plenty of homes for
sale throughout Canvey & Benfleet at
anytime. I don't know where you are
basing your 'need' for all these extra
homes - Unless you are expecting
thousands of people to flood in from
elsewhere. If this is the case and this
Council has been ordered to provide extra
homes for non CPBC residents from
outside this area, then you should be
truthful and admit this is the case. I don't
expect a reply.
Common sense will tell you drainage
systems on Island needs millions spent on
upgrading. The roads can't take any more
traffic on accident everything come to a
halt. I totally disagree with having 600
home built near a hazardous site if every
house only had one car thats another 600
cars and some house may have two or
three. I think you need to get back to
looking at things sensibly. New road
completed new drainage before you think
of anything else.
Ideally the 760 new homes should not be
built until the new road linking Canvey to
Manor Way is completed.
Canvey Island needs better infrastructure
if new houses are to be built. Also I think
the idea of building six hundred houses so
close to Calor gas tanks is asking for
trouble. I would hate to have another
"Flixborough" accident on Canvey. With
only two roads off the Island it would be
chaos to evacuate in the event of an
explosion, please bare that in mind when
giving permission to build.
If you build roads first so we have another
road off the Island before you build the
homes on Canvey I think you shouldn't
put more homes on Island until you do the
roads. We need another road on the
Island to get off the Island instead of just
one road on and off. We need to put a
road before you put new homes so the
Island can cope. New road off the Island
so we have two roads to get on and off.
No more building on Canvey Island,
needs 3rd road off. No more building on
Canvey Island
Regeneration of Hadleigh Town Centre enough money has been wasted on this
already. We do not need more shops as
these are always empty shops. Library at
present is fine. Hadleigh will never be a
good shopping area. Morrisons have
ruined the town - big ugly building.
Hadleigh Junior school replacement been
on the cards since my children were
there. They are now 51 & 53!
Approx 5 years ago a housing estate was
built on Scrub Lane between Bilton Road
& Seymour Road. It was approved but
the Council FAILED TO REALISE how
many cars each house would produce.
This now causes a pile up as cars are
now weaving in and out of the 5 cars that
are often parked on Scrub Lane especially
at the weekends. Sometimes it is
dangerous to turn out of Seymour onto
Scrub Lane. 64 houses being proposed
off Scrub Lane, seems a large amount
given the space that is there. I am sure
there is not even 20 houses on the other
side. Given the parking issues perhaps it
would be better to build less houses so
our children going to the school and the
old ladies crossing the road are safe. Do
you feel confident that all these houses
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NLPPS634

Janice
Sinclair

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS635

Joyce
Cooper

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS636

Brian
Hutchinson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS637

Jackie
Holmes

HC 5

NLPPS638

Roger
Taylor

H7

NLPPS639

Joan
Green

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS640

Sarah
White

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS641

Thomas
Fone

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

and cars would not create extra accidents
as I do not. Housing developments =
greedy thoughtless organisations. Less
houses = less deaths. Also it would be
nice if these houses reflected the other
houses that surround them. e.g. attractive
houses. How those ones in
Bilton/Seymour got built when you walk
into the close they are very poor, and why
build a garage that a car cannot fit in??
Too many CHEAP UGLY houses are
being built by greedy developers so they
can make more profit consider making
Benfleet better looking not worse.
I disagree with any development of new
housing on Canvey Island. There is no
infrastructure in place to cope with
present demands. The Prime Minister
said there should be no more
development on flood plain & which
Canvey and Benfleet fall under. The
roads need dealing with and the drainage
dealt with. Consequently NO MORE
HOMES ON CANVEY
I am not happy with so many more
houses on Canvey until our sewers are in
good order, our roads are full of potholes
the pavements are dangerous. Get our
Island in decent order before adding more
housing. I'm 88 yrs old and use a mobile
scooter on our pavements they are a
disgrace.
Plan's totally unacceptable until
infrastructure is in place FIRST
Main concern is no mention of affect on
health services and impact on GP
practices. How will this increased
population have their needs met when
Basildon & Southend are already on
BLACK ALERTS - Where are the
buildings for 1. Walk in centres? 2. New
GP practices? 3. Minor ops units?
I trust that H7 has provision for some sort
of playing field for sports for the new
school?
No more building until sewage and road
sorted. No more buildings until sewage
and road sorted. I though Thorney Bay
was holiday park not housing estate!
This consultation has purposely been
worked in an ambiguous way! It is difficult
to leaf and follow!! The island cannot
cope with more houses and people and
their cars without infrastructure
improvements coming FIRST! The notion
of another exit off the island has long
been talked of, almost being dangled as a
'promise' to get the extra houses agreed
but then never gets passed. Do
Corringham want the road their end??
This will be the next excuse no doubt.
Will the housing that you want to build be
affordable? As things stand at the
moment I object to more building!!!
760 new homes will increase the amount
of vehicles on the roads of Canvey, which
will increase congestion, at certain times it
is impossible to leave the island in a
reasonable time. 760 new homes will
increase the population by a minimum of
2,000 more residents. There is no
mention of new surgeries or more doctors
to cope with this. The public transport on
the island is pathetic, why is there not bus
service solely on the island for the
residents. Not everybody wants to go to
Basildon and Southend, people without
transport can go shopping, visit friends,
dentist, doctors, schools.
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NLPPS642

Graham
Bateman

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS643

Corinne
Gill

New Local
Plan 2016

Jean
Fordham
Barbara
Collins

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS646

J Jones

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS647

Lynn
Dawson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS644
NLPPS645

NLPPS648
NLPPS649

Henry &
Sandra
Beck
Beatrice
Cook

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Hadleigh & Benfleet - If this plan goes
ahead then the infrastructure must be
improved in Hadleigh were the proposed
school is to be built. Manor Trading
Estate the infrastructure will not support
the increase in traffic movement. Canvey Island - If the infrastructure is not
improved leading onto the Island then the
knock on effect will be GRID LOCK into
Hadleigh, Benfleet from Victoria
Roundabout and the A13 also if an
accident on Canvey Way again Grid Lock
out to the A127. To build any properties
commercial or housing before improving
the road links first will be disastrous.
Dates should be put on the projects to
improve the road links also the
developers must be asked to
contribute to improvement. At the
present time roads are very often bumper
to bumper this is not good for the
environment. If 2000 homes are built then
there will be about 4000 cars extra on the
roads plus commercial traffic.
Feel any further development on Canvey
is foolhardy. Infrastructure of roads and
drainage are lacking without any further
development. No more building on
Canvey until this is put into place.
Existing facilities are lacking. Cannot
understand how this proposal can be
approved, as it fails in all aspects. I am
sure this form has not been completed by
myself correctly but I have put my
opinions - although not what is asked by
yourselves - I feel that people’s views on
the development of Canvey should be
taken seriously. It is not rocket science to
conclude that our drainage network is
lacking - evidence of the recent floodings
of roads and properties. Our roads are
running at full capacity - evidence of
complete gridlock on regular basis. How
on earth can your proposals be justified
without addressing the existing problems.
No more building on Canvey!! Proposals
look good, if problems that already exist
are rectified - ???
No more building until our roads and
drains are sorted.
No more building until the infrastructure
has been looked at and sorted out.
Far too many houses proposed at
Thorney Bay Caravan Park. The
infrastructure of roads does not allow for
the extra numbers of vehicles this will
generate on our roads in Canvey nor the
drains can hardly copy now with
excessive rain fall.
Build roads on and off Canvey Island first.
No houses flats bungalows before this.
Roads first.
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Plan 2016

Don't know

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Want new roads off Island first.

No

NLPPS650

William
May

T2

NLPPS651

Maurice
William

H9

I'm against Thorney Bay Caravan Park
600 homes, and the extension of
Roscommon Way. Who profiting from all
this the owners of Thorney Bay, and why
does the Council don’t have the slugger ...
Clean the drains once a month.
Land south of Daws Heath - I thought this
was all woodland/farm land - shame to
lose it.
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No
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NLPPS652

Wendy &
Joesph
Keith

H6

NLPPS653

Wendy &
Joesph
Keith

H 10

NLPPS654

Patricia Iris
Bailey

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS655

Terence J
Warren

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS656

Janet
Dunford

H6

NLPPS657

Keith Low

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS658

Pamela
Kemp

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

If you build roads first so we have another
road off the Island before you build the
homes on Canvey I think you shouldn't
put more homes on Island until you do the
roads. We need another road on the
Island to get off the Island instead of just
one road on and off. We need to put a
road before you put new homes so the
Island can cope. New road off the Island
so we have two roads to get on and off.
If you build roads first so we have another
road off the Island before you build the
homes on Canvey I think you shouldn't
put more homes on Island until you do the
roads. We need another road on the
Island to get off the Island instead of just
one road on and off. We need to put a
road before you put new homes so the
Island can cope. New road off the Island
so we have two roads to get on and off.
No more building on Canvey!
No more properties required on Canvey
get the drainage sorted! We are fed up of
having to pay a plumber approx £90 every
6 weeks or so to clear our water and
adjacent properties. We also cannot cope
with anymore vehicles on the island, we're
constantly been held up on our roads
through accidents etc., not just minutes
but hours!
H6 Land off Point Road. The amount of
homes have increased from before. I
would like the number reduced so local
infrastructure to cope with new homes.
There needs to be an improved road
scheme to cope with the extra traffic. A
third road off the island is needed due to
the proposed builds.
Canvey Island is a flood plain and
according to the Prime Minister there are
to be no houses built on flood plains. No
houses. End of discussion. Our drainage
system desperately needs millions of
pounds to be spent on upgrade and
renewing and we are still waiting for those
millions. There are two hazardous sites
on Canvey so building more houses on
our flood plains would increase our
danger. We all know about the ever
increasing traffic jams when getting off
and on our island so imagine more
houses, more cars, more incidents. The
garden centre, which is a fantastic
gathering centre, for the islanders will
disappear like our hopes. More of our
children are playing on our perilous roads
as our fields disappear. Per square mile
the population in England is 700 on
Canvey Island the per square is 5,000.
So why are our voices on Canvey being
ignored?
You propose to build 760 new homes on
Canvey Island. Have you considered
where the children will go to school having
closed a large secondary school on the
Island? Where are the occupants of
these homes going to find local GP's most
of whom have their books closed and long
waits for appointments? Regarding all the
extra traffic - we struggle now to get on
and off the island particularly in rush hour
or if for instance an accident has occurred
it can take up to 3 hours if Canvey Way is
closed! As for the new road access on
and off the Island we have been promised
this for the last umpteen years and it has
never materialised. Last but by no means
least - flood defences. Over the last two
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years we have had localised flooding on
Canvey where pumping stations have
broken down or through sheer downfall of
rain. Where is all the rainwater going to
go after all these homes have been built
on what is now open land?

NLPPS659

Glynis Lee

NLPPS660

Victor
Clements

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS661

Amanda
McKenna

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS662

Brian
Stevens

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS663

Kirsten
Meeks

H9

NLPPS664

NLPPS665

Patricia
Gunn

Too many houses on the Island
No more building on Canvey as it is a
flood plain.
No more building on the Island until our
infrastructure is sorted as it is not enough
doctors/schools if there was an
emergency. As it is there would be too
many lives lost as would not be able to
get of island.
No more houses to be built on the Island
until the drainage system has been sorted
out and a third road off of Canvey
completed.
How do you intend to increase access to
Daws Heath with extra housing
proposed? It is really bad now at rush
hour/all the weekend from Rayleigh Weir
to the Woodmans. This is only going to
get worse with new housing proposed.

No
No

No

No

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Build no more houses / flats on Canvey

No

New Local
Plan 2016

Thank you for sending me the information
and details of the new Local Plan. As I
have sparse knowledge of legal
compliance, I feel that I cannot complete
this form to say it is either sound or
unsound. I do realise that your planning
department have access to advice from
the legal department, so therefore I
assume that this plan is legally compliant.
However, I do feel that to make a
judgement on this would be difficult for me
as the map has no road names, and, for
me, it is hard to work out exactly where
some of these areas cover, especially
areas E3 and H11 (1-4). The fact that this
is a large area (bound in yellow) I was
unsure if it would encroach into
Thundersley Village. When I moved here
in 1965, St. Georges ward was in its
infancy and known as New Thundersley.
St Georges church had just been built,
and we paid our taxes to Benfleet Urban
District Council. Over fifty years later it
has become almost impossible to get
anywhere due to the volume of traffic,
therefore I trust that future plans would
take this into account and ensure that
when the areas I have mentioned are
eventually opened up to housing, major
roads are built to take pressure off Church
Hill, Thundersley Village and Tarpots
Corner. I assume that Fane Road would
be considered as this would ease Sadlers
roundabout. I have utmost faith in your
planning department and would commend
them for the way they carry out the work
that they do. The future planning of 1,760
homes in Benfleet and another 760 on
Canvey will prove a logistical nightmare
when planning roads so wish them good
luck in this. I am grateful to see a nursing
home planned for Canvey but I would
have liked to see it planned to have part
of it as a cottage hospital as Castle Point
could do with having their own hospital
services. However I realise that the NHS
is not in a position to do this. I thank you
for all your hard work and wish you well

No
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with the Planning Inspector.

NLPPS666

David
Byford

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

We need better access and roads. The
roads are chocked up now, they are the
arteries of the area.

No

NLPPS667

Doreen
Francis

H1

No more houses

No

No

No

NLPPS668

Catherine
Waterton

New Local
Plan 2016

The amount of houses you intend to build
will cause an even bigger nightmare trying
to get off the island -both roads so far
have one roundabout which both roads
have to come off of it. Unless you build a
road that has a separate way off - and
built before you start building houses.

NLPPS669

Janice
Stokes

New Local
Plan 2016

Inspector has already been thank you
WE need speed bumps in place on the ...
Roundabouts, plus speed cameras along
Roscommon Road and Haven Road due
to more traffic and boy racers which has
been an ongoing problem for the last 4
years or more
Surely another road off Canvey Island
which has been promised for many years
should be more important as we have
enough problems getting off the Island
now. Also there should be more buses,
as the service to Basildon is unreliable.
I object on the basis of 1. volume of traffic
already on the island. 2. If an accident
happens anywhere on Canvey or Canvey
Way the roads become grid-locked. 3.
The drains can't deal with heavy rain as
shown during the recent heavy rainfall,
the more you build the more the natural
flood plain decreases. 4. In an
emergency we would never get off the
island and the sea is the only option!!! 5.
I know it is unlikely to happen but a third
road is a necessity.
How can you consider building more
homes until we get a 3rd road off Canvey.
I do not agree at all
Infrastructure, Road, Schools, Medical
Facilities, Roadways pollution, sewage all
not sufficient to take further building of
residential property. No emergency
services, risk of flooding suggested
building on flood plain.
H5 H6- 760 new houses that will be at
least 1,000 new cars and no new road to
get off the island. You need a lot more
drains for the houses.
I do think that all the houses H6 is too
much for this end of the island and with
Thorney Bay. Plus no full time fire station,
police station closed. I have lived on
Canvey for 75 years and it is no better
now.

NLPPS670

Michael
Peck

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS671

Gwen
Evans

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS672

Linda
Thomson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS673

Jean
Cornell

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS674

Hayley
Orford

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS675

Upset
Island

H5

NLPPS676

James
Trevillion

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS677

Elaine
Ashley

New Local
Plan 2016

No more building on Canvey!!!

No

New Local
Plan 2016

No enough roads off island! No enough
schools on Island! Not enough facilities
on Island! Drainage can’t cope at
moment! How many reasons do you
need to stop building on our overcrowded
island?

No

NLPPS678

Donna
Bennett

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes
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You need to do 1st before any new home
are built - 1. More schools - 2. More
doctors on the island. 3. Repair the
drainage system. 4. More roads off the
island or dual Canvey Way or New Road
of towards Southend. 5. Regeneration of
Canvey High Street. No development on
Canvey Island until we have a new road
Dear Sir/Madam without going into
chapter & verse re this proposals anybody
with half a brain cell can see there are
already too many houses on this island. I
thank god I’m retired as getting on and off
is a nightmare. Yours in good faith.
The only issue I have is that Canvey
Island is over developed. If you require to
build more houses then we need another
road off the island before building starts.
As it stands if there is a disaster then
there is no way everyone can be
evacuated and the blood will be on Castle
Point Council hands.
I agree your plans would be necessary
with the high influx of people coming into
the Country. Let’s hope there is enough
transport both road and rail to allow this.
Also I would hope that proper drainage to
prevent further flooding which seems
ongoing.
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NLPPS679

Terry
Hollingswo
rth

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS680

Brian &
Christine
Jeynes

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS681

Vivien
Perrett

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS682

Edward
Fearnly

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS683

Julia
Chopping

New Local
Plan 2016

No more building on Canvey Island

No

No

No

NLPPS684

Rita Atkins

New Local
Plan 2016

We are a small Island and all roads on
Canvey are not wide enough to take any
more cars all roads are chock a block with
cars getting on and off this Island is a
nightmare for youngsters getting to work.
I do not agree with any more housing
anywhere on our Island, as drainage and
flooding down most roads and more
housing is more and more cars on the
Island, why do we have to put up with
other people telling us we have to have
this housing they don’t live here. No more
houses on Canvey. The infrastructure
needs to be looked at and put in place
before these plans are considered.
Drainage and roads. I worry that
sometimes police and ambulance and fire
engines have a job to get down some of
these roads sometimes you can’t get into
your own driveways. "NO MORE
HOUSES"

NLPPS685

Rosina
Read

New Local
Plan 2016

NO MORE BUILDING ON CANVEY

NLPPS686

Doreen
Anderson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS687

John
Marshall
Anderson

New Local
Plan 2016

I want no more houses built on Canvey
Island because the drainage system on
the Island needs millions of pounds spent
on upgrading and renewing of old drains.
The road are not capable of taking any
more traffic as all routes merge at one
area, to go off the Island at Waterside
Farm roundabout. We have 2 hazardous
sites where you want to put 600 homes, I
totally disagree with this. It’s sad that
blinkered people make decisions that
mess up the lives of others. Same
comments as Section 5
1. I do not want any more houses built on
Canvey Island. Because the drainage
systems on the Island need millions of
pounds spent on upgrading and renewing
old drains it cannot cope with the houses
on the island now never mind building
more. 2. The road systems are not
capable of taking any more traffic as all
routes merge on one area to go off the
Island at Waterside Farm roundabout.
We have 2 hazardous site where you
want to build 600 homes. I totally

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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disagree with this. Same comments a
Section 5

NLPPS688

Richard
Walker

New Local
Plan 2016

Regarding this documentation there is no
doubt that this is misleading, regarding
the proposals for Canvey Islands large
scale developments have gone through
the planning process into outline planning.
Therefore how can these be proposals.
This document therefore is
misrepresentation and cannot be legal. I
also like to point out that development of
areas must meet the relevant
requirements i.e. flooding and hazardous
sites. Lastly this document would be
pulled apart in a court of law and be found
misleading at best. Disgraceful. I believe
the local plan is unsound as this does not
enhance or support the sustainability of
Canvey Island. Traffic congestion is a
major concern without the new
developments with more houses brings
more traffic which leads onto the problem.
Should the Island need to evacuated due
to a major incident (Hazardous sites) this
could not be achieved. Further problems
such as drainage flooding indicates to me
that further developments on Canvey
would prove to be unsound planning.

NLPPS689

David
Gregory

New Local
Plan 2016

NO MORE BUILDING ON CANVEY

NLPPS690

Marion
Moss

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS691

Joanne
Rayner

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS692

Barbara
Taylor

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS693

Alan Taylor

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS694

David
Williams

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS695

Joanne
Laws

New Local
Plan 2016

Too many houses proposed for this
Island. We do not have the facilities to
cope with this proposal i.e. schools,
roads. We do need the new road linking
Northwick Road to Manor Road
Corringham. The Island has been
forgotten. The road Roscommon Way,
called the road to nowhere. Will only
benefit Thorney Bay village if this is
intended to be extended.
NO MORE HOUSES ON CANVEY UNTIL
A 3RD ROAD IS BUILT AND DRAINAGE
SYSTEMS RENEWED.
There must be no building on Canvey.
Already where an old house has been
demolished a block of flats have been
built - increasing population before even
the local plan is considered by the
Inspector. The infrastructure is not
suitable for the existing population!!
Flooding in heavy rain etc. Congestion
during rush hour, Saturdays & Sundays
and if there is an accident is totally
unacceptable. All traffic having to pass
round Waterside Farm roundabout. A
route off Canvey not using this
roundabout is essential and a third road.
No more building on Canvey Island.
Infrastructure needs overhauling. Also
need a third road off the Island.
No more major development until
Canvey's Roads, drainage system and the
infrastructure improved, also was a
proposed site at rear of Limburg Road.
Why not shown on plan.
Not enough Green Belt on Island to keep
using it for housing. Houses on stilts
could reduce what current properties
worth. Roads on Canvey cannot cope
with more people!! Drains can't cope
already. Schools & doctors - can they
cope? * Most important thing is to: - 3rd
Road!!! Drains that can cope.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS696

Kathleen
Rastall

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS697

Henry
Mckenna

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS698

Robert
Frith

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS699

Roy
French

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS700

EmmaJane
Chelton

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS701

Ruth & Bob
Chapman

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS702

Susan
Monte

H9

NLPPS703

Suzanne
Leigh

H9

NLPPS704

Dawn Hart

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS705

John Cates

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Infrastructure not adequate for existing
properties, let alone future building.
Please no more building on Canvey
Island. Please inform your Councillors
that residents of Kings park DO pay rates
to CPBC. I was also astounded to learn
that the residential properties of Kings
park, amounting to almost 1,000 homes
are not included in the count of properties
on the Island. Please rectify this
omission. Please also remind CPBC that
Kings Park Village is no longer a Holiday
park. Thank you.
No more building on Island until the
infrastructure is improved. As a result of
insufficient roads of the island this council
may face a charge of corporate
manslaughter owing to no means of
getting of island in an emergency.
This is probably the most misleading and
unhelpful from the council has managed
to produce. Until I received the guide
letter (attached) from the Jotmans Farm
Action Group I had no idea how to reply.
There should be no buildings on flood
plains or green belt land, or where roads
are already congested.
I not agree with so many houses being
built as the roads, schools and doctor's
surgery’s cannot cope. The schools and
doctors have no room as it is, and we
could do with Canvey Way being turned in
to a dual carriageway and also Somnes
Avenue having another lane to cope with
the traffic. Other than that I do agree to
other plans as I think it will be good for
Canvey Island.
In our opinion there should be no more
building of any kind until the infrastructure
is in place to cope with it and we are no
longer at risk of flooding.
My concerns involve H9. Developing 180
homes all with only one access route onto
the Rectory Rd/Daws Heath Rd with no
other means of entry/exit. It is unrealistic
to have a further 180 homes with probably
a majority of those homes with at least 2
cars with only one available access route.
It will also contribute to the problems or
the Woodmans roundabout which is
already really congested at times. I also
think that in building on green belt there
should be provisions for country
walkways/access to be available around
that area it is to be developed. Something
should be given back to the community for
building on this land. H9. Less houses to
be built and a further access road.
Footpaths for country walks to be
available for the community.
There are major problems with traffic in
Hadleigh. No consideration should be
given to massive estates in Daws Heath
Road when the infrastructure is not in
place i.e. doctors schools and particularly
road improvements.
Another road off Canvey Island no more
building till drains are sorted out
There does not appear any mention of
flooding on the Island and how this is to
be rectified. All the bullet points of the
plan mean nothing to general public. Just
take care of the flooding, road congestion
and getting another road off of Canvey. I
have no idea if it is legally sound and
compliant don't think many people would.
Just look at your plans and you do not
take into account extra vehicles on the
road with more houses, nothing more
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NLPPS706

Walter
Huckle

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS707

Janet
Thomas

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS708

W Fill

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS709

Elaine
Harvey

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS710

Jill
Chapman

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

now. There’s no way you can relieve
pressure at busy junctions because that’s
just a wish for a new road to manor Way,
Thurrock Council won't allow it as they
have stated a numbers of times. Then we
come to the flooding until this can be
sorted who would by a new house on
Canvey. David Cameron said you don't
build on flood plain so let’s see what
government inspector has to say.
No more building on Canvey Island until e
have better drainage and another road off
(drainage totally inadequate and out of
date)
No more buildings!! We do not have the
infrastructure to cope! Our roads and
pavements are a disgrace. Before any
planning of new houses you need to
address the problems that exist. Flooding
is a serious problem to residents ensure
their needs are not met before adding to a
serious problem.
Better road infrastructure. Ensuring
pavements are safe. Ensure flooding risks
are kept to a minimum. No more houses
to be built on Canvey until all these
problems are addressed.
Dear Sir/Madam, I would like to
understand how any further development
in our already over congested South East
can cope with these extra houses when
it’s so hard to get Doctor, Dental and
hospital appts. Southend hospital is at
critical capacity. Schools also full! All of
these houses will probably have two cars
per household when our roads are
already ridiculously busy. Yours Sincerely,
W Fill
I have no idea whether the Local Plan is
Legal or not and I would be surprised if
"Joe Public" knows either. My concern is
that the roads on Canvey Island already
cannot cope with the amount of traffic,
more houses will mean even more
vehicles. Our roads flood every time there
is heavy rain and the houses that are
already here are being flooded more often
than they should because the drainage
system is not fit for purpose. More
housing will mean more people will have
their lives turned upside down by flooding
into their homes and destroying their
possessions. These problems with the
traffic and drainage NEED to be sorted
out BEFORE the council even look at
where new home could be built.
Points for Survey – Canvey Island
Roads
• Expanding Roscommon Way will
obviously disburse the traffic from
Sommes Avenue and Long Road would
increase the traffic around the small
narrow roads leading back through on to
Long Road.
• Many are too narrow and insufficient to
cope with the volume of traffic we have.
Cars parked outside the houses both
sides of the road so you have to go in and
out some cars still do 30 mph down these
roads.
• Infrastructure regarding the roads on
around and off the Island – they cannot
cope.
• To narrow roads would not cope with the
event of a fire / or other large vehicles if
there was a serious problem.
• Recently we have had 3 serious
accidents along the Long Road – Outside
William Read School / North Avenue area,
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Southwick / Catholic Church and Hamilton
Court / Rose Road / Lionel Road area.
Perhaps we should be thinking of Road
safety as well – perhaps the decrease the
speed limit from 30 mph to 20 mph on all
the roads on the Island especially the built
up area.
• Creating a new road linking Northwick
Road, Canvey Island to Manor Way,
Corringham –will this not be creating a lot
of traffic through Corringham. Yes, we
understand that we need to build another
road off the island. Should we not be
thinking about easing the Traffic around
the Island not just off the Island.
• The Saddlers farm Around about is also
heavily congested with traffic every
evening I come home – the main area is
the Benfleet Tarpots area – the cars block
the exit to get on the leading lanes for
Canvey. Getting on Canvey sometimes is
a problem as cars do not always let you
in. Another way is to encourage people to
use public transport
• Pot holes – keep appearing
• Roundabout between Sadlers Farm and
fair Glen – the approach road to the
connection to the A130 southbound has
huge queues – the oncoming traffic from
the A13 etc stream past those coming
from Fair Glen going onward Northbound
on the A130 are not as frequent. Cars are
now coming from the A13 down the A130
(North) (Sadlers Farm) turning round on
the intersection to go back up the A130
southbound to join the queue for either
Tarpots or Canvey Island. The same with
some people who use the Fair Glen round
to go back Southbound to Sadlers farm.
This queue of traffic adds another 20 or
so minutes on most journeys.
Flooding
• In general a good look at the flood
defences and drainage systems on the
Island and other parts of Castle point. No
buildings should be built whatsoever
before these are looked into.
• Drains at Jones’ – near the telephone
box/fish and chip shop – should the
slit/rubbish not be cleared – the amount of
water that sits there at times is not good.
If this was cleared then the flow of water
would ease.
o Thursday 23rd June 2016 – Yet another
down part of heavy rain and the roads
cannot cope with how much rain has
fallen.
o Friday 17th June 2016 – yet another
pour of rain. A majority of roads were
flooded and the drains could not take the
amount of water that fell during the day. In
the evening there were still large pools of
water. Believe that at Jones’s corner had
a lot of rain and the water took a long time
to ease. Sainsbury’s had water coming in
their store and loads of other areas.
o Should we ever have a situation like in
1953. – I believe that there would be a
few survivors. The population has grown
since then and the amount of housing has
also increased but the flood land plains
have decreased.
o Will the Councillors take full
responsibility for the loss of lives should
there be a scenario of 1953. Will our
relations be able to sue you personally for
the loss of our lives.
• Brewster Close – the drain outside
house No 1 and No 2 always floods as it
cannot take the amount of water.

Page 155 of 487

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Surrounding area for the drain at No 8 is
too high to take the water.
• Drains cleaned regularly
• Building on existing land will increase
the Flooding as there is nowhere for the
water to go but sit on the ground.
• Our Drainage needs to be looked into
before any building is done
• All the original dykes have disappeared
which took the water they have been built
over.
• People creating drive ways in their
garden to park their cars – where does
the water go – yep builds up and creates
pools of water.
• We are in support of creating a flood
defence for the Island, we are below sea
level so surely we should consider first
and full most the welfare of out residences
in providing a safe flood free Island before
building any roads, housing, industrial
Estates. Seeing the surrounding area of
green and creating a more wildlife area
which also could be our flood defence
seems a more idealist approach
• Whilst walking to the polling station
today, I noticed that a lot of houses who
have paved over their front gardens these
were under a lot of water. Also whilst
walking I did notice that there were a lot of
roads which had a large pools of water –
which had nowhere to go. After the heavy
rain fall we had around 5.45/7.00ish. Then
the sun came out.
Housing
Old bungalows – large gardens are being
pulled down and were one residence
stood a number of houses are being built
– this could be 3 or 4 on the plot. This
reduces the garden to soak up the
rain/water and also providing less parking
spaces – no front gardens as these are
paved over for parking spaces – although
the over fill goes on to the already heavily
parked narrow roads.
As the roads are narrow – parking is a
problem – the number of roads where by
you drive down and on the left side the
cars are parked and you only have one
side of the road to get through – the front
gardens have been turned into driveways
but they are not large enough to cope with
the number of cars the family have.
Drainage/flooding – are we really able to
build these houses on land which is
known as ‘flood’ we as an island (like
other areas Benfleet/Hadleigh etc) already
have a high population and the over –
crowding of the roads – large amount of
cars which need to be parked
somewhere.
Schools
• One comprehensive was close and
merged with another school (Furtherwick
Park / Castle View). So we now only have
two comprehensives (Castle View /
Cornelius Vermuyden) on the island.
Should the population explode then we
would need another comprehensive
school.
• The original Castle View School building
now split for technical College and the
other half sold off to create a separate
school for Jewish Children. Believe also
some of the land will be used for housing.
• Will there be another school being
created as the population will increase if
we build another 760 houses there will not
be just 760 people living in these homes.
The population will treble and more that
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plus the additional cars, needs for the
amenities.
Transport
• Making alternative transport more
frequent and cheaper
• Encourage people to use public
transport which would help. – Transport
isn’t great either, not enough buses/trains
– cost is high and the need to be regular
times etc.
Regeneration of Canvey Town Centre
• Not in favour of the re-vamping of the
Town Centre – if it means knocking down
the current shops – Would be in favour of
re-vamping the shop fronts – to
encourage more retailers in but obviously
reducing the rates would encourage
Traders to come. We currently have a lot
of Estate Agents / Charity Shops.
• Litter – Encourage all residents to pick
up litter outside their homes – seem some
residents sweep their fronts and sweep all
the bits and pieces on the pavements /
kerbs of their houses – what is the point of
that. Also deter residents from using the
public bins as their rubbish bins and
placing in the bins. Should this be
allowed. Jones’ corner – always see a lot
of rubbish placed around the glass/Tin
collection – which isn’t very nice.
Other Points
• Doctors/Dentist
• Small Hospital
• Elderly and Disabled Persons – Services
to the Elderly and Disabled so they can
remain in their own homes – so that they
stay in their own homes instead of
residential care
• Schools – should the population
explodes
• Transport
• Road Cleaning / Drain Cleaning (I end
up keeping outside my house tidy by
sweep and clearing the weeds from the
pavement and make sure that the leaves
don’t go down the drains – sometimes we
fail and at the moment the drains has a lot
of leaves down there
• Pavements – which are not even
• Keeping the old Council Office / Health
Centre tidy free from weeds. The lovely
display of flowers at the front is wonderful,
shame about the brick wall – one side as
this seems to need to be rebuilt as there
are bricks missing. Perhaps we should
ask members of the public to donate a
brick or two to help fix it – I have several if
you need them! The holly trees need a
couple of sacks of compost. It’s lovely to
see these little areas looking lovely and
attracting the birds.
• Keeping as much grassland as possible
to encourage the wildlife. Encouraging the
population on Canvey Island and within
Castle point to see how much we have.
How we need to have wildlife/insects to
keep us going – without Bees/Worms and
other insects we are nothing.
Volunteers
Volunteers now taking on tiding up
Canvey island – don’t we pay our Rates
for this
Congratulations to the ‘Thorney Bay
Volunteers’ on their effects to keeping that
area clean. The Concord Beach Rangers
Congratulations to the group who keep
the Grave Yard tidy
Keeping the Lakeside are cleaned
Would support any other group which is
set up to clear rubbish – perhaps there
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should be a number of these groups along
the sea wall – especially down by the
Lobster Smack and further down towards
the West Wick area.

NLPPS711

Cathy
Jefferys

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS712

Sylvia
Peters

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS713

Barbara &
Edwin
Goldsmith

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS714

Doreen
Welch

New Local
Plan 2016

My concerns are that recently Anglian
water has said that "conveys drains are at
full capacity and the pipe works is too
small hence the "back up" causing local
flooding. Island councillors are and
Rebecca Harris is aware of this re 'future
development' new infrastructure to put in
place before any more development so
both items must be completed before
proposed developments.
When we cannot even stop the ones that
we have already from living in fear every
time there is a drop of rain, Canvey the
way it is now should not have any more
housing erected unless it is one pulled
down and a new one put on the same
site, instead of two on even three on the
same spot which has happened in the
past. Before there are any more homes
built improve the transport the sewage the
drainage so that Canvey can still be a
pleasant place as it once was many years
ago. I was born in Canvey and have seen
the decline of the roads, pavements lack
of drainage mostly due to the fact that
nearly all the dykes have been filled in
which were put there due to the fact it was
reclaimed land and they are needed.
Why is it now thought that we can
possible support all the extra housing that
is proposed to be built on Canvey.
Drain systems need to be sorted out on
Canvey before hundreds of new houses
are built. Also road infrastructure off the
island needs to be addressed before
hundreds of new houses are built. Been
here 10 months and we love living here,
thank you.
1. Flooding all over the island, Monico
Corner car park entrance, my road - as it
is a dead end road we could not get
through the flooding as it was so deep.
People’s houses being flooded heavy rain
over the last few years is destroyed. The
Island. 2. Traffic congestion all over the
island. 3. In an emergency no one will be
able to get off the island. 4. All roads
converge onto Waterside Farm
roundabout. 5. Industrial areas built on
will cause more of the above problems. 6.
Canvey cannot cope with anymore
houses and who approved 600 houses on
a holiday camp - cars increased by
double, triple or more. Even now the High
Street cannot cope with traffic from end of
island another 160 houses means
increase of cars double or triple. 7.
Guidelines and form not written for the
general public. I consider myself
intelligent but these guidelines and form
unintelligible.
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This letter is in response to the Castle
Point Borough Council's Public
Representation State Representation
form. My representations relate generally
to the "Proposals for Canvey Island" as
follows. 1. In view of the present
transport problems, no works should
commence until the new road from
Northwick road to Manor Way has been
completed. In the past the other local
Authority involved has steadfastly refused
to consider the proposal as outlined. If
this is the current position, an alternative
route must be found and put into
operation before any building works are
started. 2. The extension to Roscommon
Way must also be completed prior to the
commencement of construction of the
houses at Thorney Bay Caravan Park. 3.
There is little mention of the infrastructure
together with the social needs such as
doctors, teachers, police etc. Most items
are stretched already, in particular the
serious difficulties caused by rainfall
flooding in most parts of the island. The
recent survey of the rainwater drainage
system has shown it is not fit for purpose
but no action has yet been taken. The
condition of the whole infrastructure has
to be reviewed and, where necessary, the
actions to bring them up to standard, must
be carried out promptly. 4. There should
be a timetable for the building of the 600
houses at Thorney Bay Caravan Park and
it should take into account the number of
dwellings being built in the Borough as a
whole.
I believe this Local Plan is an
improvement on previous plan which
included higher dwelling numbers and
further infringement on green belt. I do
however have following concerns. H8
The number of dwellings will impact traffic
on hilly section of A13 between Kenneth
road and Catherine Road. Cars pulling in
and out of this development may cause
dangerous braking particularly on traffic
coming down A13 westbound. H8)
Impact on unmade roads in semi rural
area behind (south) H8. Impact on wildlife
and character of this area. Other
concerns. 1. Can we have assurance
that if this plan adopted that developers
will be aware that this is our plan and that
dwelling numbers are included and won’t
be exceeded. If developers submit plan
outside of the local plan what is the
Council's policy? In particular developers
plans which encroach on Green Belt. 2.
Please provide assurance that
infrastructure and services will be
improved/increased accordingly. i.e. NHS
services, police services, schools &
preschools, drainage Roads - please
ensure that junction improvements are
genuinely going to improve the flow of
traffic both on junction and surrounding
roads. Tarpots and Sadlers farm
improvements in recent years in my
opinion could have been optimised. 3.
2031 is not a long way into future.
Assurance that future local plans are very
carefully considered with regard to above
comments.
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Brenda
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11 Promoting
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I wish to support the Council's plan and
their efforts to preserve the greenbelt from
being developed hence saving it for future
generations. The local need for housing
must be tempered by where it can be
achieved so that encroaching into the
greenbelt and be in keeping with the
surrounding areas. It is no good building
large estates that swamp the indigenous
population especially where the
infrastructure is already stretched to its
limit. The Council's planned proposals
are to be recommended and will obviously
be adopted over the years to
accommodate changes in infrastructure
and local needs hopefully without any
political pressures.
I have no idea how to fill this form in and I
suspect 80% of Castle Point residents will
not know either.
I would like to see all the houses built on
the land nearest the A127. We have
continual traffic from the homes already
built in the area, trying to get to these
main roads. The Council should only
consider building adjacent to the A127 the
H11 land could take more homes with
access directly onto the A130.
I am sorry I do not understand this form. I
agree with your plans expect for the
building of more houses on the Island.
The Island is covered already.
I have filled in what I understand of this
form. As I don't drive and the planned
houses are not near me its n/a to me, but
if all this housing is to take place on the
Island why are there not any new schools,
doctors surgery's & most importantly a
new road off the Island in this planning.
Like myself the basic home owner
wouldn't know how to do this form it is a
waste of time and money. What your
proposing on Canvey is unthinkable how
can we cope with the traffic etc. The
home will only be for immigrate and likes
of. My son who is a taxpayer and has
been since he left school, can't be helped
by Council.
Do not understand what you are saying.
All we want is less housing and more
infrastructure, i.e. police, fire station,
doctors. No new housing until new road
is built. Canvey Way already congested,
yet another fatal accident this week. I
have lived on the Island 40+ years and for
the last 30 years a new road has been
talked about. You've talked the talk now
walk the walk.
It would have been nice if you relied less
on confusing paperwork and made it all
clearer. Who besides Thurrock Council
will benefit from Manor Way to Canvey
Road? Most people from Canvey work
locally or use train to London. So who
besides the huge lorries from the new port
in Thurrock would use it? With the lorries
going to/from Saddlers Farm would cause
even more gridlocks.
This form is full of gobbledy gook to me.
H7 Scrub Lane. Just want to protest at
the amount of homes to be built, are there
going to be parking spaces for them &
visitors and of course for the new school.
Traffic now at school term times is
gridlock. So what will it be like for another
64 homes when they are built, plus the
school traffic? Scrub Lane with its humps
& bumps and narrow road is difficult to
drive through? Is the infrastructure in
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place? i.e. sewerage & drainage etc.

NLPPS726

Robert
Mitchell

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

NLPPS727

Christine
Bell

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS728

Victor
Nevin

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS729

Frances
Hutchings

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS730

Linda
Rogers

New Local
Plan 2016

Sir, I am writing to do two things 1) to
agree with your plans to develop the area
over the next 15 years, and express my
concern over the ability of the road
system to cope with this development. 2)
to express my bewilderment at the
wording i.e. the complexity of the jargon
etc in the Publication Stage
Representation Form Guidelines. In feel it
to be a real turn off to public consultation
as most people will just bin it. An
indication of this will be reflected in the
number of responses you receive. Why
can't it be written in plain English. Please
advise me of the number of responses to
this form and how many were produced &
delivered.
No more houses on Canvey before there
is another road off & the drains are sorted
due to accident top of Canvey Way took
my husband 2 hours to get to hospital for
stitches. Could not get to Orsett or
Basildon. This is out of order. No more
houses. please let me know how
someone like me is to understand legally
compliant, sound etc.
As you are fully aware these forms have
no relevance to the common householder
on Canvey. They are full of jargon and
make no sense to the main in the street,
which is something the Council and
planning dept are banking on so as
objections cannot be aired and heard.
How many of the people proposing this
mass building project live on Canvey "lets
build on Canvey and don't worry about
any ones concerns as we don't live there"
I can hear people say. Wednesday 11th
may accident Canvey way, gridlock,
couldn't get on or off. One of many
occasions (god forbid there is a real or
major catastrophe). Too many people on
Canvey already. Can't get doctor’s
appointment. Can’t get preferred schools.
Too many people and vehicles already.
Terrible infrastructure. Too many people
already. Too many traditional Turkish
barbers. Too many eateries. Too many
people already. 600 houses on Thorney
Bay. Where do caravan dwellers get
rehomed to "maybe a new home on
Thorney Bay". Canvey is just a dumping
ground. Get a new or maybe two new
roads off before a major accident and
fatalities happen. Don't try to pull the wool
over people’s eyes and let them believe
there is no way out of this predicament.
This island is too congested and the
authorities know it. Build elsewhere
where the only way to access and egress
is not just one junction (Waterside
roundabout). Get real. Too many outside
and non local factions are buying and
already own land on Canvey and the local
authorities just don't give a damn. Many
thanks.
No more houses till main drainage
updated and new road agreed. P.S. Your
form was made to be deliberately
confusing - didn't understand a word of it,
and I don't have skills issues.
Cannot understand this at all!! All I know
is we do not need any more housing on
Canvey until roads and drainage is sorted.
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New Local
Plan 2016
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No more houses on Canvey because of
our flooding problems but then you
already know that. Will fill the form in
when you send one people can
understand.
I really could not understand the wording
or meaning of this form. The point I make
is that no building of new properties
should be undertaken until all the services
and utilities are adequate to support this
proposed new building plan. Primarily a
much improved road system on and off
Canvey Island should be in a place before
and new house and commercial building
is started.
Do not understand the form, but do not
wish for more homes to be built on
Canvey Island, unless one is being
demolished and replaced with new one.
I do not understand this form if you are
asking if we want more houses on Canvey
the answer is NO!!! But they will come.
This form is far too complicated.
Infrastructure improvements need to be
made on Canvey island before thinking
about new homes. Drainage/flooding &
traffic problems are major issues to most
residents. It can take 45 mins or more to
get from Sadlers Farm to Waterside!! We
need another route away that doesn't use
Waterside roundabout. Flooding occurs
far too often on various roads across the
Island.
To be honest don't understand what you
are asking. Mine opinion is based on
Canvey, as that is where it will affect me.
No more housing until you "Council,
Government" do something about drains,
roads, traffic and schools.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I would
like to take part but being of the older
group of people and not being legally
qualified am rather at a loss to understand
the questions put forward. It follows on
that I fail to see how I can be reasonably
expected to make representation as to
whether the New Local Plan (2016) is a)
Legally Compliant b) Sound c) Complies
with the Duty to Co-Operate Concerning
the last point you do not indicate who or
what body, you are referring to when you
ask is the NLP compliant with the Duty to
Co-Operate. ON that point alone, the
answer must surely be that it is not. As a
concerned resident and having made the
above statement, I do wish to "To have a
say" as is my right as provided by the
Localism Act. Please accept this letter as
an addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I of course
support any revision to the NLP which
gives protection and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough, I include both
Canvey island and the Mainland in this. It
is pleasing that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
draw particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We do have a
right to breathe clean air. To allow
developments of Greenbelt sites such as
Jotmans Farm and Dutch Village, to name
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NLPPS738

Sarah &
Simon
Rivett

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

just 2 would place an unbearable strain on
the local infrastructure and public
services. Such a plan would detract from
the Health and well being of all families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, this
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It does not matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differential
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access to provide the Canvey
Island community with access to major
opportunities (Shell Haven DP World Part
at Stanford-Le-Hope developments).
Crucially, such a route may also form an
alternative evacuation route from Canvey
Island in the event of an emergency. 2. In
addition, not taken into consideration, are
the hundreds of trees planted along this
route and paid for by Residents (of which I
am one) in memory of loved ones, which
would be ripped up to make way for the
dualling. How does the Council plan to
address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
Thank you for sending me the Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form, however,
I must say it is very difficult for members
of the general public to understand it,
especially as I do not have a legal
qualification or understand the planning
process in great details. I therefore have
no idea what it is I am to do and how I can
make a representation as to whether the
new Local Plan is legally compliant, sound
or complies with the duty to co-operate.
We are in total favour of protecting the
Greenbelt in our Borough, allowing
development would place a ridiculous
amount of strain on the local infrastructure
and would make living here a nightmare.
We bought our house to raise a family in
and these plans would ruin our future this
for us and many other families in this
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area. Please ensure this plan does not
pass.

NLPPS739

Graham
Cornwell

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS740

Lynsey
Cutts

New Local
Plan 2016

Thank you for sending me details of the
new Local Plan, Guidance & Response
Form. I am grateful to be allowed the
opportunity to participate in this very
important decision. However I have
struggled to really understand the
questions and what is required from me.
Therefore, I have only completed Part A1
& signed. Please accept this letter as my
response to the new Local Plan. I am
extremely relieved & thankful that the
Council has acknowledged its residents
concerns with regard to the protection of
Greenbelt. It is vital that it is preserved for
the well being of Castle Point. Although
development on Jotmans Farm does not
now form part of the Local Plan, I
understand that the developers have
appealed. I sincerely hope that the
Council will do all in its power to resist this
development. There is just not the
infrastructure for building over & above
that which is already included in the Local
Plan. The only other concern I have is
that a third road from Canvey Island is
vital to cope with the current & future
volume of traffic and the provision of a
third "escape route" in the event of any
potential evacuation of the island.
Duelling of the current route is not viable traffic should be diverted from saddlers
Farm roundabout. I hope that you are
able to take my response (&those of
others) into account.
When the council decide to send a
document which can be understood and
simple for the people who elected them to
send comments. This is when I will fill out
properly. Please note if the council refuse
to improve infrastructure, a five year plan
that no longer applies, a shop in
Knightswick that is a waste of money and
gives no real information. Ignores advice
from the waterboard regarding the state of
our drainage system. How can you
possibly put forward a plan to create more
homes on an island that cannot possibly
cope with all the building it has now.
Sending a document which clearly cannot
be understood, or making it near possible
to object to plans does not constitute a fair
and democratic process. This is not a
new local plan just another waste of
money improve what we have might be a
start. Although not expected please reply
in a manner which can be read and
understood. Incomprehensible language.
Sorry but this document is not sound the
plans are not a new local plan.
Modifications, ridiculous, a complete
waste of time improve drainage, do not
add a system that cannot cope improve
infrastructure, roads cannot cope. A
shopping centre you no longer have the
money to improve - where has this gone.
A totally corrupt system and council yet
again - well done!
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NLPPS741

Frank
Sugden

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS742

Raymond
Hilton

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

I certainly wish to take part but I feel the
questions are not worded to include
myself as I truly cannot understand them.
I do not have any legal qualifications nor
am I versed in the intricate mechanisms of
the planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how it can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the duty to cooperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish "To Have a Say as is
my right as provided by the Localism Act.
This, please accept this letter as addition
to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
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NLPPS743

June
Thompson

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues.
Whether the road is closed due to an
accident or incident, it doesn't matter how
many lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the duelling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
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Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning Inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
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see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.

NLPPS744

Peter
Harwin

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS745

James
Brunton

New Local
Plan 2016

As I do not have any legal or planning
knowledge, I feel I am unable to answer
these questions. How can I decide legally compliant, sound or complies with
the Duty to Co-Operate? (who is the NLP
compliant).
Please accept this as an addition to the
representation form as I am a concerned
resident and support any revision to the
NLP that will protect the green belt in our
borough.
The sites at Jotmans Farm & Dutch
Village would lose substantial green belt
areas and place huge pressure on local
infrastructure and public services. Surely
this would detract from our well being and
health.
Also with view to the widening of A130 –
Canvey Way, surely a third route onto the
island would be of more benefit, this road
has been completely closed many times
due to accidents and causes gridlock in all
the surrounding areas.
I hope the council will seek to secure our
‘futures’.
We received a copy of the New Local
Plan along with the Guidance and
Response Form; whilst wishing to take
part I feel that the working of the
questions doesn't seem to include myself
or any other member of the general
public. I am not legally trained nor do I
understand the complicated planning
process mechanisms so cannot fully
understand the questions listed on the
Response Form, that being the case how
am I able to make representation as to
whether the NLP (2016) is
a. Legally compliant
b. Sound or
c. Complies with the Duty to Co-operate
Regarding point c) you give no indication
as to who or what Body you refer to when
asking if the NLP is compliant with the
Duty to Co-operate so the answer must
surely be No, it is not.
As concerned residents & having made
the above statement we do wish to ‘Have
a Say’ as is our right as provided by the
Localism Act, therefore please accept this
letter as an addition to the attached
Response Form.
We support any revisions to the NLP
which protect and seeks to preserve our
Borough’s Greenbelt, including both
Canvey Island and mainland in this and
am please that the Council has listened to
its residents and voted to put local people
first.
Local residents responded
overwhelmingly to the Consultation on the
previous Draft NLP as there was a huge
concern regarding the possible erosion of
our green spaces and the very precious
Greenbelt areas which have a mitigating
effect on Air Pollution.
With regards to allowing development of
Greenbelt Sites, Jotmans and the Dutch
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Village to name just 2, would place a huge
strain on local infrastructure and public
services. This would detract from the
health and wellbeing of families
throughout Castle Point and indeed
beyond our boundaries.

NLPPS746

Janet
Mason

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS747

Barry
Huntley

New Local
Plan 2016

Dualling of Canvey Way
This proposal is a waste of tax payer’s
money; when the road is closed due to an
incident the whole area becomes
absolutely gridlocked and however many
lanes there are it would not affect the
traffic chaos that ensues both through the
Borough and again beyond.
We have felt for many years, increasingly
so, that the best solution would be a third
road off of Canvey which would also
provide an emergency evacuation route
which is sorely needed as the present
system is not capable of providing such
an escape route due to the ever
increasing amount of traffic.
If Canvey Way was to be dualled what
would happen to the Memorial Trees that
are planted along the road, this would be
a very sensitive issue for families who
have lost loved ones so surely this must
also be considered if the dualling was to
go forward.
Government Policy providers our Borough
Council and its Officers with tools to
protect our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and Planning Inspector to make
this point; we need our Council Officers to
have the willpower & conviction to see this
through.
For future of our Borough we urge our
Council to do everything within its power
to make sure that this plan does pass all
three tests as above to meet the
Inspector’s approval.
I have not completed enclosed form
because I didn't understand it like many
people I have spoken to who live on
Canvey Island. I strongly object to any
building on Canvey Island due to recent
years of flooding. I was flooded out of my
home for over 6 months while floors were
ripped out to dry the property. On Friday
17th June I came very close to it
happening again. The Island cannot take
any more building until all the drains and
system's are looked at.
I consider myself reasonably intelligent
but do not understand this form as so
many people I know agree with me. Only
want to say that our infrastructure cannot
cope now. So how do you propose this to
improve with so many building
developments you have planned in the
near future. You have made this form as
complicated as you can, with a view to
minimal response!

No

No

Page 169 of 487

NLPPS748

Linda
Lynch

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS749

Laura
Bluemel

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

With reference to the above, I wish to take
part but do not understand the questions
as I do not have any legal qualifications
and therefore have difficulty in responding
whether:
a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound
c) Complies with the Duty to co-operate
With regard to (c) what or who are
referring to so the answer must be that it
is not but as a concerned resident it is my
right to ‘have my say’ and therefore
accept this letter as an addition to the
response Form.
I am happy that the Council is at last
listening to the residents and I support
any revision to the NLP to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough, Canvey Island
and the Mainland. I’m sure from the
response of the previous Draft NLP you
realise that we do not want to lose our
Greenbelt, we have a right to breathe
fresh air which will be denied by families
in this area as well as the extra strain on
public service and transport.
Dualling of the Northern Section of the
A130 Canvey way to and from Sadlers
Farm Junction
When an accident occurs on this road and
it is closed which makes no difference
how many lanes there are as there is
nowhere else to go. The obvious answer
is to have a Third Road off Canvey Island
which was referred to as ‘The Canvey
Regeneration Link Road’ in 2007/8.
Mouchel Group
14 Jan 2008 produced for ECC
Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result ECC is keen
to investigate the feasibility of an addition
access route to provide the Canvey Island
Community with access to major job
opportunities.
More importantly such as route may also
form an alternative evacuation route from
Canvey Island in the event of an
emergency.
Another question to be answered, what
will happen to the trees planted along this
route and paid for by Residents in
memory of loved ones?
The Government provides Castle Point
Borough Council and its officers with the
ammunition to protect our Greenbelt and
should endeavour to pass all three tests
above to meet the approval of the
Inspector to secure the future of our
Borough.
We are in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. We do
have an opinion on the future of our local
area but are unsure as to how to go about
it. We have read the paperwork but fail to
see how we can make representation as
to whether the New Local Plan (2016) is:
(a) Legally Compliant; (b) Sound; (c)
Complies with the Duty to co-operate. We
are concerned residents and having made
the above statement, we do wish to
express our opinion which is our right as
provided by the Localism Act. Therefore,
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NLPPS750

Joan
Cilkas

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

please accept this letter as an addition to
the Response Form which accompanies
this letter. We support any changes to the
NLP which seeks to preserve the
greenbelt in our area. The vast majority of
local residents appreciate and make full
use of our green spaces and we must
protect these at all costs for our children’s’
futures and the health of all. Allowing
development of greenbelt sites such as
Jotmans Farm would place a huge strain
on the local infrastructure. Have you ever
attempted to drive along Kents Hill Road
or Benfleet High Road before 9am on a
week day morning? The local GP and
dental surgeries are at full capacity as are
all local schools. Please accept this letter
as our attempt to express concern at the
changes that could take place in our
borough. Please also take into account
that many residents find it difficult to
understand legal language and the finer
points of local planning.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. We
certainly wish to take part but I feel the
questions are not worded to include
ourselves or any other member of the
general public. We do not have any legal
qualifications, nor are we versed in the
intricate mechanisms of the planning
process, so am at a loss to understand
the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore we fail to see how we can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As concerned
residents and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. We support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this.
We are very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. How does the Council plan
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NLPPS751

Derek
Partlett

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and it Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning Inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your Officers is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's nowhere else to go. The only
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Terry Lack

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning Inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.
Whilst it looks like the Green belt for the
Jotmans Farm development is to be
retained, but I cannot answer 3 & 4 as I
am not able to understand the legalese
way it is written. I am in receipt of the
new Local Plan, Guidance and Response
Form. I certainly wish to take part but I
feel the questions are not worded to
include myself, or any other member of
the general public. I do not have any
legal qualifications, nor am I versed in the
intricate mechanisms of the planning
process, so am at a loss to understand
the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
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protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning Inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
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to meet the approval of the inspector.

NLPPS753

Janet &
Graham
Humphrey

New Local
Plan 2016

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Government Policy provides
Castle Point Borough Council and it
Officers with the Tools to protect our
Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning Inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your Officers is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
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all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.

NLPPS754

Graham
Sayer

New Local
Plan 2016

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
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2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning Inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.
1. We do not consider ourselves qualified
to comment on Legal Compliance,
soundness, or compliance with the duty to
Co-operate of the new local plan.
However, please accept this letter as an
addition to the response form being out
submission to be taken into consideration.
2. Generally, we support the revision to
the New Local Plan which protects all
Green Belt within the borough including
Jotmans Farm. The previously proposed
major housing developments including
that on Jotmans Farm breached current
planning guidelines. 3. However, we are
concerned by the proposal to widen the
A130 to dual carriageway for a distance of
approximately 900 metres south of the
Sadlers Farm junction (section 11.41).
The apparently arbitrary extent of this
proposal for dualling coincides closely
with the distance between Sadlers and
the current farm tract passing under the
A130 which connects to Jotmans Lane.
This raises fears that previously rejected
proposals which were part of a Multi
Modal Study including plans to extend
Jotmans Lane to the A130 might be
resurrected. The reasons that scheme
did not progress and in particular the
devastation it would cause to the adjacent
area are as relevant today as when the
Milti Modal Study was produced. Any
proposals now which could be seen as
encouraging developers wishing to build
on Jotmans Green Belt land by improving
road traffic accessibility to it at significant
cost to the public should be removed
immediately. The need for a third
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separate road connecting Canvey is clear
and any attempts to upgrade the two
existing roads will only temporarily distract
from that need.

NLPPS756

Eric &
Margaret
Capps

New Local
Plan 2016

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January

No

Page 178 of 487

NLPPS757

Lorraine
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2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning Inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new local plan,
guidance response form. I certainly wish
to take part but feel the questions are not
worded to include myself or any other
member of the general public. I do not
have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore in fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the new
local plan (2016) is (a) Legally compliant
(b) Sound or (c) Complies with the Duty to
Co-operate - With regards to the last
point, you do not indicate who or what
body, you are referring to when you ask is
the NLP compliant with the Duty to Cooperate. So on that point alone, the
answer must surely be that it is not. As a
concerned resident and having made the
above statement, I do wish to "Have a
Say" as is my right as provided by the
Localism Act. Thus, please accept this
letter as an addition to the Response
Form which accompanies this letter. I
support any revision to the NLP which
gives protection to and seeks to preserve
green belt in our borough. I include both
Canvey island and the mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its residents and has
voted to put the local people first. The
overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous draft new
local plan told you that we treasure our
green spaces and drew particular
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attention to the greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance but it
performs a vital role in mitigating the
effect of Air Pollution in and around our
towns. We have a right to breathe clean
air. Allowing development of Greenbelt
sides such as Jotmans Farm and Dutch
Village, to name just 2 would place an
unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well-being of myself and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dwelling of the northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction - 1. This
proposal is a waste of the tax payers
money and will not mitigate traffic issues
when the road is closed due to an
accident or incident. It does not matter
how many lanes there are, when the road
is closed there's nowhere else to go. The
only obvious option is the creation of a
third road off Canvey island which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "the Canvey regeneration
link road"/ Mouchel Group - 14 January
2008 produced for Essex county council.
Canvey island has t20 access roads
(A130 and B1014. Separation of the
Canvey Island from the rest of the county
and Thames gateway currently increases
the potential for socio-economic
differentials between Canvey Island and
the rest of the region. The potential to
attract investment and development is
considered to be diminishing for Canvey
Island as a result of this separation. As a
result, ECC is keen to investigate the
feasibility of an addition access route to
provide the Canvey island community with
the access to major mob opportunities
(update shell Haven DP world port at
Stanford-le-Hope Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative route from
Canvey Island in the event of an
emergency. 2. In addition, not taken into
consideration, are the hundreds of trees
planted along this route and paid for by
Residents in memory of love ones, which
would be ripped up to make way for the
dualling. How does the Council plan to
address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, Rt. Hon. Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and the
Planning Inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your Officers is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the Inspector.
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NLPPS760

Russel
Withers

H 11
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Dear Mr Rogers, I acknowledge the NLP,
Guidance & Response form. I feel in
would like to comment however consider
the documents and questions set out are
not presented in a manner easily
understandable by anyone without a legal
background, therefore its difficult be sure
one is able make representation that the
NLP 2016 is or not: (1) Legally compliant
(2) Sound (3) Complies with the Duty to
Co-operate In respect to (3) - as no
mention is made to whom or what body
the NLP should be compliant to cooperate with, it would seem to be in the
negative. As a long standing resident (55
years) of the Borough in consider it
important to have a say as allowed under
the Localism Act, therefore please accept
this letter as an addition to the Response
Form enclosed. I am happy to support
revision to the NLP which protect and
preserve the greenbelt areas throughout
our borough and am also pleased that the
Council is giving residents a voice and
"putting local people first". You are aware
of the importance residents place on
maintaining green spaces to provide
healthy living and breathing conditions as
laid down in Government policies and
Guidances. I am therefore concerned that
development at Jotmans Farm and C.1
Dutch Village would undermine the
beneficial health effects of Green areas
and would also place an unbearable strain
on local infrastructure, public and social
services. I also consider a third road
on/off Canvey Island would a sounder
alternative to dualling the A130 and would
avoid having to destroy the "Avenue of
Remembrance". I trust the Planning
Committee will take notice of residents
concerns and produce a local plan which
satisfies the Government Inspector's
criteria at the same time providing an
attractive and healthy environment for
which we and future generations will be
proud of.
Y

N

There is no indication as to how these
sites are to be accessed. The only
access at present is via the A13 i.e. past
my house! The A13 is already over
capacity as are all the junctions. A new
access is needed from the A130/A1245
roundabout and unless this is built the
whole plan is unbuildable. Such a road
should also link to the Manor Trading
Estate and the Woodside residential
areas. This would not only provide a new
access but could reduce traffic on the A13
by up to 1/3. In doubt if there are
politicians brave enough to push this
through but unless it is done I object to
the plan. Also another road from the
A130 Canvey Way to Benfleet near to
Jotmans Lane / station would reduce the
traffic on the A13 by another 1/3 and
should be included in dwelling proposal.

See previous remarks. Two
new link roads 10 from
A130/A1245 junction to
manor Trading estate and
Woodside. 2) from A130
Canvey Way to Benfleet
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NLPPS761

Russel
Withers

E3

N

NLPPS762

Pamela
Segal

H4

N

NLPPS763

Pamela
Segal

H5

N

NLPPS764

Pamela
Segal

H9

N

NLPPS765

Pamela
Segal

H 11

N

NLPPS766

Pamela
Segal

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Soundness Comments

There is no indication as to how these
sites are to be accessed. The only
access at present is via the A13 i.e. past
my house! The A13 is already over
capacity as are all the junctions. A new
access is needed from the A130/A1245
roundabout and unless this is built the
whole plan is unbuildable. Such a road
should also link to the Manor Trading
Estate and the Woodside residential
areas. This would not only provide a new
access but could reduce traffic on the A13
by up to 1/3. I doubt if there are
politicians brave enough to push this
through but unless it is done I object to
the plan. Also another road from the
A130 Canvey Way to Benfleet near to
Jotmans Lane / station would reduce the
traffic on the A13 by another 1/3 and
should be included in dwelling proposal.
More building on greenfield sites, in this
instance to the extent that wildlife
management is required - more joining up
of housing until bit by bit we lose our
wonderful open spaces.
Yet more homes on Canvey Island in an
area at risk of flooding. Canvey is already
vastly over populated with only two busy
roads giving access. In a major event
requiring people to evacuate Canvey,
even the addition of promised improved
road access will be ridiculously
insufficient. Canvey has already been
overfull for years - surely it is time to stop
building houses there.
If your map is in proportion, 180 new
houses in Daws Heath look like it will add
an area of housing which is roughly half
the area of existing housing, essentially
and unavoidably changing the whole
character and nature of the area. It looks
very much, as you nibble away at the
green space between us and Hadleigh
proper, that your ultimate intent is to keep
nibbling away until the two are joined but
housing, causing the Daws Heath are to
lose its identity and the uniquely village
type feel that it has, which is quite
different from Hadleigh itself and which is
the reason many of us choose to live
here.
Another greenfield site - this one built up
to the boundary of two main roads, with a
promise to fill in the whole of the green
space between the A130 and A127 and
Benfleet in the future.
overall it looks like the ultimate is to join
up all the green spaces until we have one
huge town called Benfleet bounded by the
A127 and A130 to the estuary, with as
little green space left as possible which
will be proudly described as 'protected'
until it is considered expedient to build on
it. Hadleigh and Daws heath (and
probably Thundersley I’m guessing) have
already lost their own identity so far as the
Post Office is concerned. How long
before they truly lose their identity in a
homogenous mass called Benfleet? I am
not in possession of your definition of
'sound' but my definition of sound is
allowing areas to keep their individuality
and green spaces. You don't have to be
psychic to realise that the time will come
(hopefully not in my lifetime) when London
and its suburbs will stretch as far as
Southend with little 'protected' patches of
green to keep the natives happy and it still
won't be enough. This part of the country

See previous remarks. Two
new link roads 10 from
A130/A1245 junction to
manor Trading estate and
Woodside. 2) from A130
Canvey Way to Benfleet
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is full, already our roads can't cope
(especially the A127 which is regularly
jammed solid with commuters in the rush
hour), our hospitals can't cope and our
police can't cope. We don't have the
infrastructure to support whole swathes of
new housing - it is simply not sustainable.

NLPPS767

NLPPS768

NLPPS769

NLPPS770

NLPPS771

Martin
Nossel

Barry
Richards

Anthony
Landy

Paul
Aspinall

Anne Pegg

New Local
Plan 2016

N

H 11 (3 & 4)

N

Regarding H11 (3 & 4) where are the
access roads coming from, where
additional plans for a doctors, and a
school. You can't just build houses without
any infrastructure to support extra people
doctors, schools and roads are already
overwhelmed.

I object to the proposed 180
homes on land South of
Daws Heath. The
infrastructure at the bottom of
Daws Heath (Woodmans
Arms) roundabout cannot
cope with current levels of
traffic. The road from
Rayleigh Weir to the
Woodmans is always
blocked. Another 400 plus
cars will just cause complete
deadlock. The Council have
not thought this through in
the rush to build houses.
Please have regard to
commuters and other users
of the road.

No

Build extra schools, doctors
and roads to accommodate
extra people.

No

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Yes

N

N

Dualling of Northern section of A130
Canvey Way to Sadlers Farm will only
cause more unnecessary congestion
either end. 760 new homes (should not
be private affordable properties) They
should be for Council tenants only. But
not built at Thorney Bay caravan park or
the point. Regeneration of Canvey town
centre does not need more floor space
but less charity shops and more
affordable units (priced) to keep business
going in the local area.
Canvey Island is just that an Island.
There is mention of the expectation of a
further 1600 residents. There is mention
of extensions to roads. However, no
mention of further infrastructures such as
medical care, shops etc. On May 11th
Canvey A130 was closed - This caused 4
hours of stressful driving. The safety of
Canvey residents should be at the
forefront. Question are Roads first to be

Green Belt would need to be
considered for use of any
new build to be done to cover
housing needs and just how
much should be closely
considered. Due to the need
of good flood defence
(drainage) and roads to cater
for new influx of people.

The road should be built first
to give safe access for all on
and off Canvey Island.
There should be doctors,
shops all in place before
1500 people move on.

N

N

Dualling of Northern section of A130
Canvey Way to Sadlers Farm will only
cause more unnecessary congestion
either end. 760 new homes (should not
be private affordable properties) They
should be for Council tenants only. But
not built at Thorney Bay caravan park or
the point. Regeneration of Canvey town
centre does not need more floor space
but less charity shops and more
affordable units (priced) to keep business
going in the local area.
Canvey Island is just that an Island.
There is mention of the expectation of a
further 1600 residents. There is mention
of extensions to roads. However, no
mention of further infrastructures such as
medical care, shops etc. On May 11th
Canvey A130 was closed - This caused 4
hours of stressful driving. The safety of
Canvey residents should be at the
forefront. Question are Roads first to be

I was the occupier of 69 and have filled in
as I see fit. I moved from London in 2011
because we felt like we were
overcrowded, not just by people but by
living in terraced houses. We had the
opportunity to move here and appreciate
the way we now live. So ...... ...... keeping
the Green Belt. We have no other
comment.

No

Green Belt would need to be
considered for use of any
new build to be done to cover
housing needs and just how
much should be closely
considered. Due to the need
of good flood defence
(drainage) and roads to cater
for new influx of people.

No

The roads should be built
first to give safe access for
all on and of Canvey Island.
There should be doctors,
shops all in place before
1500 people move on.

Yes
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built or do we all struggle for more years.

NLPPS772

Tony & S
Bell

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

NLPPS773

Dennis
Alan
Reading

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS774

NLPPS775

Peter &
Elizabeth
Sewell

Frederick
Stacey

N

Provide a Robust Plan and
Map Detailing thoroughly all
road improvements. Those
of us who are not stupid
know these homes will be
built with little or no
expenditure on road
improvements. Making all of
us locally suffer daily ....

No

N

New road site and when drain and flood
when 25 million??

Drain & flood to be dealt with
1st add 760 homes and roof
drainage and road drainage
where does it all go??

Yes

Y

N

Keith Greer

H7

N

NLPPS777

Keith Greer

H1

N

Robert
Payne

New Local
Plan 2016

General Comments

Transport - Proposals To relieve pressure
at busy junction - This is not 'sound', it is
an airy fairy comment with no
commitment. Proposals are no good
when you have allowed all these extra
houses to be built to accommodate Mr
Cameron's unchecked immigrants and we
are in our necks and beyond with traffic
jams. Our infrastructure is appalling now.
Provide a robust plan and map detailing
road improvement.

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016
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built or do we all struggle for more years.

NLPPS776

NLPPS778
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1. Retention of 1034 ha of green belt = no
more green belt should be used - 2. 760
new homes = unnecessary = No
infrastructure to support this amount of
population i.e. Doctors, chemists, schools
... - 3. 15ha of new employment land -=
We don’t need this as we already have
existing units unoccupied. 4.
Regeneration of Canvey town centre =
Does this mean more living
accommodation? 5. Highway capacity
Imp Somnes Ave = Only along Waterside
end suggestion - take away entrance and
exit of Waterside Sport and reposition on
to main roundabout. 6. Around 6ha made
public accessible = Could do with more.
7. Extension of Roscommon Way = Is
this supposedly for the new Thorney Bay
Housing Estate? 8. Northwick Corringham = Definitely no need. 9.
Marshes = not easy accessible.
Building of homes off Scrub Lane does
not give consideration to the effect on the
local infrastructure. This road is already a
rat run even with speed restriction, traffic
is congested due to parking and causes a
danger to pedestrians, particularly school
children. Additional houses will only add
to this.
No allocation for social housing in any of
the housing proposals

1. Roads more important (URGENT) 2.
No to more housing especially if it means
Canvey supply will go to make room for
more flats will need this store. 3. No
more charity shops Barber shops food
outlet, Estate agents. (Need a indoor
market) weekly if the prices of rent in
Knightswick were affordable we might get
more shops that we need coming in there.
4. We need larger shops to keep people
not going off the Island. 5. Better toilet
facilities in Knightswick and sea front. 6.
Cannot see any of this happening in the
next ten years.

Does the plan comply to
basic need re ....: Does
not stop flooding

No

New Road = Northwick Corringham = Unnecessary
cost if Canvey Way is going
to be made a dual
carriageway.

Yes

Would like an input to
some of these comments
made

Provide adequate parking for
parents visiting school,
restrict parking in Scrub Lane
and other local feeder roads.

Yes

Need to be involved

Provide for social housing

Yes

Need to be involved

Yes

This should have been published
BEFORE the local elections. Where is
the details about improved infrastructure
on Canvey? Is there going to be a new
primary school for Thorney Bay. If this is
only a PLAN why is Thorney Bay levelled
ready for housing? Extra housing on the
POINT is bad idea. Already too many
houses.

No
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NLPPS779

NLPPS780

NLPPS781

NLPPS782

Hilda
Tekell

Wendy
Anne
Morris

Jeanne
Griffin

Martin
Lepley

H5

N

Regarding 600 new homes on Thorney
Bay caravan park, a lot of this land is
marsh land and the drainage is poor and
this area and road flood quite frequently.
Canvey Island does not have the
infrastructure to build more homes, it
cannot take more cars, the roads are
already congested. We do not have
enough doctors on the Island and have to
wait anything from 2-4 weeks for an
appointment at the moment. The schools
are all full to capacity as well.

Scrub Lane (64 houses &
School) - Are there any plans
included in the regeneration
of Hadleigh for a new
purpose built clinic for
existing and planned new
homes - the existing old clinic
does not provide adequate
medical facilities (as in Leigh
and Westcliff etc) - should
this not be a priority too?

H7

H5

Proposals
Map

Soundness Comments

N

The Plan fails to openly and publicly
declare and advertise the interests of all
involved within the Council and Civic
departments. For example, but not limited
to, the fact that a councillor has an
interest in land allocated within the Plan.
Also the infrastructure within Canvey
Island is not sufficient for the existing
community let alone more building

Re-issue the local plan but
highlighting ALL other
councillor and civic
departments interests to
demonstrate and open and
non corrupt system. Reordonise, and fix all existing
infrastructure on Canvey
Island before further
development.

The whole Island needs a
new drainage system to stop
it flooding through heavy rain
falls. We need an exit route
we can use if we had to
evacuate i.e. a 3rd road off
the Island. We need more
doctors, more school places,
more police and the police
station re-opened and a full
time working fire stations.
We need all the pumping
stations in good working
order and services regularly.
Scrub Lane (64 houses &
School) - Are there any plans
included in the regeneration
of Hadleigh for a new
purpose built clinic for
existing and planned new
homes - the existing old clinic
does not provide adequate
medical facilities (as in Leigh
and Westcliff etc) - should
this not be a priority too?
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No

Scrub Lane (64 houses & School) - Are
there any plans included in the
regeneration of Hadleigh for a new
purpose built clinic for existing and
planned new homes - the existing old
clinic does not provide adequate medical
facilities (as in Leigh and Westcliff etc) should this not be a priority too?

No

N

H5 - Thorney Bay caravan park - 600 new
homes. This is not sound for many
reasons, a lot of this site is marsh land
and vital for wild life, the drainage is poor
and the road often floods at Thorney Bay
area. We also do not have the
infrastructure for 600 new homes as our
roads are heavily congested on Canvey
and this would mean at least 600 extra
cars or possibly double that all piling in to
Long Road in the rush hours which is
already heavily congested. Also all the
doctors and dentist on the Island have too
many people on their books and we have
to wait a month for a non urgent
appointment. Our schools are also full
with no places available. Canvey Island
cannot take any more homes, we have
had serious flooding over the past 3
years.

New drainage needs to be
put in to stop the Island
flooding during heavy rain
falls. We need another road
off the Island as it would be
difficult to evacuate during a
flood with the amount of cars
on the Island. We need our
police station re-opened and
a full time fire station before
any more homes could be
built.

No

N

The Plan fails to openly and publicly
declare and advertise the interests of all
involved within the Council and Civic
departments. For example, but not limited
to, the fact that a councillor has an
interest in land allocated within the Plan.
Also the infrastructure within Canvey
Island is not sufficient for the existing
community let alone more building

Re-issue the local plan but
highlighting ALL other
councillor and civic
departments interests to
demonstrate and open and
non corrupt system. Reordonise, and fix all existing
infrastructure on Canvey
Island before further
development.

Yes

Due to lack of confidence
that this plan is true and
honest.

An updated sewage system.
An updated surface water
drainage system. Adequate
roads on and off Canvey
Island. A safe and effective
evacuation system for
Canvey residents if or when
unforeseen circumstances
occur. A total stop to
redevelopment on Canvey
Island that is already
overcrowded.

No

My statement in 5 and 6
are factual and my oral
participation is not
necessary.

Do not build on Canvey

No

NLPPS783

Charles &
Toni
Hornsey

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS784

Barbara
Hagan

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Having lived and worked on Canvey
Island for sixty four years now, employed
by Canvey Island Borough Council and
North Thames Gas Board, it is common
knowledge that the dated Bitumas
sewage mains pipes are collapsing
causing regular blockages to the already
oversubscribed housing on Canvey Island
and the surface water drains are not much
better causing financial loss and misery to
most Canvey home owners. The roads
infrastructure struggles every day to cope
with the volume of traffic based on
Canvey, any minor roadwork’s or accident
causes major hold ups throughout Canvey
& Benfleet. Canvey Island has always
been vulnerable to climate change more
so since the introduction of the Thames
Barrier to protect London. To add any
more housing on Canvey would result in
failure of the present infrastructure and
well being of Canvey residents.
Do not build on Canvey - Infrastructure
will not take any more houses cars etc.
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NLPPS785

NLPPS786

NLPPS787

NLPPS788

NLPPS789

Andrew &
Lynette
Kochen

Peter
Green

Leila
Milton

Margaret
Collins

Sharon &
Roy
Martinson

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

There should be no affordable housing all these "so called" affordable housing
should be housing association or Council
owned. Once affordable housing is sold it
is no longer 'affordable'. There are no
plans for part ownership. Hadleigh town
centre needs a community centre that is
central. Many builders opt out of
affordable housing schemes by offering
money and stating that they cannot afford
it (profit). They should be made to keep
to their contract.
No more mass house building should be
done on Canvey Island until a major new
road is constructed from Canvey to a
major arterial road i.e. A13. The traffic on
and off the Island is not only intolerable at
times but is a potential death trap in the
case of a major incident. i.e. flooding.
The designers of this plan seem to forget
how vulnerable Canvey could be in the
event of a serious flood and how it will
cope with more and more houses being
built on effectively a Cul De Sac with built
in bottle neck.
I believe the local plan for Castle Point's
proposal of increasing housing and
improving transport, employment and the
environment over the next 15 years is not
satisfactory. There is no mention of
creating extra education facilities despite
creating and building 2000 new homes. A
replacement school building has been
mentioned but this is for an existing
school. I feel the proposal is therefore
targeted at working class families who do
not have or wish to have children when
living in Castle Point. There is also no
mention of improving or increasing
healthcare facilities despite extra homes
being built in the area. I feel this proposal
is putting local people who already live in
Castle Point under pressure to pay for
private healthcare as the current NHS
health care facilities in the area would be
under more pressure due to the increase
in people moving to the area with the
extra homes built. I also feel children
already living in Castle Point would have
less of a chance to move to a school of
choice in the area and class numbers in
schools would increase due to the extra
homes available in Castle Point which
puts more pressure onto teachers to
accommodate extra pupils needs.

H5

N

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Instead of building more and
more houses on the Island
build another major road off
and on the Island - then think
about major housing projects
on a rather small over
populated Island.

N

I believe extra schools and
healthcare facilities should
be provided to accommodate
the extra homes being built in
Castle Point however, as
long as the green belt and
green land is not being used
to accommodate. There is
limited green space in Castle
Point and in order to not
further impact the
environment and character of
the area I feel a reduction of
homes should be built than
the proposed to
accommodate extra schools
and healthcare facilities
therefore for half the extra
homes proposed to be built.

New Local
Plan 2016

We just cannot believe that, being aware
of the traffic chaos - well documented on
Canvey Island that you plan to build 600
homes at Thorney Bay H5 and 160
homes (H6). It is not sound as it is a
complete danger to Islanders. Until a new
road is built, there can be no more
multiple house building. People can
hardly get off the Island and it is often
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Build the road off the Island
before any new multiple
housing. If the road is not
going to be built, multiple
housing cannot be
contemplated/

No more mass house building should be
done on Canvey Island until a major new
road is constructed from Canvey to a
major arterial road i.e. A13. The traffic on
and off the Island is not only intolerable at
times but is a potential death trap in the
case of a major incident. i.e. flooding.
The designers of this plan seem to forget
how vulnerable Canvey could be in the
event of a serious flood and how it will
cope with more and more houses being
built on effectively a Cul De Sac with built
in bottle neck.
I believe the local plan for Castle Point's
proposal of increasing housing and
improving transport, employment and the
environment over the next 15 years is not
satisfactory. There is no mention of
creating extra education facilities despite
creating and building 2000 new homes. A
replacement school building has been
mentioned but this is for an existing
school. I feel the proposal is therefore
targeted at working class families who do
not have or wish to have children when
living in Castle Point. There is also no
mention of improving or increasing
healthcare facilities despite extra homes
being built in the area. I feel this proposal
is putting local people who already live in
Castle Point under pressure to pay for
private healthcare as the current NHS
health care facilities in the area would be
under more pressure due to the increase
in people moving to the area with the
extra homes built. I also feel children
already living in Castle Point would have
less of a chance to move to a school of
choice in the area and class numbers in
schools would increase due to the extra
homes available in Castle Point which
puts more pressure onto teachers to
accommodate extra pupils needs.

No

No

Y

Do not agree with even more housing in
the surrounding area of Benfleet, causing
more health problems such as breathing
problems because of terrible traffic along
London Road and A13. The exhaust
particles getting into my house shows
black dust particles over shelving etc.
When I open windows to the front of my
home at Tarpots, causing my sister and I
to have chest infections and breathing
problems. The air is filthy in Benfleet.
Also more housing will cause more floods
due to the ground being covered in
cement etc.

Yes

N

We just cannot believe that, being aware
of the traffic chaos - well documented on
Canvey Island that you plan to build 600
homes at Thorney Bay H5 and 160
homes (H6). It is not sound as it is a
complete danger to Islanders. Until a new
road is built, there can be no more
multiple house building. People can
hardly get off the Island and it is often

No

The air in this Country is
way above EU
recommendations
making people ill. Yet
still the government
insists on building more
houses, which can only
make it worse. Due to
more cars and vans
using our roads and
more pollution from
housing re heating,
cooking and fridge
freezers. All this
because of immigration.
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Soundness Comments

gridlocked as you are aware.

NLPPS790

NLPPS791

NLPPS792

Jacqueline
Brown

Simon
Greer

Alan
Bennett

New Local
Plan 2016

N

H7

N

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS793

Pamela
Stephenso
n

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS794

John Smith

H5

N

NLPPS795

Susan
Brooke

New Local
Plan 2016

N

I believe that the government doesn't
agree building on Flood Plains. I oppose
the New Local Plan. There is no
infrastructure in place. We lose some
green belt for the future.
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gridlocked as you are aware.

Do not think that you have adequately
considered the impact on roads as a
result of new build in Hadleigh. I am
concerned that we will not be able to get
out of our Close onto Western Road with
all the new houses in the area. There
appear to be no planned improvements to
the A127 which is already congested.
The A129 is virtually at a standstill already
- improvements are not explained at all in
the document sent round.

Expand the A127 to cope
with the new housing and
airport. - Protect the green
belt and only build on
brownfield sites. - Restrict
people buying second
houses in the area for rent or
occasional use to reserve
houses for local residents to
avoid the need for new build.

Yes

H7 - No provision for dealing with the
extra cars and congestion that this will
cause. The addition of these houses will
cause a dangerous situation around
school start and finish times.

Widen Soral Lane to allow for
parking bays. Reniore Road
humps at the start of the road
at the Rectory Road end.
Provide an alternative entry
.... Point for the new house.
Restrict parking in Scrub
Lane, other than in bays.
Restrict parking in Bilton
Road.

No

Until actual road improvement have been
completed, including a new road from
Canvey no additional building or
expansion should be considered. The
lack of appropriate road access is now
becoming critical and further building will
only make matters worse, and unsafe for
residents. Road and infrastructure first before any further development!!!
Until the infrastructure is improved i.e.
drainage, road conditions, school places
provisions doctors surgeries, Canvey
cannot take more people or cars.
Proposing a new road is ridiculous. I
have lived here 40 years and a 3rd road
has been "proposed" for most of that time.
It will not happen. After the flooding in
2014 when Sydervelt Road was
flooded/closed as well as many other
roads, how can we be building more
houses, concreting over more green
spaces? As for traffic - just look at the
periodic chaos caused by accidents!
Also, peak times are a NIGHTMARE
getting off or on the island! More cars will
make it even worse! We can’t take any
more traffic!!!
The new infrastructure should be in place
before any further development is allowed
on Canvey Island. 1. Traffic. At busy
times for commuters it can take over 40
minutes to get on and off the Island. This
is without allowing for accidents, bad
weather etc. The housing proposals on
Canvey could increase the traffic by at
least 300 more cars. Homes on Canvey
get flooded on a regular basis during
adverse weather this should be sorted
before adding to the problem.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Get the roads built first!!

N

Obviously a 3rd road.
Dualling Canvey Way will
only work if Waterside or
Sadlers are widened! Surely
flood defences need further
improvements before more
building,

N

Until actual road improvement have been
completed, including a new road from
Canvey no additional building or
expansion should be considered. The
lack of appropriate road access is now
becoming critical and further building will
only make matters worse, and unsafe for
residents. Road and infrastructure first before any further development!!!
Until the infrastructure is improved i.e.
drainage, road conditions, school places
provisions doctors surgeries, Canvey
cannot take more people or cars.
Proposing a new road is ridiculous. I
have lived here 40 years and a 3rd road
has been "proposed" for most of that time.
It will not happen. After the flooding in
2014 when Sydervelt Road was
flooded/closed as well as many other
roads, how can we be building more
houses, concreting over more green
spaces? As for traffic - just look at the
periodic chaos caused by accidents!
Also, peak times are a NIGHTMARE
getting off or on the island! More cars will
make it even worse! We can’t take any
more traffic!!!

Yes

I do not think voices of
local people will
otherwise be heard.
Previous proposals saw
plans to build new
houses elsewhere.
Those who lived nearby
were vocal and the new
plan has shifted new
build elsewhere, so now
those people are quiet. It
seems that personal
representation is the only
way to be heard.

Residents should have
an opportunity to express
their concerns!! And be
listened too.

No

No

No
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NLPPS796

John Ford

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS797

M J Goode

H9

NLPPS798

Alfred
Frederick
Sims

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS799

NLPPS800

Alan
Robinson

Linda
Freeman

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

N

I do not consider that the infrastructure of
the Island can support further
development. Drainage would be
seriously compromised. Furthermore the
road cannot cope with extra traffic.
Recently an accident on Canvey Way
involving 3 motorcyclists closed the Island
off both ways for several hours. Had an
emergency been declared at one of the
fuel sites or a dangerous high tide we
would have been left stranded. To a
lesser degree but just as important had
someone required urgent medical
assistance it would not have arrived. A
promised new road is needed to alleviate
problems we already have not to add to
them.

No more development

N

N

Y

Soundness Comments

I do not consider that the infrastructure of
the Island can support further
development. Drainage would be
seriously compromised. Furthermore the
road cannot cope with extra traffic.
Recently an accident on Canvey Way
involving 3 motorcyclists closed the Island
off both ways for several hours. Had an
emergency been declared at one of the
fuel sites or a dangerous high tide we
would have been left stranded. To a
lesser degree but just as important had
someone required urgent medical
assistance it would not have arrived. A
promised new road is needed to alleviate
problems we already have not to add to
them.
I can only reiterate my views from
previous correspondence with Castle
Point Planning Policy. The infrastructure
of the surrounding area is not capable of
coping with all the extra cars, drainage
problems in the area, not enough doctor's
surgeries. The bus service in the Daws
Heath area is spasmodic, years ago it
went to Leigh Station and now only goes
to Rayleigh Station. Many residents
commute to the City of London and two
stations would give much better access,
providing bus service was reliable. All
new homes generate at least one car if
not two. The idea that buses will solve
the problem is highly unlikely. Bus routes
are so long it takes hours to get from one
part of the area to another (I do use buses
very occasionally). People need to be
able to drop children at school and then
get themselves to their workplace. In
most households today both partners
have to work, hence two cars not one.
This is the real world, not the ideal on
paper where people walk/bus/train to
work. Work places today are not next
door, most people have to travel some
distance to their place of business. At
rush hour times the Daws Heath Road
from the Woodmans, the Rayleigh Road
and Hart Road are all blocked because of
the excessive amount of traffic now,
before any new houses are built. The
South East corner of England is the most
crowded area in the country. I travel
around the UK and know how difficult it is
to get around the South East. The
Dartford Bridge, Blackwell Tunnel,
London, M25 all bottlenecks. If there is
an accident on the A13 or A127 all
surrounding roads come to a standstill,
this happens outside my own home.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

No more development

To help make the plans
sound the following is
required. - Present roads to
be kept in good order. A and
B roads need to be improved
with better junctions i.e.
traffic lights or roundabouts.
The road structure does not
cope with the present
number of vehicles before
any more houses are built.
The number of houses to be
built should be reduced for
this area. Improved bus
service. Larger drains to
overcome present problems.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Y

No

Canvey Island is and will become
overcrowded in future and is becoming
worrying

No

N

I have read about the new road from
Northwick Road to Manor Way for over
forty years and do not believe it will ever
happen and until construction starts and is
completed I do not believe any further
development on Canvey should be carried
out.

As I have already stated until
the new road between
Northwick Road and Manor
Way Corringham is built I do
not believe in any further
development on Canvey
Island should be carried out.
I also note no mention of the
damaged surface water
drains with an estimated cost
of 24 million pounds or where
that money is coming from.

No

N

I feel too many people are coming in to
the Island and with everyone collecting at
the main roundabout, in case of
emergency, it would be impossible to
leave. New roads off are urgently needed

No
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Soundness Comments

N

While the debate regarding the third
access road off the Island via Northwick
Road, immediate attention is required as
to the existing Canvey Way which has
become unfit for purpose with ever
increasing traffic and congestion. Above
all this, the most important factor is safety.
There have and will continue to be
accidents resulting in loss of life. This
needs to be resolved now above a new
route off the Island. Proposal - Another
road? (Two Carriageways) built alongside
the existing Canvey Way providing double
the capacity of traffic, and provide safer
road conditions. It could be such is the
success of this proposal that the third
road (which will not probably be built in
our lifetime), may not be required. Let’s
get an easier, safer proposal built first.

See 5 - While the debate
regarding the third access
road off the Island via
Northwick Road, immediate
attention is required as to the
existing Canvey Way which
has become unfit for purpose
with ever increasing traffic
and congestion. Above all
this, the most important
factor is safety. There have
and will continue to be
accidents resulting in loss of
life. This needs to be
resolved now above a new
route off the Island. Proposal
- Another road? (Tow
Carriageways) built
alongside the existing
Canvey Way providing
double the capacity of traffic,
and provide safer road
conditions. It could be such
is the success of this
proposal that the third road
(which will not probably be
built in our lifetime), may not
be required. Let’s get an
easier, safer proposal built
first.

N

The infrastructure of the Island is at its
limit when we get a new road on and off
the roads are under enough pressure at
the moment

NLPPS801

Phil Garner

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

NLPPS802

Sidney
Blunden

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS803

John Suker

New Local
Plan 2016

Y

NLPPS804

Ian
Roberts

New Local
Plan 2016

N

N

The infrastructure of the Island is at its
limit when we get a new road on and off
the roads are under enough pressure at
the moment

NLPPS805

Pamela
Taylor

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS806

Yvonne
Hawkins

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS807

Samantha
Keeley

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS808

Eileen
Mayer

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS809

Anthony
Kemp

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Sewers & Roads should be completed
first before building

N

N

Sewers & roads should be completed first
before building.

N

No more houses on Canvey more routes
on and off the Island are needed. What is
left of the open spaces needs protecting.

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

The proposal for Canvey Island is
unsound because local road infrastructure
cannot cope as it, the idea of over 700
more new homes and an expanded
industrial zone on an island with two
access roads, which run to the same
roundabout is unsound and will cause
chaos.
I do not believe in this because there is
too much traffic also not enough schools,
dry and roads to make this feasible. 760
more homes could equal 760 + more cars.
Stupidly or corruption?

The Local Plan is not sound it fails to
recognise the significant impact on the
local services and in particular the failure
to provide adequate funding for schools,
doctors facilities, roads and access to
public footpaths.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

N

A better infrastructure is needed as
queues develop. Mornings and evenings
at Sadlers Farm onto Canvey and down to
Tarpots.
Petitions signed by many residents calling
for no more housing on Canvey Island the
infrastructure is already overloaded. No
more building on Canvey.
The proposal for Canvey Island is
unsound because local road infrastructure
cannot cope as it, the idea of over 700
more new homes and an expanded
industrial zone on an island with two
access roads, which run to the same
roundabout is unsound and will cause
chaos.

No

No

No

No

The Local Plan must detail in
greater depth the levels of
funding set aside for
investment in public
footpaths, road
infrastructures, schools and
medical services - over the
term of the plan. The Local
Plan on Manor Trading is
high detrimental to the local
environment.

No

No
Sort out the roads and
transport links before
anymore building takes
place.

No
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NLPPS810

John Smith

H6

N

NLPPS811

Keith Greer

H2

N

NLPPS812

Keith Greer

H4

N

NLPPS813

Keith Greer

H7

N

NLPPS814

Keith Greer

H8

N

NLPPS815

NLPPS816

NLPPS817

NLPPS818

Wendy
Anne
Morris

Sharon &
Roy
Martinson

Rhonda
Lowther

Francis
Babester

H6

H6

The new infrastructure should be in place
before any further development is allowed
on Canvey Island. 1. Traffic. At busy
times for commuters it can take over 40
minutes to get on and off the Island. This
is without allowing for accidents, bad
weather etc. The housing proposals on
Canvey could increase the traffic by at
least 300 more cars. Homes on Canvey
get flooded on a regular basis during
adverse weather this should be sorted
before adding to the problem.
No allocation for social housing in any of
the housing proposals
No allocation for social housing in any of
the housing proposals
No allocation for social housing in any of
the housing proposals
No allocation for social housing in any of
the housing proposals

Daws Heath (180 homes) Are there any plans included
in the regeneration of
Hadleigh for a new purpose
built clinic for existing and
planned new homes - the
existing old clinic does not
provide adequate medical
facilities (as in Leigh and
Westcliff etc) - should this not
be a priority too?

H9

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

N

N

The infrastructure needs to be in place
before you build anymore houses. Our
roads, drains need sorting not enough
spaces in our schools. Insufficient places
for doctors dentist. New schools. Stop
using Canvey as a dumping ground. You
have over developed Canvey as it is
enough is enough. I suggest you come
and visit in the morning/evenings to see
traffic trying to get on/off the Island.

We just cannot believe that, being aware
of the traffic chaos - well documented on
Canvey Island that you plan to build 600
homes at Thorney Bay H5 and 160
homes (H6). It is not sound as it is a
complete danger to Islanders. Until a new
road is built, there can be no more
multiple house building. People can
hardly get off the Island and it is often
gridlocked as you are aware.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Provide for social housing

Yes

Need to be involved

Provide for social housing

Yes

Need to be involved

Provide for social housing

Yes

Need to be involved

Provide for social housing

Yes

Need to be involved

Daws Heath (180 homes) Are there any plans included
in the regeneration of
Hadleigh for a new purpose
built clinic for existing and
planned new homes - the
existing old clinic does not
provide adequate medical
facilities (as in Leigh and
Westcliff etc) - should this not
be a priority too?

Daws Heath (180 homes) - Are there any
plans included in the regeneration of
Hadleigh for a new purpose built clinic for
existing and planned new homes - the
existing old clinic does not provide
adequate medical facilities (as in Leigh
and Westcliff etc) - should this not be a
priority too?

No

Build the road off the Island
before any new multiple
housing. If the road is not
going to be built, multiple
housing cannot be
contemplated/

We just cannot believe that, being aware
of the traffic chaos - well documented on
Canvey Island that you plan to build 600
homes at Thorney Bay H5 and 160
homes (H6). It is not sound as it is a
complete danger to Islanders. Until a new
road is built, there can be no more
multiple house building. People can
hardly get off the Island and it is often
gridlocked as you are aware.

No

Infrastructure in place, our
roads drains schools doctor
surgeries all need sorting
out. Canvey cannot cope
now let alone with the
proposed new housing. A
third road like we have been
promised!! No more houses
we are full.

N

No

N

I write in issue to the 160 homes
proposed on land off Point Road. This
area is already heavily populated, with a
drainage system that cannot cope with
flash floods. In 2014 and 2015, the Fire
Brigade were called to pump the water out
from this area which was knee deep.
Building more homes on this land will
make the situation worse. The area is
also a congested area for vehicles. There
is frequent double parking outside the row
of shops in Point Road. It is also the end
of bus routes. If the buses cannot park in
the lay by, being taken up with other
buses, they also park in the road. One
land of Point Road is always blocked by
vehicles. 160 homes is a potential 160
more vehicles. As there is also the Leigh
Beck Infant & Junior school, more
vehicles could cause more accidents for
children going to the school.

H6: Land off Point Road - to
be made Green Belt.
Canvey Island needs more
Green Belt land, particularly
on the East Ward and being
so near to the sea wall. This
would encourage more
wildlife which in a small way,
is already flourishing.

Yes

To put forward the case
to change this area from
brown belt land to Green
belt land if need be.
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NLPPS819

Jeffrey
Saxton

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS820

Sue
Comber

H4

NLPPS821

NLPPS822

NLPPS823

NLPPS824

Roger Hall

Rob
French

Sean
McQueen

Anita Binch

H5

New Local
Plan 2016

H6

3.1

Soundness Comments

N

A - Regardless of whether, in the long
term, there will be a third transit off the
island, that Island does not, and cannot
support the volume of vehicles that the
additional housing would require. B - The
only exit hub off the Island is Waterside
farm, in the event of a disaster, it cannot
support the traffic flow off the Island. C The road infrastructure cannot support
further vehicles.

There are no modifications
that could support any of the
proposed plans for
expansion. The soundness
of the proposed expansion is
... Only questionable, and
although may be rubber
stamped could lead to
disastrous consequences for
the Islands population.

N

N

N

H5 - The building of 600 homes on
Thorney Bay caravan park is not sound,
until the extension of Roscommon Way to
Western Esplanade and services are
build. If not the local roads will be grid
locked on Canvey Island, especially at the
mini roundabout at the junction between
Long Road and Thorney Bay Road
affecting the whole of Canvey Island. The
houses are also too close to the sea wall
increasing the risk of flooding and danger
to life.

N

Canvey Island really can’t cope with any
more traffic than it already has. The
island needs to have a third road on/off as
it is now without any more houses and
cars. Also the drain infrastructure cannot
cope in the state it is, any heavy rain
periods cause local flooding and chaos to
many homes. This will only worsen with
more houses.

N

N

Building on land currently occupied by
local businesses. Having read the plan
there is no plan to relieve congestion that
will be caused in the Eastern part of the
Island, particularly around rush hour.
Improvements on Somnes Avenue/Haven
Road will have little effect due to distance.
New homes = 160+ new residents with
little to no policing in the area at present I
worry crime will escalate in the area.
The local plan is unsound in relation to the
proposed new housing planned on
Canvey Island. Canvey does not have
good enough infrastructure or retail
opportunities to support more housing and
an increase to the Island's population.
Before any new housing is considered,
the needs of existing residents need to be
met. That means a third road now off
Canvey, better retail and shopping
facilities and our own manned police
station.

H5 - The building of 600
homes on Thorney Bay
caravan park is not sound,
until the extension of
Roscommon Way to Western
Esplanade and services are
build. If not the local roads
will be grid locked on Canvey
Island, especially at the mini
roundabout at the junction
between Long Road and
Thorney Bay Road affecting
the whole of Canvey Island.
The houses are also too
close to the sea wall
increasing the risk of flooding
and danger to life.
The new road proposal of
linking Northwick Road with
Manor Way Corringham
needs to happen now. Most
certainly before any more
houses are built. As for
relieving pressure at busy
junctions this will just move
the problem on o another
junction or bottle neck, due to
the amount of traffic coming
on or leaving the island.

Instead of money being
spent on building new home
invest the money in
supporting local businesses,
particularly those already
based on site H6 Canvey.

A halt to the proposed
additional housing until the
Island's infrastructure has
been greatly improved so as
to improve the quality of life
for existing residents. No
supporting evidence should
be required as it is blatantly
obvious!

Duty to Co-operate Comments

A - Regardless of whether, in the long
term, there will be a third transit off the
island, that Island does not, and cannot
support the volume of vehicles that the
additional housing would require. B - The
only exit hub off the Island is Waterside
farm, in the event of a disaster, it cannot
support the traffic flow off the Island. C The road infrastructure cannot support
further vehicles.
I live next door to the proposed
development and am concerned about the
integrity of my boundaries. Whether you
are going to replace them with a solid wall
to prevent security, safety breaches and
whether due consideration has been
given to the root structure of my 7 oak
trees on the border.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

I consider the individual
would have little chance
of imposing any valued
input once the major
players have already
decided on the outcome!

No

No

No

No

Yes

As a long standing and
suffering resident I would
like the opportunity to be
heard.
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NLPPS825

Alfred &
Carol
Blake

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS826

Joseph
Davis

H6

N

NLPPS827

NLPPS828

Alan
Camm

Peter
Spencer

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

N

N

Soundness Comments

The Environment - The plan outlines 760
new homes on Canvey Island with no plan
regarding the financial requirements to
make good the current inadequate
drainage systems to prevent regular
localised flooding. Implementation of
recent report on this subject are essential
before any further housing expansion.
Transportation - The requirement to
improve access and egress from Canvey
Island is a road to the west not another to
the east. An easterly road requires all
traffic to move across the island west to
east and the road infrastructure will not
permit this in any emergency.
You are considering building 160 new
homes, even if you allow two cars per
home this will mean 320 vehicles will
come across the roundabout at Point
Road. This extra traffic with no
improvements to the existing Roads will
mean more congestion and therefore
become unsafe. This will also become
worse should we face any flood or need to
move quickly in any emergency. As we
well know two cars per household is a
very conservative figure when young
people are still at home until much later in
life, the above figure could double in
larger dwellings.
This plan is too vague in its proposals and
gives no order of construction or
consequences of them or even if they are
obtainable. As this plan does not include
Thurrock how does Castle Point propose
to build a road across to the Manor Way
when all previous attempts have been
rejected by Thurrock Council, have they
agreed to this or is it just a smoke screen?
This road must be the first priority in order
to cope with the increase in traffic these
new houses will generate. What does the
Council intend to do with all the people
living on Thorney Bay holiday camp? Do
they propose to re-house them in the new
properties?
The proposals for the local plan for
industrial and new homes will place an
additional burden to the already
inadequate services/utilities. Key areas of
concern land drainage, insufficient, public
roads cannot cope with traffic flows at
peak times or after an incident or
emergency. Key pinch points Sadlers
farm roundabout, Waterside farm
roundabout. Also a lack of recreational
services for the increased population.

Environment - All
recommendations on recent
flooding and drainage reports
to be implemented prior to
further housing development.
Transportation - A road west
is the only satisfactory
method to reduce traffic
congestion.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

The Environment - The plan outlines 760
new homes on Canvey Island with no plan
regarding the financial requirements to
make good the current inadequate
drainage systems to prevent regular
localised flooding. Implementation of
recent report on this subject are essential
before any further housing expansion.
Transportation - The requirement to
improve access and egress from Canvey
Island is a road to the west not another to
the east. An easterly road requires all
traffic to move across the island west to
east and the road infrastructure will not
permit this in any emergency.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

Confirm that the new road
will be built and built first
explain what you will do with
the people living on Thorney
Bay during and after
construction of the new
properties.

Yes

As well as the highway
modifications listed, further
improvements to Sadlers
farm. Direct link road to
A130 (Chelmsford) and also
A13 to A130 Canvey Island.
Improvements to existing
land drainage systems to
prevent the regular flooding
of roads on Canvey Island.
Increase the recreational
facilities of Canvey (Open
Space accessible) to public.

No

Because I live on Canvey
and want to know the
answers to my concerns.
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NLPPS829

NLPPS830

Colin
Turner

Helen
Hawkins

H5

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Although as a layperson, I am not familiar
with the regulations and legal references
cited in this planning document insofar as
the additional housing planned for Canvey
Island is concerned, my view is that this is
non compliant to, and incompatible with
the 'class 3 flood risk status' of the
locations envisaged. Whilst the local plan
foresees a third road off the Island, the
addition of capacity improvements along
Sommes Ave, and the extension of
Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
western Esplanade, there is no
undertaking currently given, that these
infrastructure improvements will be in
place BEFORE the new houses are built I suspect that both political and
commercial pressures will dictate that the
housing envisaged will be built
beforehand, and that, as a consequence,
the degree of traffic congestion will
worsen and the likelihood of gridlock to
the only roundabout leading off the Island,
will increase along with the safety risks to
residents in an emergency. Finally the
heavy rains of late may serve as a
reminder that the current surface drainage
infrastructure across parts of Canvey
Island is still insufficient to cope with
inundation ........ events - my own road
(Orrmo Road) was flooded at both ends
on this occasion). Local planning should
be focussing upon improving the
infrastructure for existing housing on
Canvey Island, rather than pursuing this
....... course of additional house building
and the placing of additional burdens
upon the currently over stretched
drainage and supply systems.

Remove all references to
additional house building in
the Class 3 flood plain areas.

N

N

Soundness Comments

Although as a layperson, I am not familiar
with the regulations and legal references
cited in this planning document insofar as
the additional housing planned for Canvey
Island is concerned, my view is that this is
non compliant to, and incompatible with
the 'class 3 flood risk status' of the
locations envisaged. Whilst the local plan
foresees a third road off the Island, the
addition of capacity improvements along
Sommes Ave, and the extension of
Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
western Esplanade, there is no
undertaking currently given, that these
infrastructure improvements will be in
place BEFORE the new houses are built I suspect that both political and
commercial pressures will dictate that the
housing envisaged will be built
beforehand, and that, as a consequence,
the degree of traffic congestion will
worsen and the likelihood of gridlock to
the only roundabout leading off the Island,
will increase along with the safety risks to
residents in an emergency. Finally the
heavy rains of late may serve as a
reminder that the current surface drainage
infrastructure across parts of Canvey
Island is still insufficient to cope with
inundation ........ events - my own road
(Orrmo Road) was flooded at both ends
on this occasion). Local planning should
be focussing upon improving the
infrastructure for existing housing on
Canvey Island, rather than pursuing this
....... course of additional house building
and the placing of additional burdens
upon the currently over stretched
drainage and supply systems.
I consider this plan not to be sound.
Firstly this documentation received by
residents of Castle Point is not in plain
English. Unless you are a surveyor or
planner much of the terminology and
references mean nothing. Key points
from the most important/significant
documents should have been included so
that the general public could make
informed opinions/decisions about the
plan. Secondly no timescale has been
included. Therefore is cannot be judged if
the proposed infrastructure will be in place
before or after the planned house
building. Residents of Canvey are
already at risk from flooding and a major
incident, should it occur at the methane
(Oikos) site. There is currently no
emergency Plan in place to set out
procedures should such an incident occur.
Canvey is a flood plain. The purpose of
flood plain is to have somewhere for
estuary waters to go i.e. Somerset levels.
Hull basin etc. To have even more
housing or construction on Canvey is
exacerbating the problems already being
experienced in a lot of areas on the
Island. Castle Point has other open
spaces. To purposefully build on known
flood plain is deliberately putting the lives
and livelihoods of the current residents at
risk. To have no emergency plan, to have
no appropriate infrastructure to deal with a
mass evacuation of the Island is putting
resident (and visitors) lives at risk. Is
Castle Point prepared to be accountable
for this!!!! Stop seeing "pound" signs and
start seeing real lives, real problems.
Take your finger out of the dyke and
sensible long term solutions not cheap
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Remove all references to
additional house building in
the Class 3 flood plain areas.

Yes

Timeline - infrastructure to be
in place just before if or any
new building i.e. new roads,
schools, drs etc. Emergency
plans for evacuation due to
flood or incident to be in
place and made known to all
residents. Protection of
green belt and demographic
of the Island as community.

No
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attending
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Am happy to speak, as
needed, as a layperson,
on these points as
recorded.
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economy quick fixes!

NLPPS831

NLPPS832

NLPPS833

NLPPS834

Linda Cope

Teresa
Middleton

Tony Sims

Ann Page

New Local
Plan 2016

N

How many residents will be able to
respond to this document - it is beyond
comprehension for ordinary people.

Development of Canvey
Island. 1. Full scale
scientific and engineering
investigation for potential of
severe flooding due to
climate change. 2. For all
developments legal and
planning to be in plain
English. 3. For the whole
community to be
represented, involved and
have a democratic say in the
plans. 4. No further housing
development to be
authorised/passed until third
and forth roads are
constructed off the Island.
These are a priority,
essential. 5. Emergency
evacuation routes to be
established.

New Local
Plan 2016

N

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

N

N

N

I feel that no more houses and building
should be allowed on this Island. The
infrastructure will not take any more
building. We need another road on and
off the Island to deal with an impossible
traffic situation. Furtherwick Park School
was taken away so what happens when
we have more houses with 2 or more
children in each. Where will these
children go to school or will parent be
expected to home-school. Also doctors.

No more houses & building.
Resources should be on
repairing roads and looking
into putting the flooding
situations right.

How many residents will be able to
respond to this document - it is beyond
comprehension for ordinary people.

My objection to this local plan is no
consideration is given to the implications
of traffic congestion in the Canvey and
Benfleet, Thundersley, Rayleigh Weir,
Tarpots, Sadlers Farm roundabout at
peak times. In these areas 3/4 of an hour
to get to Basildon Town from Rayleigh
Weir if your lucky. The amount of cars
that are added to the already new builds
in the area plus another 2.500 plus how
many more its ridiculous. God forbid if
there is a disaster on Canvey Island.
What chances of escape???
Plan is unsound. There should be no
building on green belt land. Further
increase in local population will only
reduce the living standards of existing
residents.

Development of Canvey
Island. 1. Full scale
scientific and engineering
investigation for potential of
severe flooding due to
climate change. 2. For all
developments legal and
planning to be in plain
English. 3. For the whole
community to be
represented, involved and
have a democratic say in the
plans. 4. No further housing
development to be
authorised/passed until third
and forth roads are
constructed off the Island.
These are a priority,
essential. 5. Emergency
evacuation routes to be
established.

No

No

Reduce/cancel plan for
Thorney Bay

N

Plan is unsound. There should be no
building on green belt land. Further
increase in local population will only
reduce the living standards of existing
residents.

No

No
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NLPPS835

Ann Wilcox

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS836

Rosemarie
CassettariBanks

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS837

Christine
Baxter

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Y

N

N

NLPPS838

Brenda
Drury

H5

N

NLPPS839

Brenda
Drury

H6

N

NLPPS840

Linda
Walters

Para 3

N

Soundness Comments

I have lived on Canvey Island for 40
years. During that time, building has been
prevalent, which I believe has resulted in
insufficient infrastructure. We do not now
have sufficient schools for the growing
number of children living here. But by for
the worsening problems of traffic and
flood risks are, for me, the biggest
problem. Adding more housing to our
overcrowded island is only going to
exacerbate these. In recent days,
because of an accident and road works
being undertaken, it has proved really
difficult in getting on/off the island. More
houses will obviously mean more cars
and our roads are just not good enough to
cope with increased traffic. The recent
storms also showed our drainage system
to be inefficient.
I believe the Local Plan to be unsound
because the infrastructure needs to be
supported i.e. if you are building hundreds
of new houses which equates to hundreds
of more cars on the road, the access and
egress to the Island will be under great
strain, and during busy times the Island
will be gridlocked. It is imperative that a
third road on and off the Island should be
built before anymore houses are built.

No one is listening to the islanders
requests for better access on/off the
island. We deserve better!!

In the main proposals it seems as if the
housing comes before the road, which
has been promised for so long. Canvey is
already over populated, and another 760
homes seems a ridiculous amount for the
facilities available. A NEW ROAD
SHOULD BE THE FIRST PRIORITY.
There is plenty of empty space available
on the mainland - why should it always be
- build on Canvey -? Not suitable, you've
scaled down fire service and police
service then fetch in so many more
people - nonsense.
In the main proposals it seems as if the
housing comes before the road, which
has been promised for so long. Canvey is
already over populated, and another 760
homes seems a ridiculous amount for the
facilities available. A NEW ROAD
SHOULD BE THE FIRST PRIORITY.
There is plenty of empty space available
on the mainland - why should it always be
- build on Canvey -? Not suitable, you've
scaled down fire service and police
service then fetch in so many more
people - nonsense.
Unless the drainage systems are greatly
improved it would be irresponsible to build
further houses. Also the road links on and
off the island should be improved prior to
any construction commencing. A further
600 homes would increase the traffic and
also put the drainage systems under
greater pressure. There is still flooding
occurring every time there is any heavy
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Better infrastructure!

No

To make the plan sound
build third road before
housing

No

The proposed 160 homes off
Point Road does not mention
a new school or how the rush
hour traffic will leave this
area. The roads leading
around Mornington Road,
Central Wall and Somnes
Avenue are all impossible
now. The Island needs a
road leading off towards
Southend. Why not create a
flyover like the one at
Chelmsford? On a worrying
scale, roads full of potholes
give us rate payers a break!!

No

N

N

Improvement to the drainage
systems. New road to take
traffic on/off the island.

N

In the main proposals it seems as if the
housing comes before the road, which
has been promised for so long. Canvey is
already over populated, and another 760
homes seems a ridiculous amount for the
facilities available. A NEW ROAD
SHOULD BE THE FIRST PRIORITY.
There is plenty of empty space available
on the mainland - why should it always be
- build on Canvey -? Not suitable, you've
scaled down fire service and police
service then fetch in so many more
people - nonsense.
In the main proposals it seems as if the
housing comes before the road, which
has been promised for so long. Canvey is
already over populated, and another 760
homes seems a ridiculous amount for the
facilities available. A NEW ROAD
SHOULD BE THE FIRST PRIORITY.
There is plenty of empty space available
on the mainland - why should it always be
- build on Canvey -? Not suitable, you've
scaled down fire service and police
service then fetch in so many more
people - nonsense.
Unless the drainage systems are greatly
improved it would be irresponsible to build
further houses. Also the road links on and
off the island should be improved prior to
any construction commencing. A further
600 homes would increase the traffic and
also put the drainage systems under
greater pressure. There is still flooding
occurring every time there is any heavy

Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

No
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rainfall.

NLPPS841

John
Morgan

H9

N

NLPPS842

Jan Thorpe

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS843

David Bell

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS844

Jeanette
Duffield

H5

N

I do not consider a development of 180
houses sound for the Daws Heath area.
Daws Heath is a small, well defined
community, with its own unique feel,
which sits comfortably in the natural
landscape surrounding. This should not
be disrupted by expansion. Further,
Daws Heath does not have the
infrastructure generally (e.g.
schools/shops) for a significant increase
in population.
My main concern is the infrastructure, in
place to cope with the extra vehicles
which 960 new homes will generate.
Sadlers Farm and surrounding roads are
unable to deal with traffic flows during
peak hours at the moment, so under
these proposals the area will become total
gridlock.
The scheme to build an additional 760
homes on the island is madness.
Whoever devised this scheme is in
serious need of some common sense
pills. Monday to Friday, Long Road and
Somnes Ave are gridlocked morning and
evening. The same occurs Saturday and
Sunday mornings. The infrastructure
simple cannot cope with the existing
population, building 760 houses - 2000
plus people - 1000 plus more cars is
lunacy. No new builds should take place
until the third road off the island is
constructed, and Roscommon Way is
extended to Thorney Bay road. As has
been demonstrated recently, any
accident/incident occurring on the island,
brings the entire area to a standstill.
Almost every road on the island is in need
of urgent repair, they are littered with
potholes, sunken trenches and kerb
damage. Any more traffic will only
exacerbate the problem. It is all very well
for these so called 'experts' to devise
these schemes, they do not have to live
with the problem they create. I
understand that this proposal was
'bulldozed' through by Tory councillors,
and that all but one do not live on the
island. SAYS IT ALL!!!
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rainfall.

H9 Proposal should be
removed from the local plan
completely.

No

No

Improvement/upgrading of
infrastructure of roads. Flood
control, storm drains. Third
road off.

N

N

The scheme to build an additional 760
homes on the island is madness.
Whoever devised this scheme is in
serious need of some common sense
pills. Monday to Friday, Long Road and
Somnes Ave are gridlocked morning and
evening. The same occurs Saturday and
Sunday mornings. The infrastructure
simple cannot cope with the existing
population, building 760 houses - 2000
plus people - 1000 plus more cars is
lunacy. No new builds should take place
until the third road off the island is
constructed, and Roscommon Way is
extended to Thorney Bay road. As has
been demonstrated recently, any
accident/incident occurring on the island,
brings the entire area to a standstill.
Almost every road on the island is in need
of urgent repair, they are littered with
potholes, sunken trenches and kerb
damage. Any more traffic will only
exacerbate the problem. It is all very well
for these so called 'experts' to devise
these schemes, they do not have to live
with the problem they create. I
understand that this proposal was
'bulldozed' through by Tory councillors,
and that all but one do not live on the
island. SAYS IT ALL!!!
I notice you have made provision for a
further 760 new homes - down
considerably from the previous local plan good news. But this problem still remains
that we will not have adequate schooling,
one secondary school has already closed
and we have no provision for sixth form
schooling - A legal requirement that all
children must stay at school until 18 years
of age. This means all 16-18 year olds
have to travel off the island at
considerable expense and in rush hour.
The new road linking Canvey to
Corringham has been talked about for
years - will it ever happen!!! The same
goes for flood defence works. The heavy
rain we have experienced recently shows
this is long overdue. 1. The old Castle
view schools needs to be retained for
future secondary schooling. 2. The new
road needs to be started as a matter of

No

No
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urgency. 3. Flood defences need to be
upgraded and surface water drainage
needs to be improved.

NLPPS845

Jeanette
Duffield

H6

N

NLPPS846

Jenifer
Howlett

H4

N

NLPPS847

Jenifer
Howlett

H 11 (1 & 2)

N

NLPPS848

Jenifer
Howlett

H 11 (3 & 4)

N

NLPPS849

Philip
Meiners

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Far too many houses in "Thundersley"
without any consideration to infrastructure
requirements. Possible improvements to
the A129 & A130 will not help the local
residential roads. Doctors surgeries
already full. H4 235 homes + H8 81
homes + H11 (1 & 2) 400 homes = 716
by 2031 PLUS H11 (3 & 4) 800 after =
1516 hardly proportionate.
Far too many houses in "Thundersley"
without any consideration to infrastructure
requirements. Possible improvements to
the A129 & A130 will not help the local
residential roads. Doctors surgeries
already full. H4 235 homes + H8 81
homes + H11 (1 & 2) 400 homes = 716
by 2031 PLUS H11 (3 & 4) 800 after =
1516 hardly proportionate.
Far too many houses in "Thundersley"
without any consideration to infrastructure
requirements. Possible improvements to
the A129 & A130 will not help the local
residential roads. Doctors surgeries
already full. H4 235 homes + H8 81
homes + H11 (1 & 2) 400 homes = 716
by 2031 PLUS H11 (3 & 4) 800 after =
1516 hardly proportionate.
In regards to Canvey Island I find the
building of 760 new homes unacceptable.
This due to the amount of traffic this will
cause, even with a new road off the
Island. Also Canvey has a large amount
of localised flooding and the building of
more houses will not help matters.

I notice you have made provision for a
further 760 new homes - down
considerably from the previous local plan good news. But this problem still remains
that we will not have adequate schooling,
one secondary school has already closed
and we have no provision for sixth form
schooling - A legal requirement that all
children must stay at school until 18 years
of age. This means all 16-18 year olds
have to travel off the island at
considerable expense and in rush hour.
The new road linking Canvey to
Corringham has been talked about for
years - will it ever happen!!! The same
goes for flood defence works. The heavy
rain we have experienced recently shows
this is long overdue. 1. The old Castle
view schools needs to be retained for
future secondary schooling. 2. The new
road needs to be started as a matter of
urgency. 3. Flood defences need to be
upgraded and surface water drainage
needs to be improved.

No

Spread the load or build less.

No

Spread the load or build less.

No

Spread the load or build less.

No

No
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NLPPS850

Mark
Farrell on
behalf of
Bowers Rd
Consortium

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Does not release the most appropriate
Green belt site (see reasons for objection,
attached. I object, on behalf of the
Bowers Road Consortium, to the
proposed release for development of
green belt land for the following summary
reasons. The release of the Bowers Road
Consortium site, which was previously
proposed by the Council, is more
appropriate because the Council found it
was: A) not serving green belt functions,
B) based on material planning grounds,
more sustainable for release, C) is more
able than green belt now proposed for
release, to provide houses to meet the
five year supply and D) is most likely to
protect the more valuable green belt in
Castle Point. We submit herewith the
following list of documents which show
that the Council previously established
that release of the Bowers Road site
would strengthen the strategic function of
green belt and can enhance bio diversity,
increase public access to open space,
visitor and school parking and deliver
several other community benefits.

See list of documents 1-10
attached. All these
documents are already in the
Council's possession. See
reasons for objections
attached. List of Documents
to support the use of Bowers
Rd Consortium land as part
of the Draft New Local Plan;
1. 2011 SLAH This document
allocates 200 homes to be
built for our consortium site
only and was unanimously
agreed by members to be
used. 2. Pre App Response
dated 2012 from Steve
Rogers concluding that the
likely recommendation for
our application was Approval.
3. Letter from S.Rogers to
landowners representative
Dr. R Spink confirming the
proposed change to the
green belt boundary. 4.
CPBC Special meeting (Draft
new local plan) dated Feb
2015. This report to the Task
and Finish group gave
several strong reasons for
our land to be included in the
emerging DNLP, including
key benefits to the Green
Belt. 5. Letter dated
27/01/16 from CPBC Chief
Executive Gary Marchant
warning Councillors of the
risk of throwing out the then
emerging local plan and its
consequences. Bowers
Road site as part of the H9 is
mentioned several times as
land that is previously
developed and should be
used. 6. Community
involvement Survey
conducted on behalf of
Redrow Homes for our site
clearly demonstrates an
unprecedented equal amount
of local people supporting
and objecting to our site. 7.
Letter from Strutt & Parker
showing how a new 173
home scheme (then
proposed) addresses all the
previous reasons for refusal
of the earlier 178 unit
application. 8. CPBC
Response to 173 Unit (pre
application) dated 16th may
2016. 9. CPBC Meeting
Agenda 02/11/15 page 3 of 6
sets out the justification for
Bowers Rd Consortium site
(within H9) for release from
green belt. Chief Executive
stated that this justification
was based on material
planning grounds and those
reasons could not change.
10. All relevant CPBC Local
plan meetings as listed on
CPBC Planning portal
website dated from 30th July
2014 to 25th November
2015.

N

Soundness Comments

Does not release the most appropriate
Green belt site (see reasons for objection,
attached. I object, on behalf of the
Bowers Road Consortium, to the
proposed release for development of
green belt land for the following summary
reasons. The release of the Bowers Road
Consortium site, which was previously
proposed by the Council, is more
appropriate because the Council found it
was: A) not serving green belt functions,
B) based on material planning grounds,
more sustainable for release, C) is more
able than green belt now proposed for
release, to provide houses to meet the
five year supply and D) is most likely to
protect the more valuable green belt in
Castle Point. We submit herewith the
following list of documents which show
that the Council previously established
that release of the Bowers Road site
would strengthen the strategic function of
green belt and can enhance bio diversity,
increase public access to open space,
visitor and school parking and deliver
several other community benefits.

See list of documents 1-10
attached. All these
documents are already in the
Council's possession. See
reasons for objections
attached. List of Documents
to support the use of Bowers
Rd Consortium land as part
of the Draft New Local Plan;
1. 2011 SLAH This document
allocates 200 homes to be
built for our consortium site
only and was unanimously
agreed by members to be
used. 2. Pre App Response
dated 2012 from Steve
Rogers concluding that the
likely recommendation for
our application was Approval.
3. Letter from S.Rogers to
landowners representative
Dr. R Spink confirming the
proposed change to the
green belt boundary. 4.
CPBC Special meeting (Draft
new local plan) dated Feb
2015. This report to the Task
and Finish group gave
several strong reasons for
our land to be included in the
emerging DNLP, including
key benefits to the Green
Belt. 5. Letter dated
27/01/16 from CPBC Chief
Executive Gary Marchant
warning Councillors of the
risk of throwing out the then
emerging local plan and its
consequences. Bowers
Road site as part of the H9 is
mentioned several times as
land that is previously
developed and should be
used. 6. Community
involvement Survey
conducted on behalf of
Redrow Homes for our site
clearly demonstrates an
unprecedented equal amount
of local people supporting
and objecting to our site. 7.
Letter from Strutt & Parker
showing how a new 173
home scheme (then
proposed) addresses all the
previous reasons for refusal
of the earlier 178 unit
application. 8. CPBC
Response to 173 Unit (pre
application) dated 16th may
2016. 9. CPBC Meeting
Agenda 02/11/15 page 3 of 6
sets out the justification for
Bowers Rd Consortium site
(within H9) for release from
green belt. Chief Executive
stated that this justification
was based on material
planning grounds and those
reasons could not change.
10. All relevant CPBC Local
plan meetings as listed on
CPBC Planning portal
website dated from 30th July
2014 to 25th November
2015.
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NLPPS851

NLPPS852

Paul
Smallwood

Clair
Dollman

H6

H7

N

N

NLPPS853

Michelle
Baldwin

H5

N

NLPPS854

James
Clubb

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS855

William
Blissett

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS856

Ronald
Owen

New Local
Plan 2016

N

NLPPS857

Julian
Waller

E3

N

Soundness Comments

The site is not large enough to
accommodate160+ new homes plus car.
A previous proposal to deliver 100 houses
/ flats was rejected due to number of
homes. Roads next to / around the local
area are liable to flooding, drainage is not
adequate. Local roads are not wide
enough to take extra traffic safety.
Increase in cars would impact homes on
roads near the site. Local school places
are not available at the moment. Local
bus routes would be affected.
My area of concern is H7 you have not
put any provisions for the traffic increase.
64 homes is equal to 128 cars on an
already overcrowded Scrub lane do these
affordable homes have two parking
spaces each? Scrub lane merus us
dangerous - we called an ambulance for
my sick 4 year old they could not get
down Bilton Road for parked cars.
The Island is a flood plain - the flooding
happening on the Island is proof that the
housing placed on the Island has not
added extra water drainage to
compensate - so to add any more houses
to somewhere that continually floods is
ridiculous. There should not be more
housing on the Island as we still do not
have a third road offering access off the
Island - more housing - more cars - more
people - less infrastructure - major
problems.
Understand need for houses so no
comment on that. Regeneration of
Hadleigh, I consider this a waste of public
money in time of austerity & moves to cut
public spending. Why no mention of
Swans Green hall in plan?
My main objections are all the traffic on
and off Canvey Island uses waterside
road about which gridlocks Canvey and
Benfleet when there is an accident or
large volume of traffic. The drainage
system is in need of a complete overhaul.
We have Calor gas and Oikos
petrol/chemical storage. With these
problems house building on Canvey
Island should be stopped until these
problems are rectified.
The building plans for Canvey Island is
not sound because the infrastructure is
not able to cope with thing as they are
now. I now live in fear of the next heavy
rainfall that will flood many homes and
roads on the Island. Get these problems
sorted out - then think about extra homes
- which will increase the burden on the
already stretched facilities.
The development of the manor trading
estate E3 is and has been for some time
vastly in excess of what the local road
system was designed for or can cope
with. I have lived on Church Rd for 27
year's and my house now shakes when
large lorries (mainly Benfleet Scrap) go by
and manholes and drain cover's regularly
collapse. Further expansion is unsound
and I would suggest noise levels from
existing is above what should be allowed.
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When initial plans were
discussed, local residents did
not object to the plan for new
homes just the numbers that
was felt to be too high. A
smaller number of homes
would be a better solution on
the site.

Yes

1. Decrease the number of
houses to be built.
2.
Allow parking for 2 cars with
each house built. 3. Double
yellow lines on the length of
Scrub lane.

No

No more housing - build
elsewhere - Canvey is a
flood plain and the said
before no more houses be
built on it.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

It is important to have
local residents view
expressed during any
examination.

No

N

My main objections are all the traffic on
and off Canvey Island uses waterside
road about which gridlocks Canvey and
Benfleet when there is an accident or
large volume of traffic. The drainage
system is in need of a complete overhaul.
We have Calor gas and Oikos
petrol/chemical storage. With these
problems house building on Canvey
Island should be stopped until these
problems are rectified.

Yes

I find it hard to put a letter
together and don't
understand some of the
legal jargon

No

The manor trading area was
designed for small business.
The operator’s now in site
include some large vehicle
operator’s and an access
route is needed which can
cope, e.g. from A130 to the
rear of the Manor estate.

Yes

Longstanding local
resident
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NLPPS858

Richard
Stormont

9.1

?

N

NLPPS859

Richard
Stormont

9.12

?

N

Soundness Comments

As the owner and managing Director of a
business established on Manor trading
Estate for 30 years, I do not consider this
plan to be sound in respect of proposals
concerning Manor Trading Estate and an
extension to it. Policy E3 proposes the
extension of Manor Trading Estate onto
the east, subject to (amongst other
conditions) "Access suitable for
commercial vehicles [being] secured.....".
Paragraph 9.14 states that this extension
"....appears to be deliverable...." and
refers to access through the existing
estate or through redevelopment of land
within it. Paragraph 9.12 states that the
three existing employment estates (which
include Manor Trading) "...are all
assessed as being good or average
quality employment sites...". Anyone who
has driven, - let alone walked, - around
Manor Trading Estate in the last few years
could not possibly assess it as "good or
average". Its infrastructure has been
almost totally neglected by the owners of
the roads, pavements and drains and it is
now an ever-worsening minefield of
potholes, broken pavements and blocked
drains, quite unsuitable for the existing
commercial traffic and employees'
vehicles, let alone pedestrians, who use it.
The Plan itself notes in Paragraph 9.10
that in relation to Manor Trading Estate
"....there remains an issue with the quality
of the private realm in these areas.: This
huge understatement together with
Paragraph 2B of Policy E1 "Encouraging
the improvement and redevelopment of
private land within existing employment
areas...." are the only references to the
problems of the estate. How can a Plan to
extend the estate, with access through the
existing area, be considered in any way
"sound" when there is no sign of the
owners maintaining, let alone improving,
the existing estate infrastructure and there
is no meaningful proposal in the Plan to
deal with this long standing issue? My
company employs 30 permanent staff on
Manor Trading Estate and brings trade to
numerous other businesses on the estate
who supply us with goods and services.
However for the reasons outlined above it
is increasingly difficult to justify keeping
our business here.
As the owner and managing Director of a
business established on Manor trading
Estate for 30 years, I do not consider this
plan to be sound in respect of proposals
concerning Manor Trading Estate and an
extension to it. Policy E3 proposes the
extension of Manor Trading Estate onto
the east, subject to (amongst other
conditions) "Access suitable for
commercial vehicles [being] secured.....".
Paragraph 9.14 states that this extension
"....appears to be deliverable...." and
refers to access through the existing
estate or through redevelopment of land
within it. Paragraph 9.12 states that the
three existing employment estates (which
include Manor Trading) "...are all
assessed as being good or average
quality employment sites...". Anyone who
has driven, - let alone walked, - around
Manor Trading Estate in the last few years
could not possibly assess it as "good or
average". Its infrastructure has been
almost totally neglected by the owners of
the roads, pavements and drains and it is
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NLPPS860

Richard
Stormont

9.14

?

N

Soundness Comments

now an ever-worsening minefield of
potholes, broken pavements and blocked
drains, quite unsuitable for the existing
commercial traffic and employees'
vehicles, let alone pedestrians, who use it.
The Plan itself notes in Paragraph 9.10
that in relation to Manor Trading Estate
"....there remains an issue with the quality
of the private realm in these areas.: This
huge understatement together with
Paragraph 2B of Policy E1 "Encouraging
the improvement and redevelopment of
private land within existing employment
areas...." are the only references to the
problems of the estate. How can a Plan to
extend the estate, with access through the
existing area, be considered in any way
"sound" when there is no sign of the
owners maintaining, let alone improving,
the existing estate infrastructure and there
is no meaningful proposal in the Plan to
deal with this long standing issue? My
company employs 30 permanent staff on
Manor Trading Estate and brings trade to
numerous other businesses on the estate
who supply us with goods and services.
However for the reasons outlined above it
is increasingly difficult to justify keeping
our business here.
As the owner and managing Director of a
business established on Manor trading
Estate for 30 years, I do not consider this
plan to be sound in respect of proposals
concerning Manor Trading Estate and an
extension to it. Policy E3 proposes the
extension of Manor Trading Estate onto
the east, subject to (amongst other
conditions) "Access suitable for
commercial vehicles [being] secured.....".
Paragraph 9.14 states that this extension
"....appears to be deliverable...." and
refers to access through the existing
estate or through redevelopment of land
within it. Paragraph 9.12 states that the
three existing employment estates (which
include Manor Trading) "...are all
assessed as being good or average
quality employment sites...". Anyone who
has driven, - let alone walked, - around
Manor Trading Estate in the last few years
could not possibly assess it as "good or
average". Its infrastructure has been
almost totally neglected by the owners of
the roads, pavements and drains and it is
now an ever-worsening minefield of
potholes, broken pavements and blocked
drains, quite unsuitable for the existing
commercial traffic and employees'
vehicles, let alone pedestrians, who use it.
The Plan itself notes in Paragraph 9.10
that in relation to Manor Trading Estate
"....there remains an issue with the quality
of the private realm in these areas.: This
huge understatement together with
Paragraph 2B of Policy E1 "Encouraging
the improvement and redevelopment of
private land within existing employment
areas...." are the only references to the
problems of the estate. How can a Plan to
extend the estate, with access through the
existing area, be considered in any way
"sound" when there is no sign of the
owners maintaining, let alone improving,
the existing estate infrastructure and there
is no meaningful proposal in the Plan to
deal with this long standing issue? My
company employs 30 permanent staff on
Manor Trading Estate and brings trade to
numerous other businesses on the estate
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who supply us with goods and services.
However for the reasons outlined above it
is increasingly difficult to justify keeping
our business here.

NLPPS861

Richard
Stormont

E1

?

N

As the owner and managing Director of a
business established on Manor trading
Estate for 30 years, I do not consider this
plan to be sound in respect of proposals
concerning Manor Trading Estate and an
extension to it. Policy E3 proposes the
extension of Manor Trading Estate onto
the east, subject to (amongst other
conditions) "Access suitable for
commercial vehicles [being] secured.....".
Paragraph 9.14 states that this extension
"....appears to be deliverable...." and
refers to access through the existing
estate or through redevelopment of land
within it. Paragraph 9.12 states that the
three existing employment estates (which
include Manor Trading) "...are all
assessed as being good or average
quality employment sites...". Anyone who
has driven, - let alone walked, - around
Manor Trading Estate in the last few years
could not possibly assess it as "good or
average". Its infrastructure has been
almost totally neglected by the owners of
the roads, pavements and drains and it is
now an ever-worsening minefield of
potholes, broken pavements and blocked
drains, quite unsuitable for the existing
commercial traffic and employees'
vehicles, let alone pedestrians, who use it.
The Plan itself notes in Paragraph 9.10
that in relation to Manor Trading Estate
"....there remains an issue with the quality
of the private realm in these areas.: This
huge understatement together with
Paragraph 2B of Policy E1 "Encouraging
the improvement and redevelopment of
private land within existing employment
areas...." are the only references to the
problems of the estate. How can a Plan to
extend the estate, with access through the
existing area, be considered in any way
"sound" when there is no sign of the
owners maintaining, let alone improving,
the existing estate infrastructure and there
is no meaningful proposal in the Plan to
deal with this long standing issue? My
company employs 30 permanent staff on
Manor Trading Estate and brings trade to
numerous other businesses on the estate
who supply us with goods and services.
However for the reasons outlined above it
is increasingly difficult to justify keeping
our business here.

No

Page 202 of 487

NLPPS862

Richard
Stormont

E2

?

N

NLPPS863

Richard
Stormont

E3

?

N

Soundness Comments

As the owner and managing Director of a
business established on Manor trading
Estate for 30 years, I do not consider this
plan to be sound in respect of proposals
concerning Manor Trading Estate and an
extension to it. Policy E3 proposes the
extension of Manor Trading Estate onto
the east, subject to (amongst other
conditions) "Access suitable for
commercial vehicles [being] secured.....".
Paragraph 9.14 states that this extension
"....appears to be deliverable...." and
refers to access through the existing
estate or through redevelopment of land
within it. Paragraph 9.12 states that the
three existing employment estates (which
include Manor Trading) "...are all
assessed as being good or average
quality employment sites...". Anyone who
has driven, - let alone walked, - around
Manor Trading Estate in the last few years
could not possibly assess it as "good or
average". Its infrastructure has been
almost totally neglected by the owners of
the roads, pavements and drains and it is
now an ever-worsening minefield of
potholes, broken pavements and blocked
drains, quite unsuitable for the existing
commercial traffic and employees'
vehicles, let alone pedestrians, who use it.
The Plan itself notes in Paragraph 9.10
that in relation to Manor Trading Estate
"....there remains an issue with the quality
of the private realm in these areas.: This
huge understatement together with
Paragraph 2B of Policy E1 "Encouraging
the improvement and redevelopment of
private land within existing employment
areas...." are the only references to the
problems of the estate. How can a Plan to
extend the estate, with access through the
existing area, be considered in any way
"sound" when there is no sign of the
owners maintaining, let alone improving,
the existing estate infrastructure and there
is no meaningful proposal in the Plan to
deal with this long standing issue? My
company employs 30 permanent staff on
Manor Trading Estate and brings trade to
numerous other businesses on the estate
who supply us with goods and services.
However for the reasons outlined above it
is increasingly difficult to justify keeping
our business here.
As the owner and managing Director of a
business established on Manor trading
Estate for 30 years, I do not consider this
plan to be sound in respect of proposals
concerning Manor Trading Estate and an
extension to it. Policy E3 proposes the
extension of Manor Trading Estate onto
the east, subject to (amongst other
conditions) "Access suitable for
commercial vehicles [being] secured.....".
Paragraph 9.14 states that this extension
"....appears to be deliverable...." and
refers to access through the existing
estate or through redevelopment of land
within it. Paragraph 9.12 states that the
three existing employment estates (which
include Manor Trading) "...are all
assessed as being good or average
quality employment sites...". Anyone who
has driven, - let alone walked, - around
Manor Trading Estate in the last few years
could not possibly assess it as "good or
average". Its infrastructure has been
almost totally neglected by the owners of
the roads, pavements and drains and it is
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NLPPS865

Diana
McKie

Charles
Sims

H9

H9

N

N

Soundness Comments

now an ever-worsening minefield of
potholes, broken pavements and blocked
drains, quite unsuitable for the existing
commercial traffic and employees'
vehicles, let alone pedestrians, who use it.
The Plan itself notes in Paragraph 9.10
that in relation to Manor Trading Estate
"....there remains an issue with the quality
of the private realm in these areas.: This
huge understatement together with
Paragraph 2B of Policy E1 "Encouraging
the improvement and redevelopment of
private land within existing employment
areas...." are the only references to the
problems of the estate. How can a Plan to
extend the estate, with access through the
existing area, be considered in any way
"sound" when there is no sign of the
owners maintaining, let alone improving,
the existing estate infrastructure and there
is no meaningful proposal in the Plan to
deal with this long standing issue? My
company employs 30 permanent staff on
Manor Trading Estate and brings trade to
numerous other businesses on the estate
who supply us with goods and services.
However for the reasons outlined above it
is increasingly difficult to justify keeping
our business here.
H9: (a) Green belt land used livery and
sporting activities; (b) access to Brooke
Farm is via a county Lane; (c) traffic
congestion with Western Road, Daws
Heath Road and potentially a third
adjoining road. (d) bottle necks joining
Hadleigh (Rectory Road) to the A13 and
the Woodmans with two mini roundabouts
where there are often near collisions with
queuing traffic to join the A127; (e) Bottle
necks with people trying to avoid
blockages and build ups with go via New
Road (with parked cars), Scrub Lane (with
speed bumps) and St. Michaels Road
(thin windy county lane) with tight places
when 2 vehicles pass. (f) Properties have
been liable to flooding and the effect of
more concrete will effect this more. (g)
Local plan says Daws Heath Woodland
protected, what about fields?; (h) Local
public transport skeletal and unreliable
and no good links for train stations; (in)
will affect the ecosystem and wildlife; (j)
ultimately unsustainable in this area.

It fails to protect the Green Belt at H9. It
fails to provide decent infrastructure for
Castle Point. It fails environmentally to
protect Daws Heath.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

H9: (a) Green belt land used livery and
sporting activities; (b) access to Brooke
Farm is via a county Lane; (c) traffic
congestion with Western Road, Daws
Heath Road and potentially a third
adjoining road. (d) bottle necks joining
Hadleigh (Rectory Road) to the A13 and
the Woodmans with two mini roundabouts
where there are often near collisions with
queuing traffic to join the A127; (e) Bottle
necks with people trying to avoid
blockages and build ups with go via New
Road (with parked cars), Scrub Lane (with
speed bumps) and St. Michaels Road
(thin windy county lane) with tight places
when 2 vehicles pass. (f) Properties have
been liable to flooding and the effect of
more concrete will affect this more. (g)
Local plan says Daws Heath Woodland
protected, what about fields?; (h) Local
public transport skeletal and unreliable
and no good links for train stations; (in)
will affect the ecosystem and wildlife; (j)
ultimately unsustainable in this area.

No

n

It fails to protect the Green Belt at H9. It
fails to provide decent infrastructure for
Castle Point. It fails environmentally to
protect Daws Heath. 1. Green Belt - is
sacrosanct so brown field sites should be
used e.g. H11. 2. Environment - the local
plan states under the heading of the
environment that Daws Heath Historic
Natural Landscape has been designated.
How can building 180 homes at Brook
Farm in Daws heath support this claim?
3. Infrastructure - there is complete lack
of infrastructure. Traffic from H9 at least
360 more cars will pour into Hadleigh or
The Woodman 2 congested areas. 4.
Transport - There is no reliable transport
publically or easy access to a railway
station from H9 whereas H11 leads
immediately onto the A127 and A130. 5.
Local amenity - 180 houses at H9 will
destroy stables that provide a healthy
sports activity.

No

Use H11 (1,2,3,&4) as an
alternative. (a) Ease of
access to A13 and A127 with
new road infrastructure in
place at Sadlers Farm
roundabout to get to M25 Chelmsford as well. (b) Good
public transport bus links; (c)
Use brownfields land rather
than green belt.

1. Green Belt - is sacrosanct
so brown field sites should
be used e.g. H11. 2.
Environment - the local plan
states under the heading of
the environment that Daws
Heath Historic Natural
Landscape has been
designated. How can
building 180 homes at Brook
Farm in Daws heath support
this claim? 3. Infrastructure
- there is complete lack of
infrastructure. Traffic from
H9 at least 360 more cars
will pour into Hadleigh or The
Woodman 2 congested
areas. 4. Transport - There
is no reliable transport
publically or easy access to a
railway station from H9
whereas H11 leads
immediately onto the A127
and A130. 5. Local amenity
- 180 houses at H9 will
destroy stables that provide a
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healthy sports activity.

NLPPS866

NLPPS867

NLPPS868

Derek
Goodson

Nigel
Branch

Brenda
Joyce
Morton

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

N

N

These proposal forms are
incomprehensible to Mr & mrs average
ratepayer. Are they only aimed at
developers or interested parties (we are
all affected) Its all jargon. As far as
Canvey Island is concerned out (my)
observations - complaints are unchanged.
i.e. No major housing or building
developments until infrastructures are
improved. (Roads, drains, sewers, fire
service, police etc) sea wall's also.
Canvey Way is an endless problem.
Again a recent example, due to an
accident. Another road access is
essential. Everyone agrees, but so much
hot air no action! Housing space
example. The point Road development
houses double the number of households
in the small area of 6-8 roads. There is
no proposed time line for the plan either.
We have had two (three) further surface
water incidents in June (heavy rain again.
Will there be a solution?)
Areas of building have been designated
on green belt land, this is not sound and
would lead to over development and
cannot be returned to the community once
it has been built on. There is insufficient
infrastructures particularly drainage and
road links. We live in the area directly
affected by the proposal 1 + 9
developments and this would have short
and long term problems affecting many
existing residents.

Common sense must prevail
and apply to the plan. Any
plan. All changes should be
made for improvement of
status quo in general.

No

We have been advised that
most local people support the
H11 development (1-4) that
could have links directly onto
the A130, apparently the
ECC say this is not possible we need CPBC to stand up
to them and insist we use
more suitable land areas.

Yes

There is no future investment in place to
build this amount of housing on Canvey.
If you build on Thorney Bay, where do all
the ex criminals & immigrants go. To the
top of the housing list, whilst the hard
working people of Canvey go fend for
themselves. I don't know why I am
wasting my time & effort writing this, you
have never took any notice of Canvey
people for the 45 years I have lived here.

It appears we are being
asked to just accept this
plan, it is wrong and we
cannot allow it to just drift
into place, once this land
is developed on it will
never come back.

No
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NLPPS869

NLPPS870

NLPPS871
NLPPS872
NLPPS873
NLPPS874
NLPPS875
NLPPS876
NLPPS877
NLPPS878
NLPPS879
NLPPS880
NLPPS881
NLPPS882
NLPPS883
NLPPS884
NLPPS885
NLPPS886
NLPPS887

NLPPS888
NLPPS889

NLPPS890
NLPPS891
NLPPS892
NLPPS893
NLPPS894

Jack Smith

Ben &
Rachel
Martin
Debbie
Johnson
Raymond
Barton
Michael
Hazell
Jean Ann
Butler
Pauline
Brown
Doreen
Holdsworth
Gladys
Taylor
James
Thorpe
Ann Young
Ruth Syer
Jean
Holmes
Mary Eaton
Ian
Ashworth
Sylvia
Morris
Francis
Perkins
Jean
Powell
Glenys
Coe
Victoria
Anne & Ian
Shindler
Janice
Millar
John
William
Moroan
Ivy
Burnham
Joan
Dockerill
Patricia
Mary Lush
Steven

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

N

Plans are continuously made without
listening to the people of Canvey. We are
too close to 2 COMAH sites, we do not
have the flood structure to cope with any
more houses!

Do not build any more on
Canvey!

Soundness Comments

N

For the third time in recent weeks my
daughter was unable to drive home, down
Canvey Way from her employers at
Rettendon some 15 minutes drive way.
The journey last night took 3 hours to get
home due to road accident. How can our
stupid Councillors plan another 760 new
homes on Canvey & more industrial units
when we are already saturated with cars.
Everyone knows the answer - A new road
to Corringham is the No.1 priority. Until
this is built no more houses should be
built on Canvey Island. Our Councillors,
M.P. should unite and petition much more
strongly for this road. Looking at the
maps provided Benfleet and off the Island
has vast areas of Green Belt and all new
houses should be accommodated off the
Island. I have just read a report which
states Canvey has had 3/4 of new houses
built over the last ten years on the Island.
Benfleet Councillors should hang their
heads in shame.

The Benfleet Conservative
Councillors have included
H11 which is some of the
best Green Belt in castle
Point. I wonder why? Other
obvious sites have now been
deleted. I am sorry to say
the whole process stinks. I
trust the Inspector sees
through what our local
Councillors are up to.

N

Plans are continuously made without
listening to the people of Canvey. We are
too close to 2 COMAH sites, we do not
have the flood structure to cope with any
more houses!

Do not build any more on
Canvey!
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Plans are continuously made without
listening to the people of Canvey. We are
too close to 2 COMAH sites, we do not
have the flood structure to cope with any
more houses! Do not build any more on
Canvey!

No
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No
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NLPPS895
NLPPS896

NLPPS897

NLPPS898
NLPPS899
NLPPS900
NLPPS901
NLPPS902
NLPPS903
NLPPS904
NLPPS905
NLPPS906

NLPPS907
NLPPS908
NLPPS909
NLPPS910
NLPPS911

Chapman
Brian
Jones
Joannne
Pettafor
Irene
Fredirick
Westley
Jean
Florence
Hodder
Shelia
Harriss
George
Lane
Mario
Geroldi
Christine
Newman
Evelyn
Metherell
Gwen
Kershaw
Peter Roy
Bambury
Donna
Adams
Allan &
Maureen
Easterford
Karen
Pettitt
Elisabeth
NMcNally
John
Martin
Donald
Down
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Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

No
No

New Local
Plan 2016

No

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

New Local
Plan 2016

No

New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016
New Local
Plan 2016

R Burgess

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS913

S Baillie

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016
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No
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No
Regarding the new local plan, could you
please explain why your plans in march
2006 (cutting enclosed) were not carried
out. Will you confirm that the new plans
will be affected? The Burches Road area
should be a priority to allow traffic to exit
on to the A127, A130.
Most sorry, unable to understand this.
About 20 years ago there was an
exhibition in the Knightswick Centre on
Canvey Island whereby one of the items
mentioned in the then “local plan” was
shown as joining up the 2 lanes west of
the Golf Club entrance with the 2 lanes to
the east of the Golf Club entrance which
would of course alleviate the incredible
traffic congestion that is still current today
(every day). When I informed the staff that
there were still houses being built
adjacent to the Golf Club car park and
also that there was petrol station opposite
I was assured that all this had been taken
into account and that these 2 lanes would
be joined and all the traffic entering the
island would flow perfectly. I stated that it
wouldn’t happen in my lifetime and I am
now semi-retired and still have to undergo
the terrible crushing of traffic at the pinch
point along Somnes Avenue. Given that I
might live for another decade or 2 I see
that Castle Point/Essex County Council
have now spent a small fortune in
widening the northern footpath along
Somnes Avenue (there was already a
footpath there) and there continues to be
a footpath also along the southern section
too that obviously the joining of the 2
lanes will never, ever happen. How can
there be ANY highway capacity
improvements (as stated in your Local

No

No

No
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Plan) when you can’t even make the most
obvious change to traffic flow and
congestion by simply joining up the 2
lanes. As for the proposed new road
linking Canvey with Corringham you and I,
as well as all the residents of Canvey
know that this idea is pie in the sky and
will never, ever happen. Thurrock Council
will block it as they have always done and
will continue to do so for ever more. As for
more houses being built when the current
infrastructure is collapsing under the
strain of the current load the mind
boggles. Also in the fantastically
expensive Consultation Plan that has
been distributed mentions areas that are
in Hectares. Obviously the plan creators
don’t realise that only a very small amount
of people know what a Hectare covers i.e.
just over a half to ¾ of a football field. I
know because I work in property but we
use m2 which is far more up to date and
fairly understandable by the general
public. This document is just a waste of
money and an exercise in PR to placate
Central Government and the various local
councils. I would love to know who if any
have actually replied to it.
I notice that the suggestion for the
dualling of the northern section of Canvey
Way is mentioned. As £750,000.00 didn’t
alleviate the Sadlers Farm problem with 5
roundabouts, and again £63Million to
remove them and build an underpass did
absolutely nothing to reduce the strain on
Tarpots and again did nothing at all to
help the congestion trying to get on and
off Canvey Island. Originally the lane
designs were wrong (no surprise there)
and they were changed quickly after the
new Sadlers Farm junction was
announced allowing 2 lanes for traffic
going over the roundabout to the Tarpots
cutting Canvey’s Lane down to a tiny
section by the lights, which if you are
going to Canvey from Pitsea you can’t get
past the 2 lanes of traffic going over the
bridge as you can’t access the single lane
that goes to Canvey until you are a couple
of 100 yards from the traffic lights. During
the rush hour on any given day it’s a crawl
to try and get on to Canvey Way and then
crawl all the way along it. By the time you
finally get to Waterside you then have the
crush of 2 lanes into 1 and then back to 2
again!! Widening the road from Sadlers to
Tarpots has done nothing to alleviate the
problem as eventually it goes to 1 lane
again once you get over the Tarpots
lights. The construction of a dual
carriageway to the north of Canvey Way
instead of the whole road is again
procrastination as it merely moves the
problem further down and does nothing to
alleviate the problem. Even if Canvey
Way was completely dualled everything
would come to a halt at Waterside
roundabout and Somnes Avenue anyway.
It would have been nice to have simply
had something like a duplication of the
junction at Stanford-Le-Hope whereby the
roundabout is raised and everyone goes
their own way once they have left the
A13. In particular from the 10’s of
thousands of Canvey residents they
wouldn’t have to be bottlenecked across
the roundabout (as they are at the
moment), and still bottlenecked along
Somnes Avenue.
Why wasn’t the entrance and exit design
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of the Golf Course used for Waterside.
This would be perfect as anyone wishing
to use Waterside would simply do the
same as currently with the Golf Course
i.e. travel round the Waterside roundabout
or Link Road one going either on or off the
island. This would immediately remove
the necessity for automated traffic lights
causing unnecessary queues for anyone
wishing to leave the island, especially at
6am when the lights are red and you just
sit there as there isn’t a sole anywhere in
site. During the autumn and winter
months even the birds and rabbits are not
even up yet but you still just sit there
waiting for the lights to change.
Frustrating is not the word that comes to
mind. You also have bus stop outside
Waterside which once a bus has stopped
you cannot overtake as you would be met
by traffic head on in the “outside” lane of
the 2 lanes coming on to the island. Not
even the bus stop has its own lay by so
you simply have to wait to get pass it.
Everything seems geared to slow all traffic
down as much as possible either getting
on to or off the island. Am I wrong? The
argument has always been Castle Point
Council/Southend Council blame Essex
County Council and vice versa but nothing
every gets done that makes sense to us
living here. Going back to the “exhibition”
mentioned earlier I asked the staff present
if anyone lived on Canvey and was told
NO. How could anyone appreciate the
problems we had and are still having if
they don’t even live here.
More houses, more people, more traffic
when will it stop? Presumably when the
Island comes to a complete standstill.
To be perfectly honest I would have left
Canvey Island years ago but short of
divorce my wife can’t stand the thought of
setting up home again and as the house
is both of our names I’m stuffed and have
to suffer living here until I die. Not a
pleasant thought to live with.
Please note that all of the comments
above are shared by everyone I have
spoken to (except the divorce bit).
I have been onto the Castle Point website
and registered in order to comment on the
new local plan. However, as much as I
wish to take part, I do not feel qualified to
respond. The level of detail and
technical/legal information is not easy to
comprehend and I am concerned that I
will not be addressing the appropriate
areas. Looking at the comments so far,
they seem repetitive and I feel more
confident in articulating my opinions
regarding the proposed plan via email.
With no legal background I feel unable to
suggest whether the plan is legally
compliant, sound or in compliance with
the duty to co-operate but in spite of this, I
am a very concerned resident and per the
localism act wish to note the following:
I support any revision to the local plan
which protects our Greenbelt in Castle
Point and am thankful to the council for
responding to our concerns in this regard.
Myself and many other residents voiced
our concerns in response to the previous
consultation process and subsequent
planning application meetings and those
concerns are more valid now than ever.
Our green spaces are vital for many
reasons, environmental and just as
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importantly, the strain on our already
stretched services and infrastructure. We
are not geared towards large scale
development and as a resident, commuter
and parent, I find that we are already
pushing the boundaries when it comes to
road safety, congestion, policing,
healthcare, schooling and our general
local environment.
Government Policy provides the council
and its’ officers with the tools to protect
our greenbelt, per the letter to the council
and planning inspector from the Minster of
State for Housing & Planning, RT Hon.
Brandon Lewis MP. For the sake of my
family and the rest of Castle Point’s
constituents, I hope that the council will
work to support this.
On a personal note let me say I am
almost 50 years old, I was born on
Canvey Island, I have lived here all my
life, I work here and my children go to
school here, so it can be safe to say
that I am well qualified to make the
representations that I do in the attached
document .
I, along with my fellow Islanders, are sick
and tired about hearing of a plan to build a
third road off Canvey.
Why has this not been done yet?
As I say in my form, we must build this
BEFORE any new housing is sanctioned
on this Island. The Island is getting
clogged up. Getting on and off it is
becoming increasingly difficult and you
only have to cast your minds
back to any incident whereby one of the
main roads to Waterside roundabout has
been blocked due to an accident, to see
the chaos that ensues. My wife once took
TWO AND A HALF HOURS to get home
from Southend when there was
an accident in rush hour, in Long Road.
The road from Roscommon Way MUST
be extended from Haven road to Thorney
Bay. Otherwise it will be, as it has
become, a true road to nowhere. The only
people who have derived any pleasure
from the current stretch of road, have
been the boy racers keeping everyone
awake in the summer months after midnight. I discussed this road in 2008 with a
man from Essex Highways........THATS
EIGHT YEARS AGO. What on Earth is
taking so long. This is dragging on like a
Chilcott enquiry!
Same for the regeneration of the town
centre. Plans have been afoot for years.
The council even had a unit in
Knightswick centre to show the new
plans. This involved a new roundabout
where the Nat West bank is. This was
news to the bank. Fortunately
for the workforce there, this has yet to
materialise, along with all the fancy
waterways and fountains to the lake.
Once again thousands are being spent on
consultants and years down the line
nothing becomes of these grandiose
plans.
Likewise when SEMMS gave a council
commissioned exhibition at The Paddock
about 15 years ago at great expense. I
can't think of anything I saw there that has
come to fruition or has been of any
benefit, save for the signage for the buses
and the general, improvements around
Benfleet station (but not the parking which
continues to be expensive and even
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chargeable on Saturday's now). Canvey
way for example, is STILL a single
carriage way stretch of road (it was
proposed to dual it or dual it in at least
one direction).
Somnes Avenue, is STILL a single
carriage way stretch of road.
So my advice (along with thousands of us
Islanders) is stop wasting money on
consultations and plans that don't see the
light of day in real life and spend the
money on what the Islanders actually
want and that is
1 A PROPER independent third road off
to the west of Canvey Island to the
mainland, with the full link up of
Roscommon way to Thorney Bay, so
people of Canvey, especially those in the
South of Canvey, will have on offer a truly
alternative way to come and
go to and from the Island
2. A PROPER fully functioning drainage
and sewerage system that can cope with
any addition residential housing and won't
let us down after a downpour (causing
flooding and misery as it has done to
hundreds of residents in the last three
years)
Please find my comments below in regard
to the above proposed plan, which I
disagree strongly with.
I live in Benfleet and find it is very insular
with regard to the road access in and out.
This really came to light when my son
started to drive. As soon as he had
mastered the mechanics of a car and
needed to drive out of the area, he had to
attempt the difficulty of Tarpots, Sadlers
Farm roundabout or Rayleigh Weir
roundabout to be able to get out, as these
are the only main roads.
Whatever time of day I drive back to
Benfleet, traffic always stops and crawls
from Sadlers farm to Tarpots or from
Rayleigh Weir to Benfleet and if the
weather is hot and sunny, so much extra
traffic tries to cut through Benfleet to get
to Southend, you cannot get out at all. I
also have colleagues at work who live on
Canvey and use public transport to get to
work on Benfleet, who are regularly late
due to slow traffic coming off Canvey.
Emergency vehicles struggle to get
through the traffic and waste valuable
time, when they are needed at a serious,
potentially life threatening situation.
I feel that more housing will bring the
whole of the Benfleet roads to a standstill,
as there isn't the choice of access roads
and the current infrastructure surrounding
Benfleet, Canvey, Hadleigh and
Thundersley will not be able to support
the proposed approx 2800 homes
planned.
Each of these homes will have a minimum
of 2 people, but I assume they will be built
for families and most families have multi
cars at home, leading to extra cars on the
roads and/or needing to be parked on a
road. There are not enough varied local
job opportunities within the immediate
area to support an influx of new people,
therefore if they haven't the opportunity to
walk or cycle, they will need to use public
transport or their cars to get out of the
area and to their place of work.
If these houses are not built, then an
additional school will not be needed. It
does not specify whether the school will
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be a Primary or Secondary school. If this
is a Primary school, the children will need
to feed into a local Secondary school.
Both my children attend a local Secondary
school and I have noticed the growth of
the school both physically and in class
sizes to accommodate more students.
This has had an effect on the quality of
teaching, although the teachers try very
hard to maintain a high standard. Another
feeder school will add to the problems.
I want the Greenbelt land in all the
proposed areas to be protected and do
not want any of it to be built on. We need
the oxygenating plants and trees to help
combat air pollution and support wildlife
and to provide a calm and natural view
within the surrounding areas.
Although I appreciate the pressures to
find land to build homes on, I feel in the
UK there must be other unused areas
where a proper infrastructure to support
new homes e.g. public transport, utilities,
schools, shops etc can be found.
Approximately 600 houses are already
under construction and this will cause a
strain on the surrounding roads, facilities
and infrastructure. Benfleet, Hadleigh,
Thundersley and Canvey cannot take on
additional homes without a massive
detrimental effect on the quality of lives for
the people who live there and pay for the
upkeep and facilities of the local area.
With regard to Question 4 'Do you
consider the Local plan to be Legally
compliant, Sound and Complies with the
Duty to Co-operate, I have no legal
qualification or in depth knowledge of the
Planning system therefore I do not see
how I could possibly comment in anyway
than a 'No'.
I have just been to the council offices to
look at the large map for planned new
housing. I am very concerned that the
area H11 (1&2) also H11 (3&4) marked
for new housing in Thundersley will be
mainly built on green belt, open space
land and considering the plans state that
1200 homes will be built in those two
areas by 2031 which is only 15 years
away. Looking at the map those new
houses will create a complete area of
housing with very little green land/ green
belt separating the housing already in the
area, so Thundersley will be one huge
concrete jungle!
Other parts of the county to the north
Essex seem to manage building small
housing sites so they are spread out and
blend in rather than stand out. I'm sure
there must be many sites of brown fill land
that could be used.
I don't want my children to live in a huge
concrete jungle these house will create or
my grandchildren to have to grow up in
one. I have lived in Thundersley for 34
years and one of the main reasons we
have stayed is because of the large open
green areas Thundersley has.
The roads cannot cope with the traffic at
the present time so how the proposed
road improvements will solve the amount
of extra traffic 1200 homes will bring I
cannot imagine. Schools, doctors
surgeries, will also struggle to cope.
I can only assume that the people
responsible for these plans do not live in
this area and have to put up with the
constant road congestion.
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Please add my name to the list of people
voting against these housing proposals.
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1. Introduction 1.1. Statement of
Support
Billericay Action Group is submitting this
consultation response in support of Castle
Point Borough Council using Green Belt
as a constraint to meeting its Objectively
Assessed Needs of 4-6000.
Meeting OAN would cause unnecessary
environmental harm, and also cause
economic harm to Castle Point and the
wider area by pressurising the commuter
infrastructure on which the area depends.
The Greater Essex Demographic
Forecasts (Phase 7) showed Castle
Point’s local needs, discounting migration,
to be between minus 440 and plus 480
over the Plan period.
The draft plan provides over 2000 homes
and in this way Castle Point will continue
to grow and continue to informally relieve
the housing needs of its neighbours.
1.2. About Billericay Action Group
Billericay Action Group is based in the
neighbouring borough of Basildon and
seeks to protect Green Belt around the
town of Billericay in that borough. BAG is
a member of the SE Essex Action Group
Alliance.
2. Commuter Infrastructure Limitations
Castle Point, like the rest of the SE Essex
is a commuter economy, strongly shaped
by its proximity to London. The borough’s
prosperity depends on its road and rail
links to the capital and population growth
in SE Essex threatens this and should be
limited.
Both the A127 and A13 are overloaded
with the former as busy as some
motorways. Meeting OAN would
considerably worsen this and there is no
prospect of either road being widened in
the Plan Period.
As important as the roads are, their
importance to the local economy is not as
great as the railways. Around 15% of local
workers commute by train to London and
the jobs held there typically pay far better
than local equivalents.
In 2015 the Essex Thameside line could
be described as being at capacity, but that
assessment was made obsolete by C2C’s
(the franchisee) December 2015
introduction of a new timetable aimed at
rebalancing the services of the line in
favour of London stations.
The changes meant that almost all trains
would stop at all London stations.
Demand increased by 20% overnight1.
The Essex Thameside line is now overcapacity, and worse still, this demand was
expected to grow 14% in 2013-23 and
47% in 2013-432.
The December 2015 timetable change
was an unforeseeable shock that has
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made these projections a hopeless
underestimate; 20% was added to the
base figure and the projected growth
demand must be calibrated to take into
effect the rebalancing of the services to
focus more on London stops which will
experience far higher population growth
than the rest of the line.
Even ignoring the essential recalibration
of the demand projections, it can be
conservatively estimated that the shock of
the timetable change will mean demand
grows 36% in 2013-23 and 76% in 201343.
We understand that it is probably not
feasible to reliably run more frequent
trains on C2C, the challenge of running
more regular services is with timings and
positioning of carriages at the turn around
point at Fenchurch Street, which in the
busiest parts of the peak has train
departing every three minutes making it
one of the busiest London Terminals in
terms of frequency of departures.
The maximum train length is 12 carriages;
some trains are this long but most trains
are 8 carriages with a few running 4
carriages.
So there is potential for capacity to be
increased through extra carriages, but
unfortunately no more rolling stock is
available until at least 2019 when an as
yet undisclosed amount of carriages will
be procured. In the interim, C2C
recognise the pressing need for more
rolling stock after the severe problems
brought on by the timetable change.
Unfortunately, negotiations to procure
second hand rolling stock broke down.
In the long-term, the purchase of extra
rolling stock could eventually allow
capacity to be increased by a probable
maximum of around 50%, however that
would not be for many years and even
then would not come close to meeting the
likely increases in demand described
above.
3. Duty to Co-operate
We appreciate that Castle Point will be
obliged to ask its neighbours, including
our borough, to take some of its unmet
‘Need’.
We hope our borough uses Green Belt
and the transport limitations it shares with
Castle Point as reasons not to accept this
Need.
It is our view that even if no other
authority agrees to take Castle Point’s
excess Need then the borough can still
legitimately proceed with a Plan based on
a sub-OAN Housing Target, and this is
the outcome we hope for.
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I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
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you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". One day there will be a crisis
when all roads blocked in Canvey we are
at saturation point. Mouchel Group 14th
January 2008 produced for Essex County
Council - Canvey Island has two access
roads (A130 and B1014). Separation of
Canvey Island from the rest of the County
and Thames Gateway currently increases
the potential for socio-economic
differentials between Canvey and the rest
of the region. The potential to attract
investment and development is
considered to be diminishing for Canvey
Island as a result of this separation. As a
result, ECC is keen to investigate the
feasibility of an additional access route to
provide the Canvey Island community with
access to major job opportunities (Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
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Borough Council and its Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning, RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your offices is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
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referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector. In total agreement.
(Planning application neighbour
notification letter & Appeal flyer
enclosed).
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
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put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector. In total agreement.
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R Rogers

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
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New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
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P B Rogers

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
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statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
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will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.

NLPPS926

Grace
Jones

New Local
Plan 2016

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
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Plan 2016
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Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
Though I have already returned my New
Plan Consultation form with my comments
as understood at the time. However I
would also like this letter and attachment
added to it. I am in receipt of the new
Local Plan, Guidance and Response
Form. I certainly wish to take part but I
feel the questions are not worded to
include myself or any other member of the
general public. I do not have any legal
qualifications, nor am I versed in the
intricate mechanisms of the planning
process, so am at a loss to understand
the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
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response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
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New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Page 226 of 487

NLPPS929

Elizabeth
McNally

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

Page 227 of 487

NLPPS930

R Frith

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
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statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
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will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.

NLPPS931

Michelle
Duffield

New Local
Plan 2016

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
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NLPPS932

Sandra &
Michael
Joiner

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS933

Allan &
Maureen
Easterfold

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
We have studied the new Local Plan but
we feel we do not have sufficient legal
knowledge to be able to comment on the
plans legal compliance. However, we can
find no reference to two important local
issues in the proposals for Benfleet,
Hadleigh, Thundersley and Canvey
Island. 1. No provision for improved
drainage and sewage, particularly on
Canvey Island where surface water
drainage is constant problem. 2. No plans
for new doctors surgeries and schools to
accommodate the increased population.
Are there any plans to address these
issues?
I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
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Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
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I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.

NLPPS934

H Graham

New Local
Plan 2016

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council

No

Page 233 of 487

NLPPS935

Kevin
Futcher

H5
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- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.
Dear Sir or Madam. Congratulations on
producing an almost unintelligible
document for the general public. Based
on the graphic documentation supplied I
give the following opinion. For Benfleet,
Hadley and Thundersley this seems
sustainable, and I approve in principle
from the documentation supplied.
Proposals for Canvey Island. H5 Thorney
Bay. Having seen this area under flood
many times, I can say that it is necessary
to undertake some drastic work to
improve the flash flood capabilities of the
area. The area in question is from
Hawkesbury Road through the campsite
and along the seafront. All of this water
has to be pumped out by the four 300 mm
pumps by the sea wall in the campsite. I
have seen Canvey Island under 18 inches
of water and still have not seen more than
two of these pumps ever working at one
time. The problem is not pumps at the sea
wall, but a Weir that regulates the water
supply height in the campsite. The flow of
water over this Weir is restricted by weeds
and netting, but more importantly the Weir
is drastically undersized for the work is
now being asked to undertake. I would
estimate that we need a Weir at least five
times the size of the current installation.
When the water level around the campsite
rises too much it uses the reserve
capacity of the Hawkesbury Road Dyke
for storage. Currently because of the
restrictions around the above-mentioned
Weir, this reserve area around
Hawkesbury Road fills up before the
water level is sufficiently high to increase
the flow over the outlet Weir. The other
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NLPPS936

Julia Burch

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments
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problem of storage of flash flood water.
Following the Dyke From Hawkesbury
Road to the pumping station there are
several positions here where the soil
could be dug out given an extra couple of
hundred cubic meters of storage. Towards
the north of the Island there is a pumping
station that takes its water from the lake
and has two Archimedes screws and a
series of motor driven sluice gates. When
the island was flooded some years ago
there was no movement of water in this
location. I am suggesting the following
without fully understanding the levels or
movement of water within this location.
Remove this pumping station and allow
the water to flow into the lake just before
the sea wall. Dig out this lake so that it is
deeper and can be use as a reserve
capacity for flash flooding. Place the
pumping stations at the sea wall where
there is currently only sluice gates. There
is the potential here for creating
thousands of cubic metres of flash flood
protection for the island. (Two maps
attached to letter).
I object to the proposed local plan 2016
for Castle Point, I do not believe that the
plan as proposed meets the needs of the
local community, does not protect the
environment and does not address local
transport issues. The plan does not meet
the objectives of: (in) Economic Growth;
(ii) Environment; (iii) Accessibility; (iv)
Quality of Life, Safety and Health. The
proposed plan includes that area North
West Thundersley (H11) which is a semirural area on the boundaries of the
borough. This area is virgin green belt and
needs to be protected as greenbelt land
according to the NPPF. There are five
stated purposes of including land within
the green belt: (in) To check the
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
(ii) To prevent neighbouring towns from
merging into one another; (iii) To assist in
safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment; (iv) To preserve the
setting and special character of historic
towns; (v) To assist in urban regeneration,
by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other urban land. This area is on the
boundaries of castle Point and two
neighbouring districts, the area should be
safe guarded in order to prevent urban
sprawl. The protection of the area will
ensure the regeneration of other areas.
Essex Highways does not support the
plan. Changes that would be required to
the A127 to provide access to the site,
alternative access routes would have a
severe impact on the greenbelt and
Woodside Park. The proposed
development is therefore not deliverable.
The area is in a flood zone, and
development would impact the flood plain.
As a large area of unmade road,
bridleways, woodland, pasture and
Woodside Park the area provides the
stated advantages in the NPPF to the
community of greenbelt land, by providing
opportunities to enjoy the countryside and
participate in outdoor pursuits. The area is
used by many local equestrians. The
pastures provide space for livery yards,
and the bridleway network provide safe
spaces to ride. The area includes fields
used by two local riding clubs and the
local pony club. Sporting facilities are
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protected by the NPPF and there is no
ensure these clubs will be able to
continue in a safe environment. The area
provides a rural space for walkers,
cyclists, while Woodside Park provides
facilities for anglers, a bowls club and
cricket pitches. As a large area of
woodland and pastures the area is home
to a large variety of wildlife including,
deer, snakes, stoats, green woodpeckers
and owls. H11 would not be served by
local transport due to inaccessibility. As
the site meets the criteria for greenbelt
and the proposed housing is not
deliverable it should be removed from the
local plan. Kind regards J. Burch.
Consider the plans ok but as there is no
infrastructure it is not legally compliant so
before any building takes place the
infrastructure of the whole area needs to
be sorted. Have tried to go on the official
site but unfortunately it would not let me
commence filling in the forms. (Picture of
flooding on Canvey included). I think
that the infra structure needs sorting out
before all those homes are built...to the
right of this picture is Canvey Supply.
Always flooded when it rains.
I wish to respond to the above but do not
understand how I can reasonably be
expected to answer Part B 4. I cannot be
expected to make representation as to
whether the New Local Plan (2016) is :a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound
c) Complies with the Duty to co-operate
I do not understand the mechanisms of
the planning process nor am I a lawyer,
so as I have already stated cannot
comment. I do not feel the questions in
the Representation Form are worded to
include any member of the general public
and are probably designed to put most
people off answering!!
Having made the above statement and
being a concerned resident I would
however, wish to comment as is my right
as provided by the Localism Act. I support
any revision to the NLP which seeks to
preserve Greenbelt in the Borough
including both Canvey Island and the
Mainland. As I have mentioned in
previous emails we are grossly
overpopulated already and by allowing
large scale developments on Greenbelt
sites would put an unbearable strain on
the already overstretched local
infrastructure and public services. There
are already large scale building
developments going ahead in other local
boroughs, so I dread to think what it will
be like on the local roads in the near
future. As you well know, the A127 and
A13 are gridlocked now in the rush hour!!
I drive a lot in Spain and the roads are far
superior with a lot less traffic with no
traffic jams. It's a pleasure to drive there!
The local population of that area would
find it intolerable if they had to drive here,
I do not think they would be able to cope!!
The overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces. Greenbelt in and around
our towns mitigate the effects of air
pollution and we all have a right to breath
clean air which is essential for our health
and well being.
The proposal to dual the northern section
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of the A130 Canvey Way to and from
Sadlers Farm junction I believe is another
waste of Tax payers money. It will not
mitigate traffic issues when the road is
closed due to an accident. Obviously what
is needed urgently is the creation of a
third road off Canvey. The creation of this
road will be an alternative evacuation
route in the event of an emergency and
could also provide the potential to attract
investment to the Island.
The Minister of State for Housing and
Planning, RT Hon Brandon Lewis MP, has
made it very clear that the Greenbelt can
be protected under Government Policy
and saved from any future development.
What is required from your Officers is the
will and conviction to carry this out.
Finally in would hope the council does
everything in its power to ensure the plan
passes all three above tests to meet the
approval of the Inspector.
I completely disapprove in the
development of sensitive, unspoilt green
belt sites as detailed in the H9 plan. I
have previously detailed my concerns and
objections in my letter to you dated March
18th 2014 (copy enclosed), in which I
urged the Council not to approve such
sites for development. I note that plans
for the H10 site for 450 homes on the
Stadium Way - Daws Heath Road
proposed development has been
withdrawn following objections from your
local residents and councillors. This
surely sets a precedent for the H9 site
behind Fairmead Avenue to also be
withdrawn from the Local Housing
Development Plan as this site is probably
the most sensitive, unspoilt, wildlife rich
location that has been proposed for
development for housing in castle Point
Borough. Therefore, I strongly urge that
this location is refused planning consent
and deleted from the development plan,
as there can be no justification to ruin
such a lovely location for residents and
wildlife. Please use the enclosed letter
dated march 18th 2014 as support to this
objection.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial
number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income

If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
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If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
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isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial

No
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number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income
Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
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patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial
number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income

If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
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If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
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isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.

NLPPS943

Alan &
Sarah
Beales

H4

Y

N

We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial

No
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number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income
Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
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patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.

Page 247 of 487

Alan &
Sarah
Beales

H5

Y

Soundness Comments

N

We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial
number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income

If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
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If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
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isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial

No
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number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income
Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
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patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial
number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income

If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
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If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
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isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial

No
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number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income
Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
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patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.
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We wanted to respond to this survey
because, even though we are not experts,
having read the Representation Form and
Guidelines, even we can see that the New
Local Plan 2016 is not sound. It was not
positively prepared (our Councillors’ own
statements at public meetings
demonstrate this). And it is not justified
when considered against the evidencebased, alternative Plan recommended by
Officers of the Council.
Details why the Local Plan 2016 is not
sound – 1. The Plan was not positively
prepared -Regrettably, the Castle Point
New Local Plan (2016) was not prepared
based on a strategy which sought to meet
objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements.
From what we know, Castle Point Council
commenced work on its New Local Plan
in 2012 and a plan which did seek to meet
the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing needs (taking into account
relevant constraints and consistent with
achieving sustainable development) was
prepared. Following lengthy consideration
of the results of a public consultation on
this Plan, changes were agreed by a Task
and Finish Group of elected Councillors,
and a ‘final’ draft New Local Plan (2015)
was recommended to a meeting of the full
Council, first in December 2015 and again
in January 2016.
At the January 2016 meeting, a number of
elected Councillors spoke in direct
contradiction of the strategy which had
underpinned the 2015 Plan (i.e. to seek to
meet the Borough’s objectively assessed
housing need in so far as relevant
constraints would allow). The meeting
then rejected the draft 2015 Plan and two
alternative motions, both involving the
preparation of a revised plan, to be
prepared by removing a substantial
number of sites and part of one site from
the 2015 Plan, followed. The views
expressed by Councillors at the meeting
in January (please see below), provide
evidence that the underlying strategy to
seek to meet the objectively assessed
housing need was abandoned when the
2015 Plan was rejected, and this strategy
did not then underpin preparation of the
revised new Local Plan 2016.
Cllr WJC Dick - “We’re told we should be
happy with 200 houses instead of 400.
200! – I’m not happy with 200 either. …
Who are we going to build these 200
houses for? … Basically we all know the
housing needs are not for our youngsters
and the people that live here; they are for
people who might come here, from
London no doubt – sell up their ‘half-amillion’ houses and move down here.
That’s what it’s for. So that’s how we’re
going to meet our demand – not through
the demand of the local people who, we
know, our children move away; they can’t
afford it here. That’s it. So, if we build
them, are we going to build them for our
children? No – we’re going to build them
for those who sell big houses and come
here.”
Cllr AJ Bayley - “The situation we have
here is a local plan based on projected
needs set out to a mathematical formula
by the Government. It is not the actual
needs of the Borough. A Government
calculation has been put in place to
accommodate the over-spill of low-income

If, as outlined in the previous
section, the New Local Plan
2016 is not sound, we
suggest it is replaced by the
final version of the draft 2015
Plan which preceded it. (In
effect this would mean
replacing Housing Policies 1
to 9 in the 2016 Plan by
Housing Policies 1 to 18 from
the 2015 Plan, as
recommended by
professional Officers of the
Council at the full Council
meeting in December 2015
and again in January 2016.)
Even the elected Councillors
who voted against the 2015
Plan did not query the
expertise of the professional
Planning Officers, of whom
they spoke highly on several
occasions, or the correctness
of the processes followed in
producing the 2015 Plan.
Although we are not experts,
therefore, we believe that the
2015 Plan is sound.
We also feel that, unlike the
2016 Plan, it is consistent
with the Castle Point ‘Vision
for the Future’ developed at
the start of the Planning
Preparation process, and the
NPPF. Our elected
Councillors who voted
against the recommended
2015 Plan got stuck in a
nostalgic world of the past.
They lost sight of the 2015
Plan’s long-term Vision, and
the need to rise to the
challenges of altering
lifestyles and working
patterns in a rapidly changing
society.
Excerpt from Foreword to
NPPF - ‘Development means
growth. We must
accommodate the new ways
by which we will earn our
living in a competitive world.
We must house a rising
population, which is living
longer and wants to make
new choices. We must
respond to the changes that
new technologies offer us.
Our lives, and the places in
which we live them, can be
better, but they will certainly
be worse if things stagnate.
Sustainable development is
about change for the better.’
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Londoners and economic migrants who
cannot afford the high rents in the Capital
and need to be relocated in surrounding
counties. Indeed, the Government
announced that of the 1 million homes it
hopes to build by 2020, 400,000 will be
affordable with a large percentage going
to migrants. Building in the Borough
doesn’t mean that local people get first
choice. Lots of new build apartments are
being bought by London boroughs to
house their overspill.”
Cllr PE Varker - Experts tell us we need to
build 4000 houses … because we need
them. … Our performance in Castle Point
of building houses shows that we actually
can’t build very many at all and have
never done so. So why now do we
suddenly need to build more houses?
Because the experts tell us we need
them. … We don’t need all of these
houses in my opinion”
Cllr DA Blackwell - “Let’s say to this
Government, the residents and the
Council of Castle Point hold our greenfield
sites more important than our housing
needs.”
Cllr J Anderson - “What we should be
doing is sending letters to our MP and the
Government protesting against these
housing targets which we have had to
look at for the borough of Castle Point.”
2.The Plan is not justified - When
considered against the draft New Local
Plan (2015), rejected by Councillors at the
meeting in January 2016, we believe it is
clear that there is a better, more
appropriate strategy capable of delivering
more houses and coming closer to
meeting the Borough’s housing need.
As far as we can see, the 2015 Plan
provides evidence supporting the viability
and deliverability of a large number of
sites. There does not appear to be any
evidence why particular sites, or in one
case part of a site, were removed from the
2015 Plan, while certain others were left
in. The 2016 Plan still includes some sites
which are in, or include, green belt. Some
of these would rank below some of the
ones removed from the 2015 Plan in the
Green Belt Review and in terms of other
constraints.
As an example, Site H4 (land off Kiln
Road, Thundersley) covered 39 hectares
providing 450 houses in the 2015 Plan. In
the 2016 Plan, part of the site has been
removed with the part remaining providing
only 275 homes. All of the original site H4
has advantages in terms of the potential
for sustainable development compared to
some other sites which were left intact in
the 2016 Plan:
• No flood risk
• Basic infrastructure already ‘on tap’
(e.g. good bus routes on A13; within easy
cycling distance of Benfleet Railway
Station with fast trains to London; Council
swimming pool, Primary and Secondary
schools and a Sixth Form College in
walking distance; Virgin and Nuffield
Health gyms nearby; Hadleigh shopping
centre a short bus ride away; well served
by local stores and a corner shop etc.)
• Does not fulfil the fundamental purpose
of Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl
‘At a strategic level, this area of Green
Belt is not visible. It is concealed behind
ribbon development along Kiln Road and
Rayleigh Road, and is almost entirely
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isolated from other parts of the Green
Belt. As a result, it does not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt function. The removal
of this site from the Green Belt would
have no impact on the ability of the Green
Belt in Castle Point to fulfil its functions.’
(Green Belt Boundaries Review)
In fact, building has already commenced
on the part of the site H4 which remains in
the 2016 Plan and many families have
already moved in confirming the desirable
nature of development in this area.
Our Conclusion - Since the 2016 Plan
was not positively prepared, and is not
justified when considered against the
properly prepared 2015 Plan from which it
is derived, it is not sound.

NLPPS949

Sue Bull
(Anglian
Water)

H5

H5 Thorney Bay Park , Canvey Island –
CPT/707/11/OUT:
Anglian Water note the proximity of the
proposed development to Canvey Water
Recycling Centre – WRC (previously
referred to as Sewage Treatment Works) ,
which we would consider to be sufficiently
close to be at risk of odour nuisance from
the normal and compliant operation of this
WRC.
Our initial odour risk assessment
suggests that emissions generated during
normal operations, would be detectable at
intensity likely to cause nuisance at a
range extending significantly into the
proposed development site.
We would advise that a more detailed
odour risk assessment may determine
that a lower risk level is more likely and
would also indicate where mitigation
measures could be employed to contain
this risk. Anglian Water would review our
initial assessment should more detailed
analysis be submitted.
However, we would stress that while
detailed odour risk assessment and odour
dispersion modelling can provide valuable
guidance for the general operating
conditions of the WCS, they are less
capable of predicting for the more
extreme conditions. This WRC is operated
in accordance with the appropriate
regulatory compliance standards,
however wastewater treatment processes
are inherently prone to become
particularly odorous during short periods
of time, against which there is little
practicable mitigation.
Any proposed layout for this development
ought to take account of these inevitable
periods of intensive operations at the
WRC and consider the potential also for
disturbance from this necessary activity.

No
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NLPPS950

NLPPS951

NLPPS952

NLPPS953

Sue Bull
(Anglian
Water)

Annie
Gordon
(Essex
Wildlife
Trust)

Annie
Gordon
(Essex
Wildlife
Trust)

Annie
Gordon
(Essex
Wildlife
Trust)

Soundness Comments

H 10

18.2

NE 2

NE 6

We wish to recommend a
technical alteration to
paragraph 18.20, as follows:
“Living Landscapes is a
strategic initiative involving
partnership working to
conserve, restore, recreate
and re-connect priority
habitats, ecological networks
and populations of priority
species across South Essex.
These Living Landscapes are
situated within the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area.”
We wish to recommend a
technical alteration to
paragraph 3, as follows:
“Proposals for development
that may impact on the visual
quality of the landscape, or
the quality of historic or
ecological assets in this
landscape area will not be
permitted unless it can be
demonstrated that…”

We wish to recommend a
technical alteration to
paragraph 18.20, as follows:
“Living Landscapes is a
strategic initiative involving
partnership working to
conserve, restore, recreate
and re-connect priority
habitats, ecological networks
and populations of priority
species across South Essex.
These Living Landscapes are
situated within the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area.”
We wish to recommend a
technical alteration to
paragraph 3, as follows:
“Proposals for development
that may impact on the visual
quality of the landscape, or
the quality of historic or
ecological assets in this
landscape area will not be
permitted unless it can be
demonstrated that…”

We wish to recommend the
following technical
alterations:
2. The Council seeks the
conservation and
enhancement of Local
Wildlife Sites and will support
proposals that ensure active
conservation management
and enhancement of
biodiversity interest at these
sites.
3. The Council will
encourage proposals for the
active conservation
management and
biodiversity enhancement
of potential Local Wildlife
Sites in order to meet the
selection criteria for
designation as a Local
Wildlife Site at a future date.
4. Development proposals
which would result in harm to
either a Local Wildlife Site or
a potential Local Wildlife Site
will not normally be
permitted unless the need
for the development
outweighs the harm to
biodiversity. In such
circumstances proposals
must fulfil the requirements
of parts 3 and 4 of Policy
NE8.

We wish to recommend the
following technical
alterations:
2. The Council seeks the
conservation and
enhancement of Local
Wildlife Sites and will support
proposals that ensure active
conservation management
and enhancement of
biodiversity interest at these
sites.
3. The Council will
encourage proposals for the
active conservation
management and
biodiversity enhancement
of potential Local Wildlife
Sites in order to meet the
selection criteria for
designation as a Local
Wildlife Site at a future date.
4. Development proposals
which would result in harm to
either a Local Wildlife Site or
a potential Local Wildlife Site
will not normally be
permitted unless the need
for the development
outweighs the harm to
biodiversity. In such
circumstances proposals
must fulfil the requirements
of parts 3 and 4 of Policy
NE8.
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H10 Land fronting Canvey Road, Canvey
Island:
We would draw your attention to the
proximity to an existing pumping station.
Anglian Waters policy on encroachment
can be viewed at
http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/
encroachment.aspx (attached)

No

We are keen to ensure that the richly
diverse habitats and biodiversity of Castle
Point receive the best possible policybased protection from harmful
development. This will allow wildlife to
thrive and will also be of significant benefit
in terms of the health and well-being of
the borough’s residents. Accordingly, we
would urge that the above recommended
technical alterations are incorporated into
the environmental policies of Castle
Point’s New Local Plan.

No

We are keen to ensure that the richly
diverse habitats and biodiversity of Castle
Point receive the best possible policybased protection from harmful
development. This will allow wildlife to
thrive and will also be of significant benefit
in terms of the health and well-being of
the borough’s residents. Accordingly, we
would urge that the above recommended
technical alterations are incorporated into
the environmental policies of Castle
Point’s New Local Plan.

No

We are keen to ensure that the richly
diverse habitats and biodiversity of Castle
Point receive the best possible policybased protection from harmful
development. This will allow wildlife to
thrive and will also be of significant benefit
in terms of the health and well-being of
the borough’s residents. Accordingly, we
would urge that the above recommended
technical alterations are incorporated into
the environmental policies of Castle
Point’s New Local Plan.

No
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NLPPS954

Annie
Gordon
(Essex
Wildlife
Trust)

NE 8

We wish to recommend the
following technical
alterations:
2. Proposals resulting in any
adverse impacts to
biodiversity within Ramsar
sites, Special Protection
Areas, potential Special
Protection Areas, Marine
Conservation Zones, Sites of
Special Scientific Interest
and Ancient Woodland will
not be permitted except in
exceptional circumstances
when there are imperative
reasons of overriding
public interest. In such
circumstances, adverse
impacts should be
controlled through
avoidance, on-site
management and on-site
mitigation. Where this cannot
be achieved development
proposals will be refused.
NB The NPPF is quite clear
on the requirement to protect
nationally and internationally
designated sites and
irreplaceable habitats:
“The presumption in favour of
sustainable development
(paragraph 14) does not
apply where development
requiring appropriate
assessment under the Birds
or Habitats Directives is
being considered, planned or
determined.”
“…development on land
within or outside a Site of
Special Scientific Interest
likely to have an adverse
effect on a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (either
individually or in combination
with other developments)
should not normally be
permitted. Where an adverse
effect on the site’s notified
special interest features is
likely, an exception should
only be made where the
benefits of the development,
at this site, clearly outweigh
both the impacts that it is
likely to have on the features
of the site that make it of
special scientific interest and
any broader impacts on the
national network of Sites of
Special Scientific Interest.”
“Planning permission should
be refused for development
resulting in the loss or
deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats, including ancient
woodland and the loss of
aged or veteran trees found
outside ancient woodland,
unless the need for, and
benefits of, the development
in that location clearly
outweigh the loss.”
3. Proposals which may
result in adverse impacts to
other sites with biodiversity
interest, including those sites
with protected species,
priority species and/or priority

Soundness Comments

We wish to recommend the
following technical
alterations:
2. Proposals resulting in any
adverse impacts to
biodiversity within Ramsar
sites, Special Protection
Areas, potential Special
Protection Areas, Marine
Conservation Zones, Sites of
Special Scientific Interest
and Ancient Woodland will
not be permitted except in
exceptional circumstances
when there are imperative
reasons of overriding
public interest. In such
circumstances, adverse
impacts should be
controlled through
avoidance, on-site
management and on-site
mitigation. Where this cannot
be achieved development
proposals will be refused.
NB The NPPF is quite clear
on the requirement to protect
nationally and internationally
designated sites and
irreplaceable habitats:
“The presumption in favour of
sustainable development
(paragraph 14) does not
apply where development
requiring appropriate
assessment under the Birds
or Habitats Directives is
being considered, planned or
determined.”
“…development on land
within or outside a Site of
Special Scientific Interest
likely to have an adverse
effect on a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (either
individually or in combination
with other developments)
should not normally be
permitted. Where an adverse
effect on the site’s notified
special interest features is
likely, an exception should
only be made where the
benefits of the development,
at this site, clearly outweigh
both the impacts that it is
likely to have on the features
of the site that make it of
special scientific interest and
any broader impacts on the
national network of Sites of
Special Scientific Interest.”
“Planning permission should
be refused for development
resulting in the loss or
deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats, including ancient
woodland and the loss of
aged or veteran trees found
outside ancient woodland,
unless the need for, and
benefits of, the development
in that location clearly
outweigh the loss.”
3. Proposals which may
result in adverse impacts to
other sites with biodiversity
interest, including those sites
with protected species,
priority species and/or priority

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We are keen to ensure that the richly
diverse habitats and biodiversity of Castle
Point receive the best possible policybased protection from harmful
development. This will allow wildlife to
thrive and will also be of significant benefit
in terms of the health and well-being of
the borough’s residents. Accordingly, we
would urge that the above recommended
technical alterations are incorporated into
the environmental policies of Castle
Point’s New Local Plan.
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Soundness Comments

habitats, will not normally
be permitted unless they
can meet the following
requirements…

NLPPS955

Jane
Harrison
(Cushman
&
Wakefield)
on behalf
of Royal
Mail

9 - Building a
strong,
competitive
economy

Background - Royal Mail is the UK’s
designated Universal Postal Service
Provider, supporting customers,
businesses and communities across the
country. This means it is the only
company to have a statutory duty to
collect and deliver letters six days a week
(and packets five days a week) at an
affordable and geographically uniform
price to every address in the UK. Royal
Mail’s services are regulated by Ofcom. It
also operates Parcelforce Worldwide
which is a parcels carrier.
The United Kingdom letter post business
was fully liberalised in January 2006 and
Royal Mail operates in a highly
competitive market place. Royal Mail is
continually seeking to find ways to
improve the efficiency of its business,
anticipate its customers’ needs and
respond flexibly to changes in
communications technology.
Land use planning is therefore an
important issue for Royal Mail with regard
to protecting their assets and operations,
and in planning future investment across
their estate and supporting its
infrastructure. On this basis, Royal Mail’s
involvement in the plan making process
and working with Local Planning
Authorities to sharpen and influence
planning policy is considered critical to the
future success of their business and in
their continued role as the UK’s
designated Universal Postal Service
Provider.
Royal Mail Properties - Royal Mail has a
statutory duty to provide efficient mail
sorting and delivery services within Castle
Point. This service is currently provided
from the following two properties:
• Benfleet Delivery Office
• Canvey Island Delivery Office
Royal Mail have a long lease on the
Canvey Island Delivery Office and no
plans to relocate their operations in the
near future. The Benfleet Delivery Office
site is freehold and similarly, there are no
plans to relocate in the foreseeable future.
Representation - Cushman & Wakefield
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habitats, will not normally
be permitted unless they
can meet the following
requirements…

Background - Royal Mail is the UK’s
designated Universal Postal Service
Provider, supporting customers,
businesses and communities across the
country. This means it is the only
company to have a statutory duty to
collect and deliver letters six days a week
(and packets five days a week) at an
affordable and geographically uniform
price to every address in the UK. Royal
Mail’s services are regulated by Ofcom. It
also operates Parcelforce Worldwide
which is a parcels carrier.
The United Kingdom letter post business
was fully liberalised in January 2006 and
Royal Mail operates in a highly
competitive market place. Royal Mail is
continually seeking to find ways to
improve the efficiency of its business,
anticipate its customers’ needs and
respond flexibly to changes in
communications technology.
Land use planning is therefore an
important issue for Royal Mail with regard
to protecting their assets and operations,
and in planning future investment across
their estate and supporting its
infrastructure. On this basis, Royal Mail’s
involvement in the plan making process
and working with Local Planning
Authorities to sharpen and influence
planning policy is considered critical to the
future success of their business and in
their continued role as the UK’s
designated Universal Postal Service
Provider.
Royal Mail Properties - Royal Mail has a
statutory duty to provide efficient mail
sorting and delivery services within Castle
Point. This service is currently provided
from the following two properties:
• Benfleet Delivery Office
• Canvey Island Delivery Office
Royal Mail have a long lease on the
Canvey Island Delivery Office and no
plans to relocate their operations in the
near future. The Benfleet Delivery Office
site is freehold and similarly, there are no
plans to relocate in the foreseeable future.
Representation - Cushman & Wakefield

No
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have reviewed the Castle Point New Local
Plan in the context of its impact on the
operations of the Royal Mail properties
within the District. The delivery offices are
of strategic importance to Royal Mail in
ensuring they are able to continue to fulfil
their statutory duty for mail collection and
delivery.
It is not considered that the employment
policies fully accord with the provision of
the National Planning Policy Framework.
In particular, it is not considered that the
policies reflect the need to protect the
existing operations of businesses within
the district. It is considered that the
policies leave the potential for sanctions
to be placed upon existing businesses
when uses of a sensitive nature are
introduced in close proximity. For
example, due to the nature of their
delivery requirements and targets, Royal
Mail Delivery Offices and Mail Centres
operate early mornings and often late
evenings, generating large volumes of
vehicular movements and associated mail
sorting and loading activity, all of which
result in noise, light and other associated
impacts that are not expected to be
experienced in a residential environment.
As such, it is suggested that wording is
included in the emerging employment
policies which states the following:
“Development or change of use to a nonemployment use will only be permitted
when:
• It would not detract from the employment
use of the remaining sites in the area and;
where new developments or changes of
use impact on existing business,
adequate mitigation measures are
designed into the new site”
In this context, it is considered vital that
any new uses in the vicinity of the existing
businesses are designed and managed
so that they are both cognisant of, and
sensitive to, existing operations. Should
sites adjacent to the existing business
come forward for non-employment uses,
such as residential or a hotel, they must
be designed to attenuate the noise impact
of business operations, which include
working outside of normal working hours.
This approach accords with adopted
Government guidance set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) (March 2012) which advises that
local planning authorities should help
achieve economic growth by planning
proactively to meet the development
needs of business and support an
economy fit for the 21st century. The
NPPF also advises that local planning
authorities should support the existing
business sectors, taking account of
whether they are expanding or
contracting.
Furthermore, paragraph 123 of the NPPF
states that planning policies should aim to
recognise that existing businesses
wanting to develop in continuance of their
business should not have unreasonable
restrictions put on them because of
changes in nearby land uses since they
were established. This is further
supported by paragraph 9 of the NPPF,
which provides amplification of what might
be constructed to be circumstances that
lead to unreasonable restrictions:
“The planning system should contribute to
the natural and local environment by
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have reviewed the Castle Point New Local
Plan in the context of its impact on the
operations of the Royal Mail properties
within the District. The delivery offices are
of strategic importance to Royal Mail in
ensuring they are able to continue to fulfil
their statutory duty for mail collection and
delivery.
It is not considered that the employment
policies fully accord with the provision of
the National Planning Policy Framework.
In particular, it is not considered that the
policies reflect the need to protect the
existing operations of businesses within
the district. It is considered that the
policies leave the potential for sanctions
to be placed upon existing businesses
when uses of a sensitive nature are
introduced in close proximity. For
example, due to the nature of their
delivery requirements and targets, Royal
Mail Delivery Offices and Mail Centres
operate early mornings and often late
evenings, generating large volumes of
vehicular movements and associated mail
sorting and loading activity, all of which
result in noise, light and other associated
impacts that are not expected to be
experienced in a residential environment.
As such, it is suggested that wording is
included in the emerging employment
policies which states the following:
“Development or change of use to a nonemployment use will only be permitted
when:
• It would not detract from the employment
use of the remaining sites in the area and;
where new developments or changes of
use impact on existing business,
adequate mitigation measures are
designed into the new site”
In this context, it is considered vital that
any new uses in the vicinity of the existing
businesses are designed and managed
so that they are both cognisant of, and
sensitive to, existing operations. Should
sites adjacent to the existing business
come forward for non-employment uses,
such as residential or a hotel, they must
be designed to attenuate the noise impact
of business operations, which include
working outside of normal working hours.
This approach accords with adopted
Government guidance set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) (March 2012) which advises that
local planning authorities should help
achieve economic growth by planning
proactively to meet the development
needs of business and support an
economy fit for the 21st century. The
NPPF also advises that local planning
authorities should support the existing
business sectors, taking account of
whether they are expanding or
contracting.
Furthermore, paragraph 123 of the NPPF
states that planning policies should aim to
recognise that existing businesses
wanting to develop in continuance of their
business should not have unreasonable
restrictions put on them because of
changes in nearby land uses since they
were established. This is further
supported by paragraph 9 of the NPPF,
which provides amplification of what might
be constructed to be circumstances that
lead to unreasonable restrictions:
“The planning system should contribute to
the natural and local environment by
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preventing both new and existing
development from contributing to or being
put at unacceptable risks from or being
adversely affected by, a range of factors
including noise pollution.”
Conclusion - Royal Mail would welcome
further engagement with Castle Point
District Council particularly where
proposals would impact on the usage of
the highway and allocations / sites next to
or adjacent to the Delivery Offices coming
forward for redevelopment.

NLPPS956

Clive
Walter

17 - Meeting
the challenge
of climate
change,
flooding and
coastal
change
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preventing both new and existing
development from contributing to or being
put at unacceptable risks from or being
adversely affected by, a range of factors
including noise pollution.”
Conclusion - Royal Mail would welcome
further engagement with Castle Point
District Council particularly where
proposals would impact on the usage of
the highway and allocations / sites next to
or adjacent to the Delivery Offices coming
forward for redevelopment.

N

I am of the opinion that insufficient
analysis of the environmental impact of air
quality (e.g. carbon dioxide emissions,
Nox, particulate, ozone & undurant
hydrocarbons) has been undertaken by
way of analysis of existing data &
projecting this into the future. Such
analysis should consider the impact on
this borough by the development of
adjoining boroughs who use Castle Point
for access. I am also concerned with the
localised abnormal weather events & this
could be due to climate change,
exacerbated by local co2 emissions. The
following points are noted. Lung cancer,
breast cancer and respiratory diseases
are significant causes of mortality in castle
Point. These illnesses may be attributed
to poor air quality and the low level of
physical activity undertaken by residents
of the borough. Traffic congestion is
significant on key routes within the
borough, having implications for air
quality. This is as a result of over 26,000
people commuting to work by car. Air
quality monitoring has revealed air quality
issues around key transport corridors in
the borough. This is most likely
associated with the high levels of car use
and commuting by car to work.

Yes

As mentioned environmental
considerations
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NLPPS957

Chris
Prentice

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

NLPPS958

Chris
Prentice

R3

N

NLPPS959

Chris
Prentice

R1

N

NLPPS960

Beryl
Warren

H9

N

N

I have a number of concerns with regard
to the above plan. Firstly, I would have
expected an explanation as to why
development of some of the sites
proposed in the 2014 consultation have
been discounted and why the sites that
remain are thought suitable for
development.
Personally I do not think there should be
any development of what is currently
green belt, green fields or ancient
woodland. Your objective is to protect the
natural and built environment. Your
proposals assume that there should be
development and seek consultation as to
where that development is to take place
whereas I think the only development that
should take place is the development of
existing sites.
I think the elected representatives should
be objecting to Westminster policies that
dictate how many houses should be built
without regard to the consequences on
the local environment or the quality of life
for wildlife or the people who live there. I
think house building targets are a knee
jerk reaction to the increasing UK
population, and Westminster should be
seeking to manage the population at a
sustainable level rather than build more
houses.
Finally, if building on green fields is
desired I think it should be at the western
extremities of the borough, i.e.. site H11 in
2016 proposal and sites H13/H14 in 2014
proposal (site numbers appear to have
changed 2014 versus 2016 proposals) to
minimise impact on existing residents.
I think the regeneration of Hadleigh town
centre should be higher priority which is
an opportunity to build a number of new
homes; and also think we should be
seeking to increase height, density and
affordability ratio to increase the number
of homes per unit area. (Incidentally, why
is there a desire to retain the old fire
station, surely this building should be part
of the development?)
And why do we need to provide 11,000m2
of additional retail floorspace; isn't there a
trend towards shopping on line, so why
not consider commercial or residential
use?
Re Protection of the Green Belt – Why are
you proposing to build on a field right in
the middle of woodland at Brook farm –
this is ludicrous. Before any building work
takes place in the Daws Heath Road area
the drainage system needs completely
overhauling and replacing. Yet again with
torrential downpours I was flooded to a
depth of 4”, together with effluent and
faces coming up from the drain under my
carport. I am fed up with this every time
we have very heavy rainfall. Please take
note. If you are trying to protect the
Green Belt you do not build right in the
middle of it!!
You state “ancient woodlands around
Hadleigh and Daws heath retained and
protected from development”. Why then
are you proposing to build 180 houses at
H9 when we, who already live on part of
the old original heath, do not feel that you
are protecting it!
No building whatsoever in Daws heath
Road until drainage system has been
totally renewed. It’s like Trafalgar Square
when we have heavy rainfall with the

Local Councillors were
elected with a manifesto
pledge to protect green
fields, Green belt and
woodland - not 99% of it; all
of it

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

I have a number of concerns with regard
to the above plan. Firstly, I would have
expected an explanation as to why
development of some of the sites
proposed in the 2014 consultation have
been discounted and why the sites that
remain are thought suitable for
development.
Personally I do not think there should be
any development of what is currently
green belt, green fields or ancient
woodland. Your objective is to protect the
natural and built environment. Your
proposals assume that there should be
development and seek consultation as to
where that development is to take place
whereas I think the only development that
should take place is the development of
existing sites.
I think the elected representatives should
be objecting to Westminster policies that
dictate how many houses should be built
without regard to the consequences on
the local environment or the quality of life
for wildlife or the people who live there. I
think house building targets are a knee
jerk reaction to the increasing UK
population, and Westminster should be
seeking to manage the population at a
sustainable level rather than build more
houses.
Finally, if building on green fields is
desired I think it should be at the western
extremities of the borough, i.e.. site H11 in
2016 proposal and sites H13/H14 in 2014
proposal (site numbers appear to have
changed 2014 versus 2016 proposals) to
minimise impact on existing residents.
I think the regeneration of Hadleigh town
centre should be higher priority which is
an opportunity to build a number of new
homes; and also think we should be
seeking to increase height, density and
affordability ratio to increase the number
of homes per unit area. (Incidentally, why
is there a desire to retain the old fire
station, surely this building should be part
of the development?)
And why do we need to provide 11,000m2
of additional retail floorspace; isn't there a
trend towards shopping on line, so why
not consider commercial or residential
use?
Re Protection of the Green Belt – Why are
you proposing to build on a field right in
the middle of woodland at Brook farm –
this is ludicrous. Before any building work
takes place in the Daws Heath Road area
the drainage system needs completely
overhauling and replacing. Yet again with
torrential downpours I was flooded to a
depth of 4”, together with effluent and
faces coming up from the drain under my
carport. I am fed up with this every time
we have very heavy rainfall. Please take
note. If you are trying to protect the
Green Belt you do not build right in the
middle of it!!
You state “ancient woodlands around
Hadleigh and Daws heath retained and
protected from development”. Why then
are you proposing to build 180 houses at
H9 when we, who already live on part of
the old original heath, do not feel that you
are protecting it!
No building whatsoever in Daws heath
Road until drainage system has been
totally renewed. It’s like Trafalgar Square
when we have heavy rainfall with the

Local Councillors were
elected with a manifesto
pledge to protect green
fields, Green belt and
woodland - not 99% of it; all
of it

N

N

N

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

I have a number of concerns with regard
to the above plan. Firstly, I would have
expected an explanation as to why
development of some of the sites
proposed in the 2014 consultation have
been discounted and why the sites that
remain are thought suitable for
development.
Personally I do not think there should be
any development of what is currently
green belt, green fields or ancient
woodland. Your objective is to protect the
natural and built environment. Your
proposals assume that there should be
development and seek consultation as to
where that development is to take place
whereas I think the only development that
should take place is the development of
existing sites.
I think the elected representatives should
be objecting to Westminster policies that
dictate how many houses should be built
without regard to the consequences on
the local environment or the quality of life
for wildlife or the people who live there. I
think house building targets are a knee
jerk reaction to the increasing UK
population, and Westminster should be
seeking to manage the population at a
sustainable level rather than build more
houses.
Finally, if building on green fields is
desired I think it should be at the western
extremities of the borough, i.e.. site H11 in
2016 proposal and sites H13/H14 in 2014
proposal (site numbers appear to have
changed 2014 versus 2016 proposals) to
minimise impact on existing residents.
I think the regeneration of Hadleigh town
centre should be higher priority which is
an opportunity to build a number of new
homes; and also think we should be
seeking to increase height, density and
affordability ratio to increase the number
of homes per unit area. (Incidentally, why
is there a desire to retain the old fire
station, surely this building should be part
of the development?)
And why do we need to provide 11,000m2
of additional retail floorspace; isn't there a
trend towards shopping on line, so why
not consider commercial or residential
use?
Re Protection of the Green Belt – Why are
you proposing to build on a field right in
the middle of woodland at Brook farm –
this is ludicrous. Before any building work
takes place in the Daws Heath Road area
the drainage system needs completely
overhauling and replacing. Yet again with
torrential downpours I was flooded to a
depth of 4”, together with effluent and
faces coming up from the drain under my
carport. I am fed up with this every time
we have very heavy rainfall. Please take
note. If you are trying to protect the
Green Belt you do not build right in the
middle of it!!
You state “ancient woodlands around
Hadleigh and Daws heath retained and
protected from development”. Why then
are you proposing to build 180 houses at
H9 when we, who already live on part of
the old original heath, do not feel that you
are protecting it!
No building whatsoever in Daws heath
Road until drainage system has been
totally renewed. It’s like Trafalgar Square
when we have heavy rainfall with the
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manholes in the middle of the road lifting.
Please do something!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!

NLPPS961

Beryl
Warren

CC 2

N

NLPPS962

Beryl
Warren

CC 3

N

NLPPS963

Beryl
Warren

NE 3

N

Beryl
Warren

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

N

NE 6

N

HE 2

N

HE 3

N

NLPPS964

NLPPS965
NLPPS966
NLPPS967

Beryl
Warren
Beryl
Warren
Beryl
Warren

NLPPS968

Beryl
Warren

NLPPS969

Beryl
Warren

T2

N

NLPPS970

Beryl
Warren

H 11

N

NLPPS971

Beryl
Warren

H1

N

NLPPS972

Beryl
Warren

H2

N

E1

N

You have known that Canvey Island
required flood defence work carried out why has this not been undertaken sooner.
You have known that Canvey Island
required flood defence work carried out why has this not been undertaken sooner.
Historic landscapes - Hadleigh castle.
There is no excuse whatsoever why
housing cannot be placed between the
castle and the A13, people would be on
the bus routes and near shops.
Historic landscapes - Hadleigh castle.
There is no excuse whatsoever why
housing cannot be placed between the
castle and the A13, people would be on
the bus routes and near shops.
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Employment. You quote a figure of 2100
new jobs in Castle Point. Please supply
everybody with names of companies
definitely moving into this area and when.
Transport. Details of all proposed road
alterations to be sent to everybody prior to
commencement of work. What
improvements are proposed for the A129?
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
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manholes in the middle of the road lifting.
Please do something!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!

N

N

N

N

N
N
N

N

N

N

N

N

You have known that Canvey Island
required flood defence work carried out why has this not been undertaken sooner.
You have known that Canvey Island
required flood defence work carried out why has this not been undertaken sooner.
Historic landscapes - Hadleigh castle.
There is no excuse whatsoever why
housing cannot be placed between the
castle and the A13, people would be on
the bus routes and near shops.
Historic landscapes - Hadleigh castle.
There is no excuse whatsoever why
housing cannot be placed between the
castle and the A13, people would be on
the bus routes and near shops.
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Employment. You quote a figure of 2100
new jobs in Castle Point. Please supply
everybody with names of companies
definitely moving into this area and when.
Transport. Details of all proposed road
alterations to be sent to everybody prior to
commencement of work. What
improvements are proposed for the A129?
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
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manholes in the middle of the road lifting.
Please do something!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!

N

N

N

N

N
N
N

N

N

N

N

N

You have known that Canvey Island
required flood defence work carried out why has this not been undertaken sooner.
You have known that Canvey Island
required flood defence work carried out why has this not been undertaken sooner.
Historic landscapes - Hadleigh castle.
There is no excuse whatsoever why
housing cannot be placed between the
castle and the A13, people would be on
the bus routes and near shops.
Historic landscapes - Hadleigh castle.
There is no excuse whatsoever why
housing cannot be placed between the
castle and the A13, people would be on
the bus routes and near shops.
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Wildlife Sites - Am in favour of all being
preserved and historic assets
Employment. You quote a figure of 2100
new jobs in Castle Point. Please supply
everybody with names of companies
definitely moving into this area and when.
Transport. Details of all proposed road
alterations to be sent to everybody prior to
commencement of work. What
improvements are proposed for the A129?
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
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NLPPS973

Beryl
Warren

H3

N

NLPPS974

Beryl
Warren

H4

N

NLPPS975

NLPPS976

S Farrell

S Farrell

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

N

N

H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
Policies T1-T10: When the journey from
Sadler’s farm or Benfleet station to
Canvey town centre regularly takes as
long as – or longer – than the journey
from London to Benfleet, it is not a small
issue for residents that you propose to
add significantly to this problem. For
example, leaving space at Thorney Bay
for the possibility of a road is ludicrous –
an additional 600 homes, perhaps 6001200 vehicles, would add to the already
overloaded roads and key junctions with
Long Road would come to a standstill at
peak times (with the additional likelihood
of rat runs through other residential side
roads. And as everyone has said
repeatedly – all traffic on and off Canvey
has to use Waterside roundabout.
Furthermore 160 homes off Point Road
would cause traffic problems around
Leigh beck School and is likely to create
rat runs through many of the narrow
residential (and currently quiet) side
roads, with traffic then converging in
Smallgains Avenue. However I note that
the plan states the Council’s uncertainty
as to whether benefits related to a
reduction in congestion and
improvements to local bus services can
be achieved, and that congestion and air
quality may in fact worsen. In addition the
fact that a North Thames Link Road would
need to pass through two SSSI’s
suggests it is very unlikely to be an
achievable or desirable objective.
Policies H1-H18: Aside from congestion
issues, I do not believe statements that
proposed building on Canvey can be
accommodated satisfactorily within the
existing drainage and transport network.
Flooding of roads yet again in the past
week – including along the esplanades
which has yet to drain away days later –
should make this evident to anyone. I
also fail to see how 600 homes at
Thorney Bay (on top of recent expansion
of the site) will benefit anyone apart from
the land/site owners? (I would be
interested to know whether anyone
involved in drawing up the plan or
involved in planning decisions has nay
business or family interests in the land
concerned?). I may have ‘lost the will to
live’ skimming the documents but I am
uncertain as to how many of the 600
homes proposed are permanent, brick
built homes for purchase or whether
caravans (whether basic for rent or
luxurious and expensive) are included in
the total? The plan refers to restricting
the provisions of new caravan parks but
permitting additional provision of caravans
in certain circumstances. I do not profess
to understand all the legal jargon and I
think it would be impossible for those
without relevant legal qualifications to
respond unequivocally. I think however

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
Policies T1-T10: When the journey from
Sadler’s farm or Benfleet station to
Canvey town centre regularly takes as
long as – or longer – than the journey
from London to Benfleet, it is not a small
issue for residents that you propose to
add significantly to this problem. For
example, leaving space at Thorney Bay
for the possibility of a road is ludicrous –
an additional 600 homes, perhaps 6001200 vehicles, would add to the already
overloaded roads and key junctions with
Long Road would come to a standstill at
peak times (with the additional likelihood
of rat runs through other residential side
roads. And as everyone has said
repeatedly – all traffic on and off Canvey
has to use Waterside roundabout.
Furthermore 160 homes off Point Road
would cause traffic problems around
Leigh beck School and is likely to create
rat runs through many of the narrow
residential (and currently quiet) side
roads, with traffic then converging in
Smallgains Avenue. However I note that
the plan states the Council’s uncertainty
as to whether benefits related to a
reduction in congestion and
improvements to local bus services can
be achieved, and that congestion and air
quality may in fact worsen. In addition the
fact that a North Thames Link Road would
need to pass through two SSSI’s
suggests it is very unlikely to be an
achievable or desirable objective.
Policies H1-H18: Aside from congestion
issues, I do not believe statements that
proposed building on Canvey can be
accommodated satisfactorily within the
existing drainage and transport network.
Flooding of roads yet again in the past
week – including along the esplanades
which has yet to drain away days later –
should make this evident to anyone. I
also fail to see how 600 homes at
Thorney Bay (on top of recent expansion
of the site) will benefit anyone apart from
the land/site owners? (I would be
interested to know whether anyone
involved in drawing up the plan or
involved in planning decisions has nay
business or family interests in the land
concerned?). I may have ‘lost the will to
live’ skimming the documents but I am
uncertain as to how many of the 600
homes proposed are permanent, brick
built homes for purchase or whether
caravans (whether basic for rent or
luxurious and expensive) are included in
the total? The plan refers to restricting
the provisions of new caravan parks but
permitting additional provision of caravans
in certain circumstances. I do not profess
to understand all the legal jargon and I
think it would be impossible for those
without relevant legal qualifications to
respond unequivocally. I think however

N

N
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H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
H11,1,2,3 and 4 should be cleared and
built on first and foremost. If there are
any stables there, they could be
integrated into Brook Farm. It would then
be totally unnecessary to build anything at
H9!!
Policies T1-T10: When the journey from
Sadler’s farm or Benfleet station to
Canvey town centre regularly takes as
long as – or longer – than the journey
from London to Benfleet, it is not a small
issue for residents that you propose to
add significantly to this problem. For
example, leaving space at Thorney Bay
for the possibility of a road is ludicrous –
an additional 600 homes, perhaps 6001200 vehicles, would add to the already
overloaded roads and key junctions with
Long Road would come to a standstill at
peak times (with the additional likelihood
of rat runs through other residential side
roads. And as everyone has said
repeatedly – all traffic on and off Canvey
has to use Waterside roundabout.
Furthermore 160 homes off Point Road
would cause traffic problems around
Leigh beck School and is likely to create
rat runs through many of the narrow
residential (and currently quiet) side
roads, with traffic then converging in
Smallgains Avenue. However I note that
the plan states the Council’s uncertainty
as to whether benefits related to a
reduction in congestion and
improvements to local bus services can
be achieved, and that congestion and air
quality may in fact worsen. In addition the
fact that a North Thames Link Road would
need to pass through two SSSI’s
suggests it is very unlikely to be an
achievable or desirable objective.
Policies H1-H18: Aside from congestion
issues, I do not believe statements that
proposed building on Canvey can be
accommodated satisfactorily within the
existing drainage and transport network.
Flooding of roads yet again in the past
week – including along the esplanades
which has yet to drain away days later –
should make this evident to anyone. I
also fail to see how 600 homes at
Thorney Bay (on top of recent expansion
of the site) will benefit anyone apart from
the land/site owners? (I would be
interested to know whether anyone
involved in drawing up the plan or
involved in planning decisions has nay
business or family interests in the land
concerned?). I may have ‘lost the will to
live’ skimming the documents but I am
uncertain as to how many of the 600
homes proposed are permanent, brick
built homes for purchase or whether
caravans (whether basic for rent or
luxurious and expensive) are included in
the total? The plan refers to restricting
the provisions of new caravan parks but
permitting additional provision of caravans
in certain circumstances. I do not profess
to understand all the legal jargon and I
think it would be impossible for those
without relevant legal qualifications to
respond unequivocally. I think however

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

I note this is a formal and technical
consultation but I believe that this 250+ (!)
page document – with key details hidden
away within lengthy, dense text – has
been made deliberately complex to deter
objections; too many people ignore this
document because of its complexity
(when the Council claims to want wider
representation). The language needs
reformation to facilitate inclusion,
engagement and responses from the
wider audience. The document also says
it takes account of previous consultations
but I do not believe this to be accurate in
relation to plans for Canvey as concerns
raised earlier by many still fail to be
addressed e.g. road access, traffic
congestion (compounded when accidents
occur), evacuation in emergency, ongoing
drainage problems/flooding, other
infrastructure (e.g. doctors, emergency
services, schools).

I note this is a formal and technical
consultation but I believe that this 250+ (!)
page document – with key details hidden
away within lengthy, dense text – has
been made deliberately complex to deter
objections; too many people ignore this
document because of its complexity
(when the Council claims to want wider
representation). The language needs
reformation to facilitate inclusion,
engagement and responses from the
wider audience. The document also says
it takes account of previous consultations
but I do not believe this to be accurate in
relation to plans for Canvey as concerns
raised earlier by many still fail to be
addressed e.g. road access, traffic
congestion (compounded when accidents
occur), evacuation in emergency, ongoing
drainage problems/flooding, other
infrastructure (e.g. doctors, emergency
services, schools).

Yes

I do not think it should be
necessary for me to
participate in the oral part
of the examination but if
there is a risk you’ll only
hear from non-residents
whose lives will not be
impacted upon by the
decision on the plan then
I would be willing to
contribute.

Yes

I do not think it should be
necessary for me to
participate in the oral part
of the examination but if
there is a risk you’ll only
hear from non-residents
whose lives will not be
impacted upon by the
decision on the plan then
I would be willing to
contribute.
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that it would not be sound for the building
proposed for Canvey Island to go ahead
without significant infrastructure
developments being non-negotiable
prerequisites (and not just possibilities in
the future and/or within wider section 106
agreements or equiv.); resolution of road
access and traffic problems being just one
of the priorities.

NLPPS977

NLPPS978

S Farrell

S Farrell

H 10

9 - Building a
strong,
competitive
economy

N

As I commented previously, I also fail to
understand why a nursing home is being
proposed fronting Canvey Road. Do
those who need such care (and have
probably paid taxes all their lives) not
deserve a better location rather than
being bombarded by traffic noise/fumes
and a view of a busy road? (The
roundabout by Northwick/Charfleets
Estate is equally a bottleneck for traffic).

N

There is also reference to the poor quality
accommodation at Thorney Bay Caravan
Site. This in turn impacts on wages
available locally (therefore comments
relevant also to Policies E1-E11 as some
employers are keeping wages v.low by
bringing in staff from elsewhere who can
only afford to live (often sharing with
others) in caravans or other poor quality
accommodation. Equally the Council will
be aware that there are ‘mobile homes’ on
the Island marketed for £200-£250k (not
affordable for many). Wages available
locally for employed positions – even for
skilled work – would rarely support the
purchase of an average home in the area
now and the plan lacks convincing detail
on how you will increase the availability of
good employment opportunities and
improve residents’ live chances – similarly
I am not convinced about the Council’s
ability to exert leverage over other key
providers e.g. bus services.
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that it would not be sound for the building
proposed for Canvey Island to go ahead
without significant infrastructure
developments being non-negotiable
prerequisites (and not just possibilities in
the future and/or within wider section 106
agreements or equiv.); resolution of road
access and traffic problems being just one
of the priorities.
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that it would not be sound for the building
proposed for Canvey Island to go ahead
without significant infrastructure
developments being non-negotiable
prerequisites (and not just possibilities in
the future and/or within wider section 106
agreements or equiv.); resolution of road
access and traffic problems being just one
of the priorities.

N

As I commented previously, I also fail to
understand why a nursing home is being
proposed fronting Canvey Road. Do
those who need such care (and have
probably paid taxes all their lives) not
deserve a better location rather than
being bombarded by traffic noise/fumes
and a view of a busy road? (The
roundabout by Northwick/Charfleets
Estate is equally a bottleneck for traffic).

As I commented previously, I also fail to
understand why a nursing home is being
proposed fronting Canvey Road. Do
those who need such care (and have
probably paid taxes all their lives) not
deserve a better location rather than
being bombarded by traffic noise/fumes
and a view of a busy road? (The
roundabout by Northwick/Charfleets
Estate is equally a bottleneck for traffic).

I note this is a formal and technical
consultation but I believe that this 250+ (!)
page document – with key details hidden
away within lengthy, dense text – has
been made deliberately complex to deter
objections; too many people ignore this
document because of its complexity
(when the Council claims to want wider
representation). The language needs
reformation to facilitate inclusion,
engagement and responses from the
wider audience. The document also says
it takes account of previous consultations
but I do not believe this to be accurate in
relation to plans for Canvey as concerns
raised earlier by many still fail to be
addressed e.g. road access, traffic
congestion (compounded when accidents
occur), evacuation in emergency, ongoing
drainage problems/flooding, other
infrastructure (e.g. doctors, emergency
services, schools).

N

There is also reference to the poor quality
accommodation at Thorney Bay Caravan
Site. This in turn impacts on wages
available locally (therefore comments
relevant also to Policies E1-E11 as some
employers are keeping wages v.low by
bringing in staff from elsewhere who can
only afford to live (often sharing with
others) in caravans or other poor quality
accommodation. Equally the Council will
be aware that there are ‘mobile homes’ on
the Island marketed for £200-£250k (not
affordable for many). Wages available
locally for employed positions – even for
skilled work – would rarely support the
purchase of an average home in the area
now and the plan lacks convincing detail
on how you will increase the availability of
good employment opportunities and
improve residents’ live chances – similarly
I am not convinced about the Council’s
ability to exert leverage over other key
providers e.g. bus services.

There is also reference to the poor quality
accommodation at Thorney Bay Caravan
Site. This in turn impacts on wages
available locally (therefore comments
relevant also to Policies E1-E11 as some
employers are keeping wages v.low by
bringing in staff from elsewhere who can
only afford to live (often sharing with
others) in caravans or other poor quality
accommodation. Equally the Council will
be aware that there are ‘mobile homes’ on
the Island marketed for £200-£250k (not
affordable for many). Wages available
locally for employed positions – even for
skilled work – would rarely support the
purchase of an average home in the area
now and the plan lacks convincing detail
on how you will increase the availability of
good employment opportunities and
improve residents’ live chances – similarly
I am not convinced about the Council’s
ability to exert leverage over other key
providers e.g. bus services.

I note this is a formal and technical
consultation but I believe that this 250+ (!)
page document – with key details hidden
away within lengthy, dense text – has
been made deliberately complex to deter
objections; too many people ignore this
document because of its complexity
(when the Council claims to want wider
representation). The language needs
reformation to facilitate inclusion,
engagement and responses from the
wider audience. The document also says
it takes account of previous consultations
but I do not believe this to be accurate in
relation to plans for Canvey as concerns
raised earlier by many still fail to be
addressed e.g. road access, traffic
congestion (compounded when accidents
occur), evacuation in emergency, ongoing
drainage problems/flooding, other
infrastructure (e.g. doctors, emergency
services, schools).

Yes

I do not think it should be
necessary for me to
participate in the oral part
of the examination but if
there is a risk you’ll only
hear from non-residents
whose lives will not be
impacted upon by the
decision on the plan then
I would be willing to
contribute.

Yes

I do not think it should be
necessary for me to
participate in the oral part
of the examination but if
there is a risk you’ll only
hear from non-residents
whose lives will not be
impacted upon by the
decision on the plan then
I would be willing to
contribute.
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NLPPS979

NLPPS980

S Farrell

Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart

E 10

13.8

N

Y

Policy E10: mention is made of
applications for the development, change
of use, change of materials handled, or for
the redevelopment of the existing port
facilities at South Canvey being permitted
subject to compliance and of an increase
in traffic movements associated with any
growth of port facilities at south Canvey. I
should like to know if the Council has had
any commercial discussions about any of
the above or if any plans are pending? I
would also have welcomed greater clarity
on what improvement of sea defences on
Canvey Island means for the leisure
enjoyment of the seafront/seawall areas
for locals.

Soundness Comments

N

Policy E10: mention is made of
applications for the development, change
of use, change of materials handled, or for
the redevelopment of the existing port
facilities at South Canvey being permitted
subject to compliance and of an increase
in traffic movements associated with any
growth of port facilities at south Canvey. I
should like to know if the Council has had
any commercial discussions about any of
the above or if any plans are pending? I
would also have welcomed greater clarity
on what improvement of sea defences on
Canvey Island means for the leisure
enjoyment of the seafront/seawall areas
for locals.

N

This representation relates to Policy H1,
paragraphs 13.8 – 13.18. I consider the
Local Plan is legally compliant and
complies with the Duty to Co-operate but
it is not sound for the reasons considered
below.
Under Policy H1 (Housing Need), it is
stated that castle Point requires
approximately 200 homes to be delivered
per annum to meet the housing need of
the area. According to the Proposals Map
2016, there will be only approximately 126
houses planned to be implemented per
annum over the next 20 years. Clearly
this will mean there will be a shortage in
housing supply in castle Point in the near
future. This does not comply with the
National Planning Policy Framework, as
at the heart of the NPPF is a presumption
in favour of sustainable development
which includes local planning authorities
to positively seek opportunities to meet
the development needs of their area.
Also, under paragraph 47 the NPPF
requires local planning authorities to
provide five years’ worth of housing with
buffer of 5% to ensure choice and
competition in the market for land as well
as an indication of locations for growth for
years 6-10 and where possible years 1115. Castle Point have not provided
enough housing designations for the
coming five years and although there is
provision for development up to 2031,
there is not enough to meet the housing
need which is discussed in paragraph
13.9 of the Local Plan.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Policy E10: mention is made of
applications for the development, change
of use, change of materials handled, or for
the redevelopment of the existing port
facilities at South Canvey being permitted
subject to compliance and of an increase
in traffic movements associated with any
growth of port facilities at south Canvey. I
should like to know if the Council has had
any commercial discussions about any of
the above or if any plans are pending? I
would also have welcomed greater clarity
on what improvement of sea defences on
Canvey Island means for the leisure
enjoyment of the seafront/seawall areas
for locals.

I consider that further
housing designations need to
be out forward to ensure the
Local Plan is sound. The site
outlined red on the enclosed
plan would provide a
sustainable location for
residential development
which would assist Castle
Point Borough Council in
meeting the housing need in
the area and therefore the
requirements of the NPPF.
The site is within close
proximity to amenities such
as Kingston primary School,
Thundersley Clinic and
Burches Riding School.
There is the opportunity for
logical access to the site via
an extension to Grandview
Road, Grasmere Road and
Borrowdale Road which
gives direct access onto
Church Road. The site is not
outlined as being at risk to
flooding according to the
Environment Agency Flood
Map and would provide a
logical extension to
Thundersley without causing
neighbouring towns to
merge. It is considered that
the site would be suitable for
affordable housing which,
according to paragraph
13.12, is required for 73% of
new homes to be built in
Castle Point.

Y

General Comments

I note this is a formal and technical
consultation but I believe that this 250+ (!)
page document – with key details hidden
away within lengthy, dense text – has
been made deliberately complex to deter
objections; too many people ignore this
document because of its complexity
(when the Council claims to want wider
representation). The language needs
reformation to facilitate inclusion,
engagement and responses from the
wider audience. The document also says
it takes account of previous consultations
but I do not believe this to be accurate in
relation to plans for Canvey as concerns
raised earlier by many still fail to be
addressed e.g. road access, traffic
congestion (compounded when accidents
occur), evacuation in emergency, ongoing
drainage problems/flooding, other
infrastructure (e.g. doctors, emergency
services, schools).
Writing on behalf of the landowner of the
area outlined red on the enclosed plan
which extends to approximately 3.5 acres
near Grasmere Road, Thundersley.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

I do not think it should be
necessary for me to
participate in the oral part
of the examination but if
there is a risk you’ll only
hear from non-residents
whose lives will not be
impacted upon by the
decision on the plan then
I would be willing to
contribute.

No

Page 270 of 487

NLPPS981

NLPPS982

Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

H1

4.11

Y

Y

Soundness Comments

N

This representation relates to Policy H1,
paragraphs 13.8 – 13.18. I consider the
Local Plan is legally compliant and
complies with the Duty to Co-operate but
it is not sound for the reasons considered
below.
Under Policy H1 (Housing Need), it is
stated that castle Point requires
approximately 200 homes to be delivered
per annum to meet the housing need of
the area. According to the Proposals Map
2016, there will be only approximately 126
houses planned to be implemented per
annum over the next 20 years. Clearly
this will mean there will be a shortage in
housing supply in castle Point in the near
future. This does not comply with the
National Planning Policy Framework, as
at the heart of the NPPF is a presumption
in favour of sustainable development
which includes local planning authorities
to positively seek opportunities to meet
the development needs of their area.
Also, under paragraph 47 the NPPF
requires local planning authorities to
provide five years’ worth of housing with
buffer of 5% to ensure choice and
competition in the market for land as well
as an indication of locations for growth for
years 6-10 and where possible years 1115. Castle Point have not provided
enough housing designations for the
coming five years and although there is
provision for development up to 2031,
there is not enough to meet the housing
need which is discussed in paragraph
13.9 of the Local Plan.

I consider that further
housing designations need to
be out forward to ensure the
Local Plan is sound. The site
outlined red on the enclosed
plan would provide a
sustainable location for
residential development
which would assist Castle
Point Borough Council in
meeting the housing need in
the area and therefore the
requirements of the NPPF.
The site is within close
proximity to amenities such
as Kingston primary School,
Thundersley Clinic and
Burches Riding School.
There is the opportunity for
logical access to the site via
an extension to Grandview
Road, Grasmere Road and
Borrowdale Road which
gives direct access onto
Church Road. The site is not
outlined as being at risk to
flooding according to the
Environment Agency Flood
Map and would provide a
logical extension to
Thundersley without causing
neighbouring towns to
merge. It is considered that
the site would be suitable for
affordable housing which,
according to paragraph
13.12, is required for 73% of
new homes to be built in
Castle Point.

N

The OSL Terminal is a facility of particular
strategic importance that has a key
regional and national role. OSL
understands that it is the only
independent marine fed oil and fuel
storage facility in the UK that is connected
to both the UK Oil Pipeline (UKOP) and
the CLH Pipeline System (the CLH-PS,
formally known as the Government
Pipeline and Storage System (GPSS)),
which are themselves of national
significance. Whilst the Terminal’s
national significance is recognised in the
portrait, the overall description provided in
paragraph 4.11 of the draft Plan gives a
negative and unjustified portrait.
The description that is given serves to
reinforce negative perceptions and OSL
finds this negative portrayal disappointing.
Whilst the OSL facility is an Upper Tier
COMAH site, its operations are strictly
controlled by legislation and by the Health
and Safety Executive and Environment
Agency (as the Competent Authority), and
the Council (through the Hazardous
Substances regime). The site has in
place relevant safety, operational and
emergency plans and operates with the
full knowledge of other contingency and
emergency plans in place from the PLA
and Essex County Council (ECC), as well
as those drawn up by neighbouring
operators of COMAH sites. OSL does
not, therefore, consider that there is
evidence to support a suggestion that its
facility represents an unacceptable risk or
that it should be portrayed as a constraint
on development. Particularly as a terminal
has been in this location for over 80
years. 4. For the reasons explained, OSL

The character description in
paragraph 4.11 of the draft
Plan should, therefore, be
altered to place emphasis on
the strategic and economic
importance of this facility. If
reference to the fact that the
site is an Upper Tier COMAH
facility is made, it should also
be made clear that
necessary measures are in
place and complied with such
that the facility does not
represent an unacceptable
risk.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Writing on behalf of the landowner of the
area outlined red on the enclosed plan
which extends to approximately 3.5 acres
near Grasmere Road, Thundersley.

Y

Y

No

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Page 271 of 487

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

consider the current wording of paragraph
4.11 of the draft Plan to be unsound.

NLPPS983

NLPPS984

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

6.1

7.1

Y

Y

N

As a local business, OSL particularly
supports the objective that indicates the
Council will seek to create an environment
that supports business growth and which
creates local job opportunities (Objective
5). This objective accords with national
policy which requires local authorities to
draw up local plans which, amongst other
things, support existing business sectors
(NPPF paragraph 21).

As detailed within certain of
its other representations,
however, OSL consider that
amendments to other
aspects of the plan are
required to, amongst other
things, better achieve this
objective.

Y

OSL generally welcomes and supports
the vision for the future of Castle Point
that is set out after paragraph 6.1 of the
draft Plan. However, reference in the last
paragraph of the Vision to all types of
man-made hazards being suitably
reduced implies that such hazards are
currently unacceptable. For the reasons
detailed elsewhere in its representations,
OSL does not consider this is the case in
respect of its facility – the implication
given is, therefore, unsound.
Furthermore, the reference to suitably
reducing such hazards is, as currently
worded, too absolute. There is no
recognition that it may not be possible or
practicable to reduce such hazards in
every relevant circumstance. OSL note
that such recognition is given elsewhere
in the Vision in respect of other matters –
for example, in respect of the features
dealt with in the penultimate paragraph of
the Vision it is made clear that they will
have been enhanced ‘where possible’.
For the reasons summarised above, OSL
consider that the wording of the last
paragraph of the Vision in the draft Plan is
unsound.

As a local business, OSL particularly
supports the objective that indicates the
Council will seek to create an environment
that supports business growth and which
creates local job opportunities (Objective
5). This objective accords with national
policy which requires local authorities to
draw up local plans which, amongst other
things, support existing business sectors
(NPPF paragraph 21).

It should be amended to refer
simply to all types of manmade hazards being suitably
managed.

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Y

As detailed within certain of
its other representations,
however, OSL consider that
amendments to other
aspects of the plan are
required to, amongst other
things, better achieve this
objective.

Y

As a local business, OSL particularly
supports the objective that indicates the
Council will seek to create an environment
that supports business growth and which
creates local job opportunities (Objective
5). This objective accords with national
policy which requires local authorities to
draw up local plans which, amongst other
things, support existing business sectors
(NPPF paragraph 21). As detailed within
certain of its other representations,
however, OSL consider that amendments
to other aspects of the plan are required
to, amongst other things, better achieve
this objective.

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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NLPPS985

NLPPS986

NLPPS987

NLPPS988

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

E1

Y

N

OSL find it somewhat surprising that
whilst elsewhere the draft Plan recognises
that the port facilities at South Canvey
(including the OSL facility) are of national
significance, the section of the draft Plan
dealing with the overall economic strategy
for the Borough fails to then acknowledge
and deal with this. Rather the draft Plan
incorrectly indicates (paragraph 9.5) that
there are ‘no strong sectors with growth
potential businesses’. The port facilities
on south Canvey not only represent a
strong business sector, but also represent
such a sector with growth potential.
Having regard to the requirement in
paragraph 21 of NPPF that Local Plans
should, amongst other things, support
existing business sectors and set out a
clear economic vision and strategy for
their area which positively and proactively
encourages sustainable economic growth,
the overall strategy in respect of economic
matters within the plan (within Part 2 of
policy E1 and within the supporting text as
appropriate) should reflect the need to
support existing businesses, especially in
circumstances where they are recognised
as being of national significance.
The need to ensure that the overall
economic strategy reflects these matters
is reinforced by the fact that within the
more detailed economic elements of the
draft Plan – see in particular paragraph
9.41 within section E10 dealing with Port
Related Activities – there is already
effectively an acknowledgement that the
port related activities on Canvey Island
are an existing business sector in respect
of these aspects of the NPPF.
In respect of these matters, OSL highlight
that – as made clear within the National
Policy Statement for Ports (NPSfP) (in
particular section 3) – the economic value
of port facilities such as the OSL Terminal
is much broader than a simple
consideration of the number of jobs
generated and the corresponding impact
on the local economy.
For the reasons summarised above, OSL
consider that the economic strategy
section of the draft Plan is unsound.

9.1

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.2

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.3

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

The supporting text to policy
E1 and the second part of
policy E1 should recognise
the significance of the port
installations located to the
south of Canvey Island and
seek to support this existing
business sector.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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NLPPS989

NLPPS990

NLPPS991

NLPPS992

NLPPS993

NLPPS994

NLPPS995

NLPPS996

Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

9.4

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.5

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.6

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.7

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.8

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.9

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

9.1

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS985

See Rep NLPPS985

Y

See Rep NLPPS985

Yes

See Rep NLPPS985

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

See Rep NLPPS980
13.9

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS980

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

See Rep NLPPS980
Y

No

Page 274 of 487

NLPPS997

NLPPS998

NLPPS999

NLPPS1000

NLPPS1001

NLPPS1002

NLPPS1003

NLPPS1004

NLPPS1005

NLPPS1006

Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart
Jessica
Archer
(Whirledge
and Nott)
on behalf
of R Hart

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Soundness Comments

See Rep NLPPS980
13.1

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

Y

N

Y

See Rep NLPPS980

9.41

Y

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS980

N

OSL welcomes and supports the inclusion
of a section in the draft Plan, including a
policy, which deals specifically with its
facility and the adjacent Calor facility at
South Canvey. OSL acknowledges and
welcomes the fact that a number of
alterations have been made to the policy
and text from that which was contained
within the previous draft version of the
Plan. Unfortunately, however, OSL
consider that certain aspects of the policy
and its supporting text as currently drafted
are unsound, as explained below.
Policy Context: Paragraph 9.41 –
references to relevant aspects of the
NPPF are welcomed (assumed in this
instance to be NPPF paragraphs 21 and
120). However, when referencing specific
parts of the NPPF it is important to
understand those specific parts within the
context of the section of NPPF in which
they are located. For example, within the
same section of the NPPF (at paragraph
122) it is further made clear that when
considering whether a proposed use of

No

See Rep NLPPS980
Y

See Rep NLPPS980
13.18

No

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.17

No

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.16

No

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.15

No

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.14

No

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.13

No

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.12

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

See Rep NLPPS980

See Rep NLPPS980
13.11

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

No

See Rep NLPPS980
Y

Y

No

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

land is acceptable, an assumption should
be made that other regimes – including
those relating to pollution, the control of
processes or emissions etc. – will operate
effectively.

NLPPS1007

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

NLPPS1008

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

9.42

Y

N

OSL welcomes and supports the inclusion
of a section in the draft Plan, including a
policy, which deals specifically with its
facility and the adjacent Calor facility at
South Canvey. OSL acknowledges and
welcomes the fact that a number of
alterations have been made to the policy
and text from that which was contained
within the previous draft version of the
Plan. Unfortunately, however, OSL
consider that certain aspects of the policy
and its supporting text as currently drafted
are unsound, as explained below.
Policy Context: Paragraphs 9.42 and 9.43
– OSL acknowledges and welcomes the
text provided in these paragraphs, which
summarise the Government’s
fundamental policy for ports, and the
recognition that ports have a vital role to
play in the import and export of energy
supplies. OSL’s only comment would be
that the National Policy Statement for
Ports (NPSfP) is a material consideration
for local planning authorities, and not just
a potential consideration as indicated in
paragraph 9.42.

National Policy Statement for
Ports (NPSfP) is a material
consideration for local
planning authorities, and not
just a potential consideration
as indicated in paragraph
9.42.

Y

See Rep NLPPS1007

9.43

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1007

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1007

See Rep NLPPS1007

Y
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NLPPS1009

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

NLPPS1010

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

NLPPS1011

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

9.44

Y

Soundness Comments

N

OSL welcomes and supports the inclusion
of a section in the draft Plan, including a
policy, which deals specifically with its
facility and the adjacent Calor facility at
South Canvey. OSL acknowledges and
welcomes the fact that a number of
alterations have been made to the policy
and text from that which was contained
within the previous draft version of the
Plan. Unfortunately, however, OSL
consider that certain aspects of the policy
and its supporting text as currently drafted
are unsound, as explained below.
Evidence Base: Paragraphs 9.44 to 9.49
– OSL welcomes and supports the
recognition given in these paragraphs that
its facility is nationally significant. OSL
also welcomes and supports the
reference to the inland pipeline networks
to which the facility is connected, but
suggests that the text should make clear
that these pipelines are themselves also
of national significance. OSL would also
point out that the description of the way in
which product is moved to and from its
facility (paragraph 9.44) is a reflection of
current operations, which does not
necessarily reflect what has occurred
historically at the site or what might occur
in the future.

Suggests that the text should
make clear that these
pipelines are themselves
also of national significance.
OSL would also point out that
the description of the way in
which product is moved to
and from its facility
(paragraph 9.44) is a
reflection of current
operations, which does not
necessarily reflect what has
occurred historically at the
site or what might occur in
the future.

Y

See Rep NLPPS1009

9.45

9.46

Y

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1009

N

OSL welcomes and supports the inclusion
of a section in the draft Plan, including a
policy, which deals specifically with its
facility and the adjacent Calor facility at
South Canvey. OSL acknowledges and
welcomes the fact that a number of
alterations have been made to the policy
and text from that which was contained
within the previous draft version of the
Plan. Unfortunately, however, OSL
consider that certain aspects of the policy
and its supporting text as currently drafted
are unsound, as explained below.
Evidence Base: Paragraphs 9.44 to 9.49
– OSL welcomes and supports the
recognition given in these paragraphs that
its facility is nationally significant. OSL
also welcomes and supports the
reference to the inland pipeline networks
to which the facility is connected, but
suggests that the text should make clear
that these pipelines are themselves also
of national significance. OSL would also
point out that the description of the way in
which product is moved to and from its
facility (paragraph 9.44) is a reflection of
current operations, which does not
necessarily reflect what has occurred
historically at the site or what might occur
in the future.
Having regard to the content of paragraph
9.46, OSL acknowledge the need to take
account of the requirement to improve
flood defences adjacent to the site in the
future, but do question the proposed way
in which the Plan is seeking to do this.
Regard should be had to OSL’s separate
representation on draft policy CC3 that is
referred to in paragraph 9.46 of the draft

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1009

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

See Rep NLPPS1009

Y

Suggests that the text should
make clear that these
pipelines are themselves
also of national significance.
OSL would also point out that
the description of the way in
which product is moved to
and from its facility
(paragraph 9.44) is a
reflection of current
operations, which does not
necessarily reflect what has
occurred historically at the
site or what might occur in
the future.

Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.
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Plan.

NLPPS1012

NLPPS1013

NLPPS1014

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

See Rep NLPPS1009

9.47

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1009

See Rep NLPPS1009

Y

See Rep NLPPS1009

9.48

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1009

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1009

See Rep NLPPS1009

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1009

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1009

See Rep NLPPS1009

Y

See Rep NLPPS1009

9.49

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1009

Y
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NLPPS1015

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

E 10

Y

Soundness Comments

N

OSL welcomes and supports the inclusion
of a section in the draft Plan, including a
policy, which deals specifically with its
facility and the adjacent Calor facility at
South Canvey. OSL acknowledges and
welcomes the fact that a number of
alterations have been made to the policy
and text from that which was contained
within the previous draft version of the
Plan. Unfortunately, however, OSL
consider that certain aspects of the policy
and its supporting text as currently drafted
are unsound, as explained below.
Policy E10 – The inclusion of a policy
which, in principle, supports development
at the port sites on the south of Canvey, is
welcomed. The precise wording of the
policy as proposed is, however, unsound
for a variety of reasons as now explained.
Policy E10 paragraph 1 and paragraph 2
– It is understood that the policy has been
redrafted from earlier versions in an
attempt to distinguish between different
types of development proposals that may
come forward at the sites. As worded,
however, it is very difficult to determine
with sufficient clarity what the respective
different development type’s paragraph 1
and paragraph 2 of the policy are seeking
to cover, as they are not sufficiently well
defined. For example, it is entirely
possible that a development proposal
could be considered to be a development
that supports existing operations (i.e.,
falling within paragraph 1 of the policy) but
at the same time involve a change in
materials being handled or considered to
be a redevelopment proposal (i.e., falling
within paragraph 2 of the policy). The
NPPF makes clear (paragraph 154) that,
amongst other things, Local Plans should
set out clear policies on what will or will
not be permitted. Draft Policy E10 does
not, as currently worded, do this and is in
addition, therefore, not effective.
If the policy is to distinguish between
different types of developments, then it
needs to be sufficiently clear as to what
those different types of development
consist of. However, OSL would highlight
that having regard to the following points
raised in respect of the draft criteria set
out under paragraph 1 and paragraph 2 of
the policy, there would not appear to be
any justification for differentiating between
different types of development within the
policy in terms of criteria needing to be
met.
Policy E10, paragraph 1(a) and paragraph
2(b) – These criteria deal with matters
relating to hazard and risk. The criterion in
paragraph 1(a) refers to there being ‘no
increase in the level of hazard or risk’ and
the criterion in paragraph 2(b) requires
that the level of hazard and risk posed
‘must be reduced compared to existing
levels’. For the reasons summarised
below, these criteria are unsound.
Operations at the OSL facility are strictly
controlled and regulated by both the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and
the Environment Agency (EA) under the
Control of Major Accident Hazards
(COMAH) Regulations 2015, and by the
Borough Council through the approval of
Hazardous Substances Consents. The
OSL facility is an upper tier COMAH site
and operates in full compliance with the
COMAH regulations. Since 2007,
substantial investment has been made in

Some minor factual
corrections to the paragraph
are also required, which are
addressed in the suggested
revised wording below.
Having regard to the above
and to assist the Council in
considering this matter
further, in order to be sound,
Policy E10 needs to be
redrafted to read something
along the lines of:
Policy E10 – Port Related
Activities
1. Applications for port and
port related development at
the existing port facilities at
South Canvey will be
permitted subject to
compliance with the following
criteria:
a. The level of hazard or risk
posed by the facility as a
result of the proposals must
be acceptable having regard
to any necessary advice from
the Health and Safety
Executive and the
Environment Agency;
b. The design of the
proposed development must
not cause significant harm to
the landscape, having regard
to the scale of existing
development on the site;
c. Public access to the
coastal path adjacent to the
site must be retained;
d. The future operation of the
site will not result in
unacceptable adverse
impacts on water quality
within the Thames Estuary,
and
e. The proposed
development must satisfy the
appropriate requirements of
the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulation
2010.
2. In the event that a
proposal in relation to port
facilities on Canvey Island is
of a sufficient size to
constitute a Nationally
Significant Infrastructure
Project for determination by
the Secretary of State, the
Council will support such
applications that comply with
the requirements of this
policy.

Y

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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the OSL Terminal, and it is now regarded
as one of the most modern facilities of its
kind in Europe.
On this basis, there is no justification for a
policy test, as proposed through the
paragraph 2(b) criterion, that requires that
the hazard level ‘must be reduced’
(emphasis added) below that which is
currently acceptable, and carefully and
adequately controlled by other relevant
legislation and processes.
Furthermore, in respect of the paragraph
1(a) criterion, there are likely to be
circumstances where development
proposals could, arguably, be perceived
as increasing the level of hazard or risk
but which still result in an acceptable level
of risk in the view of necessary experts
such as the Health and Safety Executive.
The OSL facility is a commercial port
facility operating (in accordance with
Government policy set out in NPSfP) in a
competitive market led industry. The OSL
facility must be able to react to the needs
of market drivers. The imposition of such
unjustified policy requirements is,
therefore, contrary to national policy in
that it places unjustified barriers that
would act as an impediment to the ongoing operation and development of the
facility.
If a hazard related criterion is / criteria are
necessary in the policy then this has to be
along the lines of ensuring that the level of
hazard posed is acceptable having regard
to the advice of the Health and Safety
Executive and the Environment Agency
(the Competent Authority, who are the
arbiters of risk and acceptability).
Policy E10, paragraph 2(a) – This criterion
requires that for certain developments it is
necessary to demonstrate that the
proposal is in the national interest. For
the reasons summarised below, this
criterion is unsound.
NPPF makes clear that such a policy test
is only necessary in respect of major
development in certain designated areas,
for example National Parks (NPPF
paragraph 116). The OSL terminal is not
located within such an area but this
criterion would require it to be
demonstrated that the relevant proposals
at the site were in the national interest, a
requirement for which no justification has
been provided.
The NPSfP similarly does not require port
development generally to be
demonstrated to be in the national
interest. Again, only proposals in certain
designated areas, or affecting certain
designated areas are required to meet
such a policy test – matters which do not
apply to the OSL site. In fact, NPSfP
makes it clear in the section providing
guidance on the need for additional port
capacity (section 3.5) that the need for
future capacity should be accepted in
certain circumstances – many of which
are likely to apply to any future
development proposals at the OSL facility
site.
If the motive behind the criterion is to try
and restrict what development can occur
at these facilities, then it does not accord
with national policy. The NPPF highlights
that planning should encourage and not
act as an impediment to sustainable
growth (paragraph 19), that investment in
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business should not be over-burdened by
the combined requirements of planning
policy expectations (paragraph 21) and in
respect of plan making that local
authorities should seek to address
barriers to investment (paragraph 160) not
put in place new unjustified barriers. The
imposition of such barriers is particularly
important in respect of port facilities,
which, as the NPSfP makes clear
(paragraph 3.3.1), operate in a market led
industry where competition between ports
is encouraged (paragraph 3.4.13).
Finally, leaving aside the above, this
suggested policy criterion is not effective.
Having correctly recognised that the
facilities being referred to are of national
significance, it would seemingly be
possible to argue that any development
proposal put forward in connection with
them would be in the national interest.
For the reasons summarised above, the
paragraph 2(a) criterion of draft policy E10
needs to be deleted.
Policy E10, paragraph 1(b) and 2(c) –
OSL has no objection to these criteria.
Policy E10, paragraph 1(c) and 2(d) –
OSL has no objection to these criteria,
and welcomes the amendment made in
comparison to the previous version
contained in the earlier draft of the Plan.
Policy E10, paragraph 1(d) and 2(e) – The
wording within these criteria relating to
European Sites, namely ‘The future
operation of the site will not …. have a
significant adverse effect on European
Sites’, is a more onerous requirement
than is set out within the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulation 2010 in
respect of such sites. The wording needs
to be amended to ensure that any such
criteria correctly reflects the requirements
of those Regulations.
Policy E10, paragraph 3 – This final
paragraph of the draft policy indicates that
the Council will support applications for a
port facility Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Project if the application
complies with the requirements of policy
E10. As worded, however, it is not clear
which of the two sets of requirements
such an application would need to comply
with (i.e., those relating to paragraph 1 of
the policy or those relating to paragraph 2
of the policy). If the relevant requirements
are those relating to paragraph 2, it is
emphasised that as currently worded
those criteria (in respect of the national
interest criteria, and in respect of
reduction in the level of hazard criteria) go
beyond the requirements for port NSIP’s
set out within NPSfP against which such
proposals are determined (see section
104(3) of the Planning Act 2008 (as
amended)).
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Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

11.13

Y

Soundness Comments

N

Paragraph 11.13 of the supporting text
states in respect of the suggested
extension to Roscommon Way that, the
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan indicates that this project will deliver
positive, cost effective improvements to
the highway network in Castle Point.
Analysis of this 2013 evidence base
document, however, indicates that the
position is not as it is stated in the text of
the draft Plan.
The background report includes only a
high level qualitative assessment of the
Roscommon Way extension aspiration,
and makes it clear that work on viability
and cost had not, at the time of writing in
2013, been progressed. The report
recommends that further consideration is
given to the potential traffic demand for
the link and how this may influence traffic
reassignment on the island (see report
paragraphs 6.2.30 to 6.2.36). The overall
concluding recommendation made is ‘To
consider undertaking a high level
assessment of the Roscommon Way
Extension scheme, to determine what
benefits can be expected to be derived.’
On the basis of the evidence provided, it
is, therefore, not justified for the Local
Plan to be so definitive in its approach to
delivering the Roscommon Way extension
(policy T2(1)(b)).
In this regard, OSL would point out that
delivery of the Roscommon Way
extension would require land which is
owned by a statutory undertaker, the PLA,
and leased by OSL, who do not wish to
give it up for such a purpose. The
proposed extension would be required to
pass through the Health and Safety
Executive’s (HSE) consultation zones
associated with the OSL and Calor
facilities and cross nationally important
pipelines. A new road in the proposed
location would have implications for the
operations of these two identified facilities
of national significance. Seeking to put a
public road through such an area appears
to conflict with the Council’s aspirations
relating to the level of hazard posed by
these facilities (see representation on
Policy E10).
Whilst the NPPF requires Local Plans to
be aspirational, they also need to be
realistic (NPPF paragraph 154) and
deliverable (paragraph 182). On the
basis of the available evidence, the
Roscommon Way Phase 2 proposal is
neither realistic or deliverable.

Y

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.
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Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

T 2 (1) (b)

T 2 (2)

Y

Y

Soundness Comments

N

Paragraph 11.13 of the supporting text
states in respect of the suggested
extension to Roscommon Way that, the
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan indicates that this project will deliver
positive, cost effective improvements to
the highway network in Castle Point.
Analysis of this 2013 evidence base
document, however, indicates that the
position is not as it is stated in the text of
the draft Plan.
The background report includes only a
high level qualitative assessment of the
Roscommon Way extension aspiration,
and makes it clear that work on viability
and cost had not, at the time of writing in
2013, been progressed. The report
recommends that further consideration is
given to the potential traffic demand for
the link and how this may influence traffic
reassignment on the island (see report
paragraphs 6.2.30 to 6.2.36). The overall
concluding recommendation made is ‘To
consider undertaking a high level
assessment of the Roscommon Way
Extension scheme, to determine what
benefits can be expected to be derived.’
On the basis of the evidence provided, it
is, therefore, not justified for the Local
Plan to be so definitive in its approach to
delivering the Roscommon Way extension
(policy T2(1)(b)).
In this regard, OSL would point out that
delivery of the Roscommon Way
extension would require land which is
owned by a statutory undertaker, the PLA,
and leased by OSL, who do not wish to
give it up for such a purpose. The
proposed extension would be required to
pass through the Health and Safety
Executive’s (HSE) consultation zones
associated with the OSL and Calor
facilities and cross nationally important
pipelines. A new road in the proposed
location would have implications for the
operations of these two identified facilities
of national significance. Seeking to put a
public road through such an area appears
to conflict with the Council’s aspirations
relating to the level of hazard posed by
these facilities (see representation on
Policy E10).
Whilst the NPPF requires Local Plans to
be aspirational, they also need to be
realistic (NPPF paragraph 154) and
deliverable (paragraph 182). On the
basis of the available evidence, the
Roscommon Way Phase 2 proposal is
neither realistic or deliverable.

Y

OSL supports part (2) of policy T2 and the
relevant supporting text, and strongly
believes the Council should work with
partners to secure the investment
necessary to deliver a new or improved
access to Canvey Island.
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Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

See Rep NLPPS1018

11.15

Y

Y

See Rep NLPPS1018

Y

No
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Philip
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(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
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behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
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See Rep NLPPS1018

11.16

Y

Y

See Rep NLPPS1018

Y

No

See Rep NLPPS1018

11.17

T5

Y

Y

Y

See Rep NLPPS1018

N

Policy T5 and the accompanying policies /
proposals map identifies a transport
improvement area for the suggested
extension of Roscommon Way. As has
been explained by OSL in its
representation on policy T2 (1) (b), the
aspiration of extending Roscommon Way
is not considered to be realistic or
deliverable. Effectively safeguarding
land for such a scheme is, therefore,
considered unsound. Having regard to
the requirements of NPPF in respect of
safeguarding routes for transport
infrastructure, there is not robust evidence
for identifying and effectively safeguarding
the route for the Roscommon Way
extension.
Furthermore, due to the close proximity of
the OSL facility to the suggested route of
the extension of Roscommon Way, OSL
would be concerned that policy T5 and
the associated safeguarding could
potentially become a barrier to
sustainable economic growth associated
with the operation of its nationally
significant facility.

Y

Y

No

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1022

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1022

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1022

See Rep NLPPS1022

11.4

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1022

Y

See Rep NLPPS1022

11.41

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1022

Y

See Rep NLPPS1022

11.42

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1022

Y
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NLPPS1026

NLPPS1027

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

T6

T 10

Y

Y

N

N

Soundness Comments

The supporting text to policy T6 (at
paragraph 11.44) correctly refers to the
fact that the NPPF makes clear that
development should only be prevented or
refused on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts of
development are severe (NPPF
paragraph 32).
This position, however, is not then
reflected in part 3 of policy T6, which
makes clear that development proposals
which ‘fully mitigate’ their impacts on
highway and junction capacity will be
looked on favourably, and that
applications will be refused where they
meet certain criteria, including not being
able to ‘fully mitigate’ its impacts. The
NPPF makes clear that decisions should
take account of whether improvements
can be undertaken (i.e., mitigation) to
‘effectively limit the significant impacts of
the development’. The NPPF does not,
therefore, require impacts to be ‘fully’
mitigated.
The phrase ‘fully mitigate’ is, therefore,
not sound. It should be replaced with just
the word ‘mitigate’, within the draft policy.
This section of the plan is unnecessary.
As explained below, the matters it seeks
to cover are either already sufficiently
covered within section T6 of the draft Plan
(on which OSL has provided a separate
representation) or should be covered off
within that section of the draft Plan.
The first paragraph of policy T10 simply
requires specific types of development to
meet the requirements of policy T6.
Policy T6, however, already covers these
types of development because paragraph
1 of that policy makes clear that its
requirements relate to ‘All development
proposals …’. This first paragraph of
policy T10 is, therefore, simply a repeat of
the requirements of policy T6 and is
unnecessary.
The second paragraph of the policy is a
policy objective that is applicable to any
potential NSIP development proposal
within the borough, and not just to any
such potential proposal related to the port
facilities. If this policy objective is needed,
it should, therefore, be added to policy T6.
In respect of the supporting text, OSL
note that reference is made to ‘full
mitigation’ of transport impacts in
paragraph 11.70. Regard should be had
to OSL’s representation on these issues
which it has made in respect of section T6
of the draft Plan, and the reasons why this
approach is unsound.
Furthermore, OSL do not consider that
the Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan necessarily shows problems on the
main road links to and from the port
facilities as is implied in paragraph 11.70.
Detailed work undertaken by OSL in
terms of development proposals at the
terminal site does not demonstrate this.
Finally, OSL note the reference in the
supporting text (paragraph 11.68) to the
assessment aspects of the NPSfP
(although they would highlight that the
specific reference to unitised traffic is not
relevant to the port facilities on south
Canvey because they do not handle
unitised freight – i.e., containers). OSL
would, however, also draw attention to
that aspect of the Government’s policy for
ports set out in NPSfP which indicates

The phrase ‘fully mitigate’ is,
therefore, not sound. It
should be replaced with just
the word ‘mitigate’, within the
draft policy.

Y

Y

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

that the Government wishes to see port
development supporting sustainable
transport by offering more efficient
transport links (which does not exclude
road links) with lower external costs
(NPSfP paragraph 3.3.5). OSL would
also draw attention to the fact that within
national policy it is made clear that the
ports industry is market led and that ports
compete with each other to the benefit of
the UK economy (NPSfP paragraph
3.4.13). Any local policy requirement
dealing with ports and highway matters
needs to be considered in this regard.

NLPPS1028

NLPPS1029

NLPPS1030

NLPPS1031

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

See Rep NLPPS1027

11.67

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1027

Y

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1027

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1027

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1027

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1027

See Rep NLPPS1027

11.68

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1027

Y

See Rep NLPPS1027

11.69

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1027

Y

See Rep NLPPS1027

11.7

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1027

Y
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NLPPS1032

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

NLPPS1033

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

CC 2

Y

Soundness Comments

N

OSL acknowledges the need for
development proposals to address the
implications of flood risk and climate
change, but highlights that draft policy
CC2 and relevant supporting text is not
consistent with national policy meaning
that it is, as drafted, unsound.
Paragraph 17.22 of the supporting text
identifies the requirements and policy set
out in the NPPF at paragraph 103.
Unfortunately, paragraph 17.22 is only a
partial quote of NPPF paragraph 103. It is
OSL’s opinion that NPPF paragraph 103
should be provided in full, in order that the
reader has the complete and accurate
position as set out in national policy.
Policy CC2 does not, as worded, reflect
the position that is set out in national
policy. In particular, NPPF paragraph 103
does not require the risk of flooding to
prospective users / residents of the site to
be reduced or for development to reduce
the risk of flooding on neighbouring
properties (as required by draft criterion 2
c.ii of the policy). Rather, NPPF
paragraph 103 makes clear that
development should ensure that flood risk
is not increased elsewhere. Criterion 2
c.ii, therefore, needs to be reworded to
reflect this.
In terms of designing development to be
flood resilient and resistant, NPPF
paragraph 103 is also not as specific or
narrow as criterion 2 c.iii of draft policy
CC2, which relates only to providing safe
refuge for users / residents. NPPF
paragraph 103 makes clear that in
ensuring that development is
appropriately flood resilient and resistant,
measures taken can also include the
provision of safe access and escape
routes and safe management of the
residual risk. Criterion 2 c.iii of the policy
needs to, therefore, be reworded to reflect
the broader position set out in the NPPF.
In addition, criterion 2 c.iii needs to be
reworded to refer to ‘at predicted flood
water depths….’ rather than ‘above
predicted flood water depths….’. The use
of the word ‘above’ provides uncertainty in
the policy as to the level of flood water
depths which need to be considered.
Finally, in respect of the wording of
criterion 2 d. – which it is understood is
seeking to reflect certain requirements of
the exception test, amongst other things –
the phrase ‘unless it can be robustly
demonstrated that there is a need for that
development to specifically serve the
residents of Canvey Island’ is unsound.
This does not reflect the requirements of
the exception test which is worded in
terms of it being necessary to
demonstrate that the development
provides wider sustainability benefits to
the community. The wording of criterion 2
d., of the draft policy, needs to be
amended accordingly.

Criterion 2 c.ii,, needs to be
reworded to reflect NPPF
Paragraph 103. Criterion 2
c.iii of the policy needs to,
therefore, be reworded to
reflect the broader position
set out in the NPPF.
In addition, criterion 2 c.iii
needs to be reworded to
refer to ‘at predicted flood
water depths….’ rather than
‘above predicted flood water
depths….’. The use of the
word ‘above’ provides
uncertainty in the policy as to
the level of flood water
depths which need to be
considered.
The wording of criterion 2 d.,
of the draft policy, needs to
be amended accordingly.

Y

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1032

See Rep NLPPS1032

17.22

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1032

Y
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NLPPS1034

NLPPS1035

NLPPS1036

Colin
Horton

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

CC 3

Y

N

OSL fully appreciates the fact that, in the
future, the sea defences that protect
Canvey Island (including the OSL
Terminal site) will need to be raised. OSL
also appreciates that this requires space
to enable taller defences to be
constructed and for access to be provided
so that any defence raising works can be
undertaken and then maintained.
There is, however, no evidence to support
an across the board uniform requirement
that an arbitrary 19m strip of land adjacent
to the full length of the existing defences
at Canvey be kept free from development.
(For instance, having reviewed the
TE2100 Plan, OSL are unable to find any
recommendation relating to a 19m strip).
Furthermore, it would appear to be the
case that such an extensive strip of land
is being suggested to enable
improvements in the design and
landscaping of the defences rather than in
respect of their ongoing functionality.
In respect of the flood defences adjacent
to the OSL facility, this suggested 19m
strip extends into the operational terminal
across parts that contain operational
infrastructure. This area can clearly not
be kept free from development. There
is no justification for seeking to safeguard
operational port land within an existing
active port facility of national significance
effectively for landscaping. The
safeguarding of a uniform 19m strip of
land along the full length of the sea
defences at Canvey is, therefore, not
justified, as it fails to take account of the
requirements of the existing adjacent land
uses, and represents an unjustified
impediment to the Terminal and its
ongoing operations.
In addition, there is no evidence to
suggest that only ‘temporary’
development is acceptable within the area
adjacent to the flood defences, as is
suggested through part 1 of policy CC 3.
Through work undertaken in respect of
proposals for development at its terminal
site, OSL have been able to demonstrate
that it is possible to undertake
development within the proposed
safeguarding strip which allows for the
sea defences to be raised, as appropriate,
in the future and that enables ongoing and
appropriate access to the defences to be
provided and maintained. For these
reasons, and also to be sound, the Local
Plan as a whole should take a more
flexible approach to this issue, particularly
in respect of the sea defences
immediately adjacent to the OSL facility.

17.28

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1034

See Rep NLPPS1034

Y

See Rep NLPPS1034

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1034

Proposals
Map - Land
safeguarded
for Flood
Defence
Works

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1034

See Rep NLPPS1034

Y

See Rep NLPPS1034

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1034

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications
The proposals map should, it
is suggested, simply identify
the alignment of the sea
defences and policy CC3
should then be amended to
make it clear that
development proposed
adjacent to the defences
would (subject to compliance
with all other relevant policies
of the plan), only be
permitted provided that:
it enables the flood defences
to be improved as necessary
in the future, including
providing necessary access,
and
where appropriate to do so,
enables the delivery of
design and landscape
improvements to the
defences.
The reference to a 19m strip
within the supporting text of
the plan should also be
deleted.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

NE 5

Y

N

OSL considers the Green Lung
designation north of its facility and
accompanying policy and text to be
unsound. The National Planning Practice
Guidance NPPG makes clear that policies
in the plan should avoid undue repetition,
and that there should be no need to
reiterate policies already set out in the
NPPF.
Criterion 2 of policy NE5 seeks to
safeguard the area designated in respect
of its openness, ecological and landscape
value matters. The objectives covered by
this criterion are, however, already
sufficiently covered by other policies of
the plan (i.e. NE6, NE8 and NE9).
The only matter that is arguably not
directly addressed by a specific policy
elsewhere in the plan is that of openness.
This, however, is already covered by the
fact that the plan does identify areas of
land where development in principle is
acceptable (i.e. those sites identified for
housing or employment uses). The
Green Lung designation, therefore, is not
justified in this respect, as the matters it
seeks to protect are already satisfactorily
dealt with by other aspects of the plan.
The policy aspiration within Criterion 3 of
the policy, which OSL understands is
seeking specifically to enhance the
ecological value of the area contained
within the Green Lung, is unsound in that
it is unrealistic and not deliverable in
respect of the vast majority of the land in
question. This is because it is owned by a
statutory undertaker – the PLA – and
leased to OSL on a long term basis, and,
OSL understands, is effectively held by
the PLA for the purposes of its
undertaking. Furthermore, the
improvement of ecological value is a
matter which is already covered in a
Borough wide sense, within other policies
of the Plan (see policy NE6 and NE8).
The Green Lung designation cannot be
said to be a ‘Local Green Space’ as is
referred to in the NPPF (paragraph 76
and 77) because the land covered does
not meet the criteria for such space within
the NPPF. The purpose of the Green
Lung designation over and above what is
already covered elsewhere in the plan is,
therefore, not clear.

18.35

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1037

Y

See Rep NLPPS1037

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1037

18.36

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1037

Y

See Rep NLPPS1037

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1037

18.37

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1037

Y

See Rep NLPPS1037

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1037

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Storage
Ltd (OSL)

NLPPS1037

NLPPS1038

NLPPS1039

NLPPS1040

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams

Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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NLPPS1042

NLPPS1043

NLPPS1044

NLPPS1045

Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting

18.38

Y

Soundness Comments

N

See Rep NLPPS1037

The term ‘significant harm’
should be used in order that
the policy does not set out a
more restrictive approach
than the NPPF.
In order to be sound, OSL
consider that this aspect of
the policy should be worded
to take account of
circumstances on a case by
case basis. The ‘20 year’
wording should, therefore, be
replaced with wording along
the lines of ‘an appropriate
period’.

Y

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

See Rep NLPPS1042

Y

See Rep NLPPS1042

Yes

Y

OSL supports policy NE 12 and the
requirement that relevant development
proposals will be assessed in accordance
with HSE guidance as appropriate.

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

No

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

See Rep NLPPS1044

No

NE 8

Y

N

OSL supports the protection of nature
conservation assets, but highlights that
draft policy NE8 raises the following
issues which mean that it is, as drafted,
unsound.
The supporting text to the policy, at
paragraph 18.51, highlights the need to
have regard to the Habitat Regulation
Assessment Regulations (assumed to be
the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010), in relevant instances.
Although the wording of Criterion 2 of the
policy is not very clear, it would appear to
go beyond, and be more onerous, than
the requirements of these Regulations,
which allow for development impacting
upon European sites to be consented in
certain circumstances.
Paragraph 118 of the NPPF sets out a
series of principles local planning
authorities should apply to conserve and
enhance biodiversity. It is of note that the
first principle refers to ‘significant harm’
resulting from development. This is not
the term used in the third criterion of the
policy, rather the broader term ‘adverse
harm’ is used.
In parts d. and e. of part 3 of the draft
policy, reference is made to management
arrangements being in place for ‘a period
of at least 20 years’. No evidence is
provided to support such a catch all
requirement that would be applied to
every such circumstance covered by this
aspect of the policy. The NPPF requires
polices to take account of changing
circumstances.

18.51

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1042

NE 12

Y

OSL supports policy NE 12 and the
requirement that relevant development
proposals will be assessed in accordance
with HSE guidance as appropriate.

18.76

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

DTC Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Y

OSL supports policy NE 12 and the
requirement that relevant development
proposals will be assessed in accordance
with HSE guidance as appropriate.

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Y

Reasons for
attending
Examination

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

NLPPS1041

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

See Rep NLPPS1037

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1037

Yes

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.

See Rep NLPPS1042
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NLPPS1047

NLPPS1048

NLPPS1049

NLPPS1050

Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)
Philip
Rowell
(Adams
Hendry
Consulting
Ltd) on
behalf of
Oikos
Storage
Ltd (OSL)

Duty to Co-operate Comments

18.77

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

See Rep NLPPS1044

No

18.78

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

See Rep NLPPS1044

No

18.79

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

See Rep NLPPS1044

No

18.8

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

Y

See Rep NLPPS1044

See Rep NLPPS1044

No

Constraints
Map - HSE
Consultation
Zones

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

N

OSL notes that the HSE Consultation
Zones applicable to its facility that are
shown on the Constraints Plan do not
match exactly the latest boundaries which
have been provided to OSL by the Health
and Safety Executive (HSE) (dated
September 2013). In particular, OSL note
that a very slightly different boundary is
shown around Jetty 1.

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

The most up to date
boundaries clearly need to
be shown.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Soundness Comments

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS1046

Name

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Rep ID

S (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

These representations are submitted on
behalf of Oikos Storage Ltd (OSL). OSL
is the operator of the nationally significant
port facility at Haven Road in the south of
Canvey Island. The site of the OSL
facility is leased on a long-term basis from
the Port of London Authority (PLA) and,
as such, constitutes port operational land.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

OSL's representations
relate to issues of
significance. It is
essential that OSL is
allowed to participate at
the examination. It is
important that the
Inspector has the
opportunity to test and
explore the unsoundness
of the draft Plan in
respect of the matters
raised.
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sustainable
transport

Dorothy
Thomas

17 - Meeting
the challenge
of climate
change,
flooding and
coastal
change

Dorothy
Thomas

Dorothy
Thomas

H5

H6

Soundness Comments

The roads are badly maintained despite
the repair programme that has recently
happened. This programme was
insufficient as there are still many roads
that have large pots holes and cracks
which are detrimental to the users and the
houses of the residents. The houses in
Western Esplanade shake when buses
travel along the road. The road is like
crazy paving. Regular inspections do not
take into account the damage being done
to the homes because they do not ask or
take notice of the complaints made or
take responsibility to share information
with the agency who can resolve these
issues. The introduction of the bus routes
has shown that the road cannot take large
vehicles and the buses vibrate the road
excessively, bouncing from one cracked
joint to another which can be heard and
felt by the residents sitting in their homes
before the bus arrives at their door.
Increasing traffic by building additional
houses is an irresponsible action and can
only make the roads worse and be
detrimental to the existing road users and
the homes of the existing residents. The
decision to increase the number of
houses on Canvey Island is therefore
unsound.
The drains on Canvey have been causing
problems of flooding for several years and
building extra houses can only exacerbate
the water damage being done to the
infrastructure and the buildings on Canvey
Island. For example, my 90 year old
parents home in Furtherwick Road now
regularly becomes surrounded by
sewerage water when there is heavy
rainfall and the garden stays flooded for
several days after the rainfall. When I
complained to the water agency I was told
that it was the fault of the infrastructure on
Canvey. These heavy rain episodes
cannot now be classified as 'one offs' as it
has happened several times this year and
three times in the last month. Western
Esplanade also regularly becomes closed
because of the deep water and the toilets
and showers in the houses suffer from
back flow. I know because I live there.
The drainage system on the island does
not cope with the rainfall we now
experience and is therefore considered
unsound to meet the needs of the
residence and keep them safe. It is not
acceptable to have sewerage flowing into
our homes and gardens.
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I consider that the roads on
Canvey and their proximity to
houses/buildings, should be
assessed for their soundness
to be used by buses and
large vehicles.

I do not believe the plan is sound because
the infrastructure on the island is not
sound. The roads and the drainage
system are not sound and do not keep the
current population safe.

No

The drainage system on
Canvey should assessed for
its soundness for use by
present residents and any
future expansions proposed.

I do not believe the plan is sound because
the infrastructure on the island is not
sound. The roads and the drainage
system are not sound and do not keep the
current population safe.

No

N

I believe that building the additional
houses on Canvey Island and especially
those designated for Thorney bay
Caravan Park to be irresponsible and an
unsound decision to implement as the
unsound infrastructure issues have not
been addressed.

I do not believe the plan is sound because
the infrastructure on the island is not
sound. The roads and the drainage
system are not sound and do not keep the
current population safe.

No

N

I believe that building the additional
houses on Canvey Island and especially
those designated for Thorney bay
Caravan Park to be irresponsible and an
unsound decision to implement as the
unsound infrastructure issues have not

I do not believe the plan is sound because
the infrastructure on the island is not
sound. The roads and the drainage
system are not sound and do not keep the
current population safe.

No

N

N

Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS1055

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

GB 2

N

1.1 Castle Point Borough Council’s
(‘CPBC’) New Local Plan 2016 (‘NLP’) is
the product of the
Council resolving on 24th February 2016
to alter the original 2014 iteration of its
Draft New
Local Plan to prioritise protecting Green
Belt land over meeting the Borough’s
Council’s objectively assessed housing
needs.
1.2 The NLP in new draft Policy H1 is
providing for only 2,000 homes (100
homes per annum) to be provided over
the period 2011 to 2031, which is 2,000
homes fewer than was provided for in the
original 2014 draft of the NLP.
1.3 It also significantly lower than the
Objectively Assessed Need (‘OAN’) for
CPBC, as identified
in the May 2016 Strategic Housing Market
Assessment South Essex (May 2016)
(doc ref. CP/14/001/d), which highlighted
an upper OAN range over the period 2014
to 2037 of 8,200 dwellings (i.e. 410
dwellings per annum).
1.4 In seeking to justify a housing
requirement lower than its OAN, draft
para 13.22 of the NLP advises that, taking
into account the environmental constraints
present in the Borough, including the
Green Belt, it is “realistic” for CPBC to
plan to deliver a target of only 107 homes
per annum, equating to 2,140 homes in
total for the period 2011 to 2031.
Paragraph 13.22 advises that “It is
recognised that this does not represent
objectively assessed need, but reflects
the capacity of the borough to
accommodate growth.”
1.5 However, the approach CPBC is
taking to protect Green Belt land over
meeting the Borough’s
OAN for housing wholly unsupported by
CPBC’s own evidence, which supported
in the previous
2014 draft of the NLP a housing target of
4,000 dwellings over the plan period, and
which confirmed that this could be
achieved by the release of Green Belt
land in a sustainable way that avoided
harm to the strategic purpose of the
Green Belt.
1.6 In lowering its housing requirement by
2,000 dwellings over the plan period,
CPBC has removed from the draft NLP a
number of housing allocations that were
previously identified in the 2014 draft
NLP. This includes an allocation
previously identified in the original 2014
draft NLP in respect of our client’s land,
which was proposed as a ‘New Housing
Site’ allocation under draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’.
1.7 This allocation (and others) were
previously proposed for release from the
Green Belt following recognition of the
conclusions of CPBC’s 2013 Green Belt
Boundaries Review evidence document
(CPBC ref. CP/16/004). The Green Belt
Boundaries Review report concluded that
the previous allocations in the original
2014 draft NLP could be removed from
the Green Belt with limited impact on the
strategic function of the Green Belt.

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original draft
of the NLP to deliver at least
4,000 dwelling over the plan
period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
Access arrangements for the
site which ease peak time
congestion at the nearby
Woodmans Arms junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches
built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and

N

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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1.8 We are in full agreement with the
CPBC Green Belt Boundaries Review
report that concluded in respect of our
client’s land at “Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh” (assessed as ‘Parcels
4 and 5’) that the release of this land from
the Green Belt would:
a. Enable a strong revised Green Belt
boundary to be created through clear
physical features;
b. Still allow for this part of the Green Belt
to fulfil its purposes; and
c. Be able to accommodate a masterplan
that would successfully integrate into the
existing landscape and pattern of
development in the locality.
1.9 Notwithstanding the above position,
we would supplement the conclusions of
the Green Belt
Boundary Review in respect of Land East
of Rayleigh Road with the following
comments:
a. The development of the site to which
the previous draft Policy H10 referred to
would by no means result in the
residential development of the entirety of
the relevant area. Indeed, the allocation
would incorporate a significant element of
publically accessible open green space;
b. The feasibility master planning (please
refer to Appendix 1 of our representation
to draft NLP Policy H1) that has been
undertaken to date for this site has been
informed by detailed analysis of the Green
Belt characteristics within the relevant
area. As a consequence, the allocation
presents a compelling opportunity to
create a more considered and betterdefined Green Belt edge, which would
work with the existing topography and
transform areas including the existing
unattractive Green Belt frontage of the
Stadium Way estate; and,
c. In the same way, the allocation of our
client’s land also presents an opportunity
to create a place that delivers an
enhancement of the beneficial use of the
Green Belt, which is an objective of NPPF
Paragraph 81. The enhancement would
include major new opportunities for
outdoor recreation (including the new
parkland area), well considered retention
and enhancement of the landscape
(including enhancement of the lake area
and ‘green way’ through the site) and
improvements to visual amenity (including
the newly accessible green spaces
benefiting from attractive views and
proximity to water bodies and mature
trees).
Summary and Conclusion
1.10 In the context of NPPF para 182, it is
considered that the extent of Green Belt
defined by draft
NLP Policy GB2 by reference to the
Proposals Map is fundamentally unsound,
as:
It has not been ‘Positively Prepared’:
CPBC has, rightly, previously recognised
in its 2014 and 2015 Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessments (CPBC
refs. CP/14/002/d and CP/14002/e
respectively) that, as provided for at para
83 of the NPPF, exceptional
circumstances exist within the borough
that require a review of the Green Belt
boundaries.
CPBC accordingly has undertaken a
Green Belt review, in order to
demonstrate that it is positively seeking to
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adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh.
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to our
representation submitted
in response to draft NLP
Policy H1.
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meet its OAN. This review has confirmed
CPBC’s capacity to accommodate a
greater level of residential development to
meet its OAN than currently proposed in
the draft NLP, including via the release of
Green Belt in a way that does not harm its
strategic purpose. As explained in our
representation to draft NLP Policy H1,
CPBC has, however, failed to bring
forward a plan for housing delivery that
accords with the recommendations of the
Green Belt review. CPBC is instead
progressing a housing strategy that the
Sustainability Assessment recognises as
being less sustainable than the approach
taken within the original 2014 draft of the
NLP, which proposed a higher housing
requirement and release of larger extent
of Green Belt land to accommodation it.
As such, it is strongly considered that the
draft NLP and the proposed extent of
Green Belt retention has not been
Positively Prepared and is not based on a
strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development in a way that is
consistent with achieving sustainable
development.
It is not ‘Justified’: The extent of Green
Belt retained by Draft NLP Policy GB2
clearly does not represent the most
appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives,
based on proportionate evidence that
CPBC has itself produced.
It is not ‘Effective’: It has not been
demonstrated via any evidence under the
Duty to Cooperate that the plan is
deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic priorities, particularly given the
absence of any evidence to confirm the
way in which the neighbouring authorities
are prepared to release even more of their
Green Belt to meet CPBC’s unmet need.
It is not ‘Consistent with national policy’:
In the context of the above (and as
explained in our representation to Policy
H1), we consider that the extent of Green
Belt to be retained by policy GB2 at the
cost of meeting the borough’s OAN fails to
enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the
policies in the NPPF. Further, as also
explained in our representation to policy
H1, we have a number of concerns
regarding the draft NLP failing to identify
against the housing requirement specific
deliverable sites sufficient to provide five
years’ worth of housing, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth, for years 6 to 15. We
therefore do not consider that CPBC has
produced sufficiently robust evidence to
demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries
will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period, in clear
conflict with para 85 of the NPPF (bullet
five).
This policy does not make any reference
to the Housing & Planning Act 2014 and
the need to provide Starter Homes, and is
unsound on this basis.
The draft Regulations to the Housing &
Planning Act are proposing that schemes
of ten or more units will need to provide
20% Starter Homes, with the Housing &
Planning Act requiring that Starter Homes
will need to be provided at a discount of at
least 20% of the current market values.
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The policy should be
amended to reflect the
Housing & Planning Act 2014
and the need to provide
Starter Homes.
No

Page 295 of 487

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

H1

N

Soundness Comments

draft NLP Policy H1 is now providing for
only 2,000 homes (100 homes per
annum) to be provided over the period
2011 to 2031, which is 2,000 homes fewer
than was provided for in the previous
2014 draft NLP.
The housing target proposed in the draft
NLP is significantly lower than the OAN
for CPBC as identified in the May 2016
Strategic Housing Market Assessment
South Essex May 2016
However, as explained below, it is clear
that CPBC’s approach to protecting Green
Belt land over meeting OAN is not a
strategy that is being progressed on any
sound planning basis
It is therefore clear that CPBC has
previously recognised that exceptional
circumstances exist to require a review of
the borough’s Green Belt boundaries. In
undertaking a review of its Green Belt
boundaries, CPBC has found in its own
evidence that the borough has capacity to
accommodate a greater level of
residential development to meet its OAN
than that which is now proposed in the
draft NLP, without harming the strategic
purpose of the Green Belt.
1.9 In failing to meet OAN in the current
consultation document, CPBC has
unjustifiably elected to set aside its own
evidence and lower its housing
requirement by 2,000 dwellings over the
plan period. In doing so, CPBC has
removed from the draft NLP a number of
previously identified housing sites,
including land at our client’s site.
CPBC has not produced any evidence to
justify that the harm resultant from
accommodating the greater level of
growth as planned for in the original 2014
draft of NLP significantly and
demonstrably outweighs the benefits.
The housing requirement proposed under
Draft Policy H1 is fundamentally unsound
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches
built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multi-

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
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We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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use community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential
masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’
Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.
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CPBC has not presented any evidence to
confirm that the draft NLP housing
allocation policies ensure the delivery of a
five year supply of housing land against
the proposed housing requirement and
past under-delivery, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 to 15.
Indeed, we are concerned that CPBC
would not be able to demonstrate a five
year supply even against a target of 100
dwellings per annum
A number of the housing sites proposed in
the draft NLP are sites that have been
carried over from the 1998 Adopted Local,
and to this extent their deliverability is
clearly questionable given that they have
failed to come forward for development in
the last 18 years; and, b) CPBC has a
persistent record of under-delivery (as
evidenced in the 2015 SHLAA paras 3.47
to 3.48) reflecting in it acknowledging the
need to provide a 20% supply buffer to its
housing requirement (2015 SHLAA para
3.50).
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches
built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multi-

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
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We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

use community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential
masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’

NLPPS1059

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

H5

N

CPBC has not presented any evidence to
confirm that the draft NLP housing
allocation policies ensure the delivery of a
five year supply of housing land against
the proposed housing requirement and
past under-delivery, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 to 15.
Indeed, we are concerned that CPBC
would not be able to demonstrate a five
year supply even against a target of 100
dwellings per annum
A number of the housing sites proposed in
the draft NLP are sites that have been
carried over from the 1998 Adopted Local,
and to this extent their deliverability is
clearly questionable given that they have
failed to come forward for development in
the last 18 years; and, b) CPBC has a
persistent record of under-delivery (as
evidenced in the 2015 SHLAA paras 3.47
to 3.48) reflecting in it acknowledging the

Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.
As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
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Soundness Comments

need to provide a 20% supply buffer to its
housing requirement (2015 SHLAA para
3.50).
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches
built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road

Duty to Co-operate Comments

need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential
masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’

NLPPS1060

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

H6

N

CPBC has not presented any evidence to
confirm that the draft NLP housing
allocation policies ensure the delivery of a
five year supply of housing land against
the proposed housing requirement and
past under-delivery, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 to 15.
Indeed, we are concerned that CPBC
would not be able to demonstrate a five
year supply even against a target of 100
dwellings per annum
A number of the housing sites proposed in
the draft NLP are sites that have been
carried over from the 1998 Adopted Local,
and to this extent their deliverability is
clearly questionable given that they have
failed to come forward for development in
the last 18 years; and, b) CPBC has a
persistent record of under-delivery (as
evidenced in the 2015 SHLAA paras 3.47
to 3.48) reflecting in it acknowledging the
need to provide a 20% supply buffer to its
housing requirement (2015 SHLAA para
3.50).
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.
As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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Proposed Soundness
Modifications
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
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S (Y/N)
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built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential

Page 302 of 487

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’
Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1061

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

H7

N

CPBC has not presented any evidence to
confirm that the draft NLP housing
allocation policies ensure the delivery of a
five year supply of housing land against
the proposed housing requirement and
past under-delivery, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 to 15.
Indeed, we are concerned that CPBC
would not be able to demonstrate a five
year supply even against a target of 100
dwellings per annum
A number of the housing sites proposed in
the draft NLP are sites that have been
carried over from the 1998 Adopted Local,
and to this extent their deliverability is
clearly questionable given that they have
failed to come forward for development in
the last 18 years; and, b) CPBC has a
persistent record of under-delivery (as
evidenced in the 2015 SHLAA paras 3.47
to 3.48) reflecting in it acknowledging the
need to provide a 20% supply buffer to its
housing requirement (2015 SHLAA para
3.50).
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
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S (Y/N)
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LC (Y/N)
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Reasons for
attending
Examination

built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’
Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1062

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

H8

N

CPBC has not presented any evidence to
confirm that the draft NLP housing
allocation policies ensure the delivery of a
five year supply of housing land against
the proposed housing requirement and
past under-delivery, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 to 15.
Indeed, we are concerned that CPBC
would not be able to demonstrate a five
year supply even against a target of 100
dwellings per annum
A number of the housing sites proposed in
the draft NLP are sites that have been
carried over from the 1998 Adopted Local,
and to this extent their deliverability is
clearly questionable given that they have
failed to come forward for development in
the last 18 years; and, b) CPBC has a
persistent record of under-delivery (as
evidenced in the 2015 SHLAA paras 3.47
to 3.48) reflecting in it acknowledging the
need to provide a 20% supply buffer to its
housing requirement (2015 SHLAA para
3.50).
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

CPBC has not produced any evidence to
confirm that other neighbouring authorities
are prepared to accommodate CPBC’s
unmet housing requirement, and the draft
NLP is silent on how this will be achieved.
Without evidence to confirm that
neighbouring authorities are prepared to
accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, the robustness of the conclusions
reached in the Sustainability Assessment
that CPBC’s unmet need can be met
through the Duty to Cooperate are of
course brought into significant doubt.
Further, CPBC has clearly failed to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Evidence of further engagement is
required between CPBC and the other
authorities in the TGSE in order to confirm
that neighbouring authorities are prepared
to accommodate CPBC’s unmet housing
need, and in order for CPBC to fulfil its
“duty to cooperate in relation to planning
of sustainable development”, as set out in
Section 11 of the Localism Act 2011.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
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Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
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S (Y/N)
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masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’
Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1063

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

H9

N

CPBC has not presented any evidence to
confirm that the draft NLP housing
allocation policies ensure the delivery of a
five year supply of housing land against
the proposed housing requirement and
past under-delivery, or a supply of
specific, developable sites or broad
locations for growth for years 6 to 15.
Indeed, we are concerned that CPBC
would not be able to demonstrate a five
year supply even against a target of 100
dwellings per annum
A number of the housing sites proposed in
the draft NLP are sites that have been
carried over from the 1998 Adopted Local,
and to this extent their deliverability is
clearly questionable given that they have
failed to come forward for development in
the last 18 years; and, b) CPBC has a
persistent record of under-delivery (as
evidenced in the 2015 SHLAA paras 3.47
to 3.48) reflecting in it acknowledging the
need to provide a 20% supply buffer to its
housing requirement (2015 SHLAA para
3.50).
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original 2014
draft of the NLP to deliver at
least 4,000 dwelling over the
plan period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green Belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan.
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built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh (‘the Site’).
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to this
representation.
We have also enclosed at
Appendix 2 a copy of a
presentation that our client
provided to Members at
CPBC. This document
explains a potential
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masterplan approach to
delivering residential
development at the land
forming the previously
proposed draft Policy H10
‘Land East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh’
Full submission letter &
Appendix 1 & 2 attached to
Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1064

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

T1

N

We note that the following transport
improvement is identified within draft
Policy T2:
“Route improvements along the A129
Rayleigh Road between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House Corner
junctions”.
This policy provision is informed by the
evidence base, including the URS
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan (September 2013, CPBC doc ref.
CP/13/006), which highlights that Junction
4 (Woodmans Arms), at the double mini
roundabout at Rayleigh Road / Daws
Heath Road, is the only ‘red junction’ (i.e.
operates over its capacity threshold in the
AM and PM) identified in the borough.
It is also well integrated with the overall
vision of the New Local Plan, including:
a) The Spatial Portrait of the Borough,
which highlights capacity issues on the
A129
(Paragraph 4.15);
b) The ‘Key Drivers of Change’, which
include a reduction in levels of congestion
(Paragraph 5.4);
c) Draft Policy T1, which seeks to identify
development locations that provide
opportunities to secure improvements to
the capacity and permeability of the
highway network within the Borough;
d) Draft Policy T2, which confirms that in
order to manage congestion at key
junctions within the borough and improve
the quality of town centre environments,
improvements and alterations to
carriageway infrastructure in Castle Point
will be delivered during the plan period to
2031, including route improvements along
the A129 Rayleigh Road between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House Corner
junctions; and,
e) The identification of the location of the
route improvements along the A129 as a

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original draft
of the NLP to deliver at least
4,000 dwelling over the plan
period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan. As confirmed
in the original 2014 draft
of the Local Plan, this
allocation is capable of
delivering transport
improvements to the
local road network that
would ease congestion
along the A129.
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Transport Improvements Area (Paragraph
11.41 and draft Policy T5).
It is noted that draft paragraph 11.20
highlights that:
“As a result of the outcomes of the
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan which shows existing and future
capacity issues at all junctions on this
route, Essex County Council are
undertaking work to identify and deliver
route improvements along the A129
Rayleigh Road to alleviate congestion.”
However, in the original 2014 draft of the
New Local Plan, this paragraph (then
paragraph 11.19) went on to explain the
way in which developers of the previous
housing allocation policy ‘H10 Land East
of Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’ would be
expected to deliver access arrangements
for the site which would help to alleviate
congestion at the Woodmans Arm
junction in particular.
This previous allocation relates to land at
our client’s site, and we can confirm that
the need for development at previous
allocation H10 to deliver transport
improvements on the local road is fully
recognised and supported by our client.
Indeed, we have appended to this
representation an Assessment of Highway
Benefits, that serves to provide a more
accurate and site specific evidence base
that quantifies the benefits of the intended
transport improvements on the local road
network that development at the site could
deliver, and which include:
a. Reduction of over 300 two-way vehicle
movements (12-14%) on Rayleigh Road
between Stadium Way and the
Woodmans Arms in the weekday morning
peak hour and over 400 (16-18%) in the
evening peak hour;
b. Reduction of nearly 300 vehicles (9%)
in the morning peak hour at the
Woodmans Arms and almost 400 (12%)
in the evening peak hour;
c. 10% reduction in overall delay at the
Stadium Way signals in the morning peak
hour and 47% in the evening peak hour;
d. 51% reduction in overall delay at the
Rayleigh Road/Daws Heath Road mini
roundabout at the Woodmans Arms in the
morning peak hour and 59% in the
evening peak hour;
e. 31% reduction in overall delay at the
Rayleigh Road/Hart Road mini
roundabout at the Woodmans Arms in the
morning peak hour and 15% in the
evening peak hour.
However, CPBC’s approach in the current
draft NLP is to prioritise protection of
Green Belt land over meeting the
borough’s objectively assessed housing
needs. As a consequence, CPBC has
lowered its housing requirement and
deleted a number of housing allocations
previously identified in the 2014 draft
NLP, including in respect of our client’s
land allocated under previous draft Policy
H10.
In doing so, CPBC has prevented the
delivery of an improvement to the local
road network that would significantly
improve congestion on the A129, and has
therefore undermined its ability to achieve
the objectives contained within draft
Policies T1, T2 and T5. CPBC has not
presented any evidence to demonstrate
an alternative way to deliver the transport
improvements that previous draft

built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
The reinstatement of
previous allocation H10
would ensure the delivery of
transport improvements on
the local road network that
would ease congestion along
the A129.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh.
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to our
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allocation H10 was capable of delivering
to this part of the A129.
As we have explained in our
representation to draft NLP Policies H1
and H4 to H9, we consider that the
current approach to housing supply in the
draft NLP is wholly unsound, and is based
on an unsustainable and politically
motivated objective to protect all Green
Belt land over meeting the Borough’s own
objectively assessed need for housing. In
pursuing this objective, CPBC has set
aside its Council’s own evidence, which
confirms CPBC’s capacity to
accommodate a greater level of
residential development to meet its OAN
than currently proposed in the draft NLP.
This includes evidence which confirms
that the release of land from Green Belt
for residential development can take place
in a way that does not harm its strategic
purpose, and which supported the
allocation of our client’s land under draft
Policy H10 in the original 2014 draft of the
NLP.
Summary and Conclusion
We therefore consider CPBC that, in the
context of NPPF para 182, draft NLP
Policies T1, T2 and T5 in so far as they
relate to securing route improvements
along the A129 Rayleigh Road between
the Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House
Corner junctions are fundamentally
unsound, as:
• By the deletion of previous allocation
H10, CPBC has failed to ‘positively
prepare’ the plan in a way that is based
on a strategy which seeks to meet
infrastructure requirements, as by doing
so it has prevented the delivery of
transport improvements on the local road
network that would ease congestion along
the A129.
• The deletion of allocation H10 is not
‘justified’ by CPBC’s own Green Belt
Boundaries Review evidence (CPBC doc
ref. CP/16/004), and neither is it ‘justified’
or effective in the context of any new
evidence that could support a position that
the improvements along the A129 to ease
congestion that could have been delivered
by this allocation are either no longer
required or could be achieved in a
different way.
• The deletion of previous allocation H10,
which could have delivered transport
improvements on the local road network
that would ease congestion along the
A129, is not ‘Consistent with national
policy’ given NPPF para 30 provides that
“Encouragement should be given to
solutions which support reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions and reduce
congestion.”
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representation submitted in
response to draft NLP Policy
H1.
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NLPPS1065

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

T2

Soundness Comments

N

We note that the following transport
improvement is identified within draft
Policy T2:
“Route improvements along the A129
Rayleigh Road between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House Corner
junctions”.
This policy provision is informed by the
evidence base, including the URS
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan (September 2013, CPBC doc ref.
CP/13/006), which highlights that Junction
4 (Woodmans Arms), at the double mini
roundabout at Rayleigh Road / Daws
Heath Road, is the only ‘red junction’ (i.e.
operates over its capacity threshold in the
AM and PM) identified in the borough.
It is also well integrated with the overall
vision of the New Local Plan, including:
a) The Spatial Portrait of the Borough,
which highlights capacity issues on the
A129
(Paragraph 4.15);
b) The ‘Key Drivers of Change’, which
include a reduction in levels of congestion
(Paragraph 5.4);
c) Draft Policy T1, which seeks to identify
development locations that provide
opportunities to secure improvements to
the capacity and permeability of the
highway network within the Borough;
d) Draft Policy T2, which confirms that in
order to manage congestion at key
junctions within the borough and improve
the quality of town centre environments,
improvements and alterations to
carriageway infrastructure in Castle Point
will be delivered during the plan period to
2031, including route improvements along
the A129 Rayleigh Road between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House Corner
junctions; and,
e) The identification of the location of the
route improvements along the A129 as a
Transport Improvements Area (Paragraph
11.41 and draft Policy T5).
It is noted that draft paragraph 11.20
highlights that:
“As a result of the outcomes of the
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan which shows existing and future
capacity issues at all junctions on this
route, Essex County Council are
undertaking work to identify and deliver
route improvements along the A129
Rayleigh Road to alleviate congestion.”
However, in the original 2014 draft of the
New Local Plan, this paragraph (then
paragraph 11.19) went on to explain the
way in which developers of the previous
housing allocation policy ‘H10 Land East
of Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’ would be
expected to deliver access arrangements
for the site which would help to alleviate
congestion at the Woodmans Arm
junction in particular.
This previous allocation relates to land at
our client’s site, and we can confirm that
the need for development at previous
allocation H10 to deliver transport
improvements on the local road is fully
recognised and supported by our client.
Indeed, we have appended to this
representation an Assessment of Highway
Benefits, that serves to provide a more
accurate and site specific evidence base
that quantifies the benefits of the intended
transport improvements on the local road
network that development at the site could
deliver, and which include:

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original draft
of the NLP to deliver at least
4,000 dwelling over the plan
period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches
built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multi-
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We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan. As confirmed
in the original 2014 draft
of the Local Plan, this
allocation is capable of
delivering transport
improvements to the
local road network that
would ease congestion
along the A129.
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a. Reduction of over 300 two-way vehicle
movements (12-14%) on Rayleigh Road
between Stadium Way and the
Woodmans Arms in the weekday morning
peak hour and over 400 (16-18%) in the
evening peak hour;
b. Reduction of nearly 300 vehicles (9%)
in the morning peak hour at the
Woodmans Arms and almost 400 (12%)
in the evening peak hour;
c. 10% reduction in overall delay at the
Stadium Way signals in the morning peak
hour and 47% in the evening peak hour;
d. 51% reduction in overall delay at the
Rayleigh Road/Daws Heath Road mini
roundabout at the Woodmans Arms in the
morning peak hour and 59% in the
evening peak hour;
e. 31% reduction in overall delay at the
Rayleigh Road/Hart Road mini
roundabout at the Woodmans Arms in the
morning peak hour and 15% in the
evening peak hour.
However, CPBC’s approach in the current
draft NLP is to prioritise protection of
Green Belt land over meeting the
borough’s objectively assessed housing
needs. As a consequence, CPBC has
lowered its housing requirement and
deleted a number of housing allocations
previously identified in the 2014 draft
NLP, including in respect of our client’s
land allocated under previous draft Policy
H10.
In doing so, CPBC has prevented the
delivery of an improvement to the local
road network that would significantly
improve congestion on the A129, and has
therefore undermined its ability to achieve
the objectives contained within draft
Policies T1, T2 and T5. CPBC has not
presented any evidence to demonstrate
an alternative way to deliver the transport
improvements that previous draft
allocation H10 was capable of delivering
to this part of the A129.
As we have explained in our
representation to draft NLP Policies H1
and H4 to H9, we consider that the
current approach to housing supply in the
draft NLP is wholly unsound, and is based
on an unsustainable and politically
motivated objective to protect all Green
Belt land over meeting the Borough’s own
objectively assessed need for housing. In
pursuing this objective, CPBC has set
aside its Council’s own evidence, which
confirms CPBC’s capacity to
accommodate a greater level of
residential development to meet its OAN
than currently proposed in the draft NLP.
This includes evidence which confirms
that the release of land from Green Belt
for residential development can take place
in a way that does not harm its strategic
purpose, and which supported the
allocation of our client’s land under draft
Policy H10 in the original 2014 draft of the
NLP.
Summary and Conclusion
We therefore consider CPBC that, in the
context of NPPF para 182, draft NLP
Policies T1, T2 and T5 in so far as they
relate to securing route improvements
along the A129 Rayleigh Road between
the Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House
Corner junctions are fundamentally
unsound, as:
• By the deletion of previous allocation
H10, CPBC has failed to ‘positively
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use community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
The reinstatement of
previous allocation H10
would ensure the delivery of
transport improvements on
the local road network that
would ease congestion along
the A129.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh.
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to our
representation submitted in
response to draft NLP Policy
H1.
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prepare’ the plan in a way that is based
on a strategy which seeks to meet
infrastructure requirements, as by doing
so it has prevented the delivery of
transport improvements on the local road
network that would ease congestion along
the A129.
• The deletion of allocation H10 is not
‘justified’ by CPBC’s own Green Belt
Boundaries Review evidence (CPBC doc
ref. CP/16/004), and neither is it ‘justified’
or effective in the context of any new
evidence that could support a position that
the improvements along the A129 to ease
congestion that could have been delivered
by this allocation are either no longer
required or could be achieved in a
different way.
• The deletion of previous allocation H10,
which could have delivered transport
improvements on the local road network
that would ease congestion along the
A129, is not ‘Consistent with national
policy’ given NPPF para 30 provides that
“Encouragement should be given to
solutions which support reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions and reduce
congestion.”

NLPPS1066

Simon
Flisher
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of BDW
Eastern
Counties
Ltd

T5

N

We note that the following transport
improvement is identified within draft
Policy T2:
“Route improvements along the A129
Rayleigh Road between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House Corner
junctions”.
This policy provision is informed by the
evidence base, including the URS
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan (September 2013, CPBC doc ref.
CP/13/006), which highlights that Junction
4 (Woodmans Arms), at the double mini
roundabout at Rayleigh Road / Daws
Heath Road, is the only ‘red junction’ (i.e.
operates over its capacity threshold in the
AM and PM) identified in the borough.
It is also well integrated with the overall
vision of the New Local Plan, including:
a) The Spatial Portrait of the Borough,
which highlights capacity issues on the
A129
(Paragraph 4.15);
b) The ‘Key Drivers of Change’, which
include a reduction in levels of congestion
(Paragraph 5.4);
c) Draft Policy T1, which seeks to identify
development locations that provide
opportunities to secure improvements to
the capacity and permeability of the
highway network within the Borough;
d) Draft Policy T2, which confirms that in
order to manage congestion at key
junctions within the borough and improve
the quality of town centre environments,
improvements and alterations to
carriageway infrastructure in Castle Point
will be delivered during the plan period to
2031, including route improvements along
the A129 Rayleigh Road between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House Corner
junctions; and,
e) The identification of the location of the
route improvements along the A129 as a

As supported by the draft
NLP evidence base, CPBC
should re-instate the
requirement as previously
proposed in the original draft
of the NLP to deliver at least
4,000 dwelling over the plan
period.
In doing so, CPBC in the
draft NLP should revise its
Green Belt boundaries and
re-instate our client’s site
allocation, as previously
identified in the original 2014
draft of the LP under ‘New
Housing Site’ allocation draft
Policy H10 ‘Land East of
Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’,
which stated:
1. Land East of Rayleigh
Road, Hadleigh, as identified
on the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes, to deliver around
430 new homes by 2031.
2. It is expected that a
masterplan approach to this
site will be taken to ensure
that the development is
attractively designed,
contributing to environmental
quality and that sufficient
infrastructure is provided to
support growth in this
location. The masterplan
must deliver the following:
a) Access arrangements for
the site which ease peak
time congestion at the
nearby Woodmans Arms
junction;
b) An urban design
framework using a mix of
urban design approaches

Yes

We have significant
concerns over the
soundness of the draft
NLP, particularly with
regard to Castle Point
Borough Council's
approach to prioritise
protecting Green belt
land over meeting the
Borough Council's
Objectively Assessed
Housing Need. Further,
we consider our clients
development proposals
in the broad location of
Daws Heath Road should
form a significant part of
the local planning context
for Castle Point Borough,
as reflected by the fact
that officers have
previously identified the
broad location as a major
housing allocation in
previous iterations of the
Local Plan. As confirmed
in the original 2014 draft
of the Local Plan, this
allocation is capable of
delivering transport
improvements to the
local road network that
would ease congestion
along the A129.
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Transport Improvements Area (Paragraph
11.41 and draft Policy T5).
It is noted that draft paragraph 11.20
highlights that:
“As a result of the outcomes of the
Transport Evidence for the New Local
Plan which shows existing and future
capacity issues at all junctions on this
route, Essex County Council are
undertaking work to identify and deliver
route improvements along the A129
Rayleigh Road to alleviate congestion.”
However, in the original 2014 draft of the
New Local Plan, this paragraph (then
paragraph 11.19) went on to explain the
way in which developers of the previous
housing allocation policy ‘H10 Land East
of Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh’ would be
expected to deliver access arrangements
for the site which would help to alleviate
congestion at the Woodmans Arm
junction in particular.
This previous allocation relates to land at
our client’s site, and we can confirm that
the need for development at previous
allocation H10 to deliver transport
improvements on the local road is fully
recognised and supported by our client.
Indeed, we have appended to this
representation an Assessment of Highway
Benefits, that serves to provide a more
accurate and site specific evidence base
that quantifies the benefits of the intended
transport improvements on the local road
network that development at the site could
deliver, and which include:
a. Reduction of over 300 two-way vehicle
movements (12-14%) on Rayleigh Road
between Stadium Way and the
Woodmans Arms in the weekday morning
peak hour and over 400 (16-18%) in the
evening peak hour;
b. Reduction of nearly 300 vehicles (9%)
in the morning peak hour at the
Woodmans Arms and almost 400 (12%)
in the evening peak hour;
c. 10% reduction in overall delay at the
Stadium Way signals in the morning peak
hour and 47% in the evening peak hour;
d. 51% reduction in overall delay at the
Rayleigh Road/Daws Heath Road mini
roundabout at the Woodmans Arms in the
morning peak hour and 59% in the
evening peak hour;
e. 31% reduction in overall delay at the
Rayleigh Road/Hart Road mini
roundabout at the Woodmans Arms in the
morning peak hour and 15% in the
evening peak hour.
However, CPBC’s approach in the current
draft NLP is to prioritise protection of
Green Belt land over meeting the
borough’s objectively assessed housing
needs. As a consequence, CPBC has
lowered its housing requirement and
deleted a number of housing allocations
previously identified in the 2014 draft
NLP, including in respect of our client’s
land allocated under previous draft Policy
H10.
In doing so, CPBC has prevented the
delivery of an improvement to the local
road network that would significantly
improve congestion on the A129, and has
therefore undermined its ability to achieve
the objectives contained within draft
Policies T1, T2 and T5. CPBC has not
presented any evidence to demonstrate
an alternative way to deliver the transport
improvements that previous draft

built around the Arcadia
approach in areas located
within the Historic Natural
Landscape and in the vicinity
of important landscape
features, and the Boulevard
and Major Entry Point
approaches to the spine road
through the site, to create an
attractive green, parkland
environment, integrated into
the existing landscape and
topography;
c) An approach to wildlife
that is consistent with policy
NE8 and results in a net gain
in biodiversity;
d) The provision of
greenways through the site,
linking to the existing network
of green infrastructure;
e) An increase in public open
space provision across the
site consistent with the
requirement of policy HC3,
delivering additional
accessible natural green
space and children's play
equipment;
f) Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
g) The provision of a multiuse community building on
site.
3. Detailed design proposals
for the site must have regard
to the Council's Residential
Design Guidance SPD and
Open Space Design and
Delivery Guidance SPD, and
be compliant with all other
relevant policies in this plan.
4. Access arrangements for
the site, which relieve peak
time congestion at the
Woodmans Arms junction,
must be delivered during the
first phase of development
on this site.
5. During the delivery of
homes on this site, public
transport waiting facilities
and services must be
improved on Rayleigh Road
and Daws Heath Road in
order to promote sustainable
travel patterns.
The reinstatement of
previous allocation H10
would ensure the delivery of
transport improvements on
the local road network that
would ease congestion along
the A129.
We fully support the
residential allocation of Land
East of Rayleigh Road,
Hadleigh.
The potential of the Site to
accommodate new
residential development is
well established in evidence
base documents that have
been previously prepared by
CPBC, as summarised at
Appendix 1 to our
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allocation H10 was capable of delivering
to this part of the A129.
As we have explained in our
representation to draft NLP Policies H1
and H4 to H9, we consider that the
current approach to housing supply in the
draft NLP is wholly unsound, and is based
on an unsustainable and politically
motivated objective to protect all Green
Belt land over meeting the Borough’s own
objectively assessed need for housing. In
pursuing this objective, CPBC has set
aside its Council’s own evidence, which
confirms CPBC’s capacity to
accommodate a greater level of
residential development to meet its OAN
than currently proposed in the draft NLP.
This includes evidence which confirms
that the release of land from Green Belt
for residential development can take place
in a way that does not harm its strategic
purpose, and which supported the
allocation of our client’s land under draft
Policy H10 in the original 2014 draft of the
NLP.
Summary and Conclusion
We therefore consider CPBC that, in the
context of NPPF para 182, draft NLP
Policies T1, T2 and T5 in so far as they
relate to securing route improvements
along the A129 Rayleigh Road between
the Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House
Corner junctions are fundamentally
unsound, as:
• By the deletion of previous allocation
H10, CPBC has failed to ‘positively
prepare’ the plan in a way that is based
on a strategy which seeks to meet
infrastructure requirements, as by doing
so it has prevented the delivery of
transport improvements on the local road
network that would ease congestion along
the A129.
• The deletion of allocation H10 is not
‘justified’ by CPBC’s own Green Belt
Boundaries Review evidence (CPBC doc
ref. CP/16/004), and neither is it ‘justified’
or effective in the context of any new
evidence that could support a position that
the improvements along the A129 to ease
congestion that could have been delivered
by this allocation are either no longer
required or could be achieved in a
different way.
• The deletion of previous allocation H10,
which could have delivered transport
improvements on the local road network
that would ease congestion along the
A129, is not ‘Consistent with national
policy’ given NPPF para 30 provides that
“Encouragement should be given to
solutions which support reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions and reduce
congestion.”
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representation submitted in
response to draft NLP Policy
H1.
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NLPPS1067

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H1

N

NLPPS1068

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

GB 2

N

NLPPS1069

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H5

N

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 should be amended to reflect
the full Objectively Assessed Need
(“OAN”) for the Borough. It is wholly
unrealistic to provide only 25% of OAN.
The reality is that Green Belt boundaries
need to be adjusted where appropriate to
increase delivery toward full OAN. The
Council’s strategy of excluding virtually all
Green Belt sites is not in accordance with
either national planning Policy or its own
review of the Green Belt Boundary
published in November 2013.
The change in the extent of housing to be
delivered has not been derived from any
change in the OAN or the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment but from an
intention by Members of the Council to
limit the amount of development in the
Green Belt as the overriding planning
policy for the Borough. The basis for
housing allocations in the Plan is simply
driven by the absolute minimum that the
Council considers it can justify. This is
wholly incorrect in terms of approach and
meeting needs of the Borough.
It is clear the Council’s draft local plan is
fundamentally flawed in that it is
predicated on delivering too few dwellings
in the Plan Period. This is an attempt to
keep 99% of the Green Belt untouched.
The Council is not allowing Green Belt
land to be released which does not
perform any Green Belt function.
Accordingly, the Plan is not meeting OAN.
The land at Glyders should be included as
a housing allocation.
The Council’s intention to retain 99% of
the 1998 extent of Green Belt flies in the
face of the requirement to meet the need
in particular for housing. This approach
will mean only 25% of OAN for housing
could potentially be met although the
proposed allocations suggest this will be
significantly less than 25%. The Council
has not released land from the Green Belt
that should have been which was
identified under the Green Belt Boundary
Review 2013.
The Council is seeking to allow
development in the Green Belt. Only one
site is on previously-developed land
(“PDL”), namely H10 for a care home
change of use from garden centre.
Therefore, none of the Council’s sites are
PDL. Accordingly, the Council is releasing
Green Belt land but on a highly restrictive
basis. There has been no comparative
analysis of sites H4-H11 compared to
those sites proposed for release under the
previous draft of the local plan. It was
Council Members who decided to reject
their own draft local plan and adopt a new
more restrictive approach in the 2016
draft Local Plan. This was not based upon
any objective assessment but a desire to
protect Green Belt above all other
considerations.
The Council’s preferred sites however are
not constraint free. Sites H5 & H6 on
Canvey Island are within Flood Zone 3.
There has been no justification as to how
and why the Council has considered
these sites preferable to other Green Belt
sites in the Borough given the need for an
Exceptions and Sequential Test.
Overall, the Council’s housing allocations
do not meet the OAN, are inconsistent in
their allocation against Green Belt policy
and perform worse than other potential

Policy H1 should be
amended to reflect the full
Objectively Assessed Need
(“OAN”) for the Borough.
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Green Belt sites in terms of sustainability.
The Council needs to reconsider all its
allocations and select sites based upon
the approach adopted in the Green Belt
Review (Nov 2013) and SHLAA.

NLPPS1070

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H6

N

NLPPS1071

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H4

N

The Council is seeking to allow
development in the Green Belt. Only one
site is on previously-developed land
(“PDL”), namely H10 for a care home
change of use from garden centre.
Therefore, none of the Council’s sites are
PDL. Accordingly, the Council is releasing
Green Belt land but on a highly restrictive
basis. There has been no comparative
analysis of sites H4-H11 compared to
those sites proposed for release under the
previous draft of the local plan. It was
Council Members who decided to reject
their own draft local plan and adopt a new
more restrictive approach in the 2016
draft Local Plan. This was not based upon
any objective assessment but a desire to
protect Green Belt above all other
considerations.
The Council’s preferred sites however are
not constraint free. Sites H5 & H6 on
Canvey Island are within Flood Zone 3.
There has been no justification as to how
and why the Council has considered
these sites preferable to other Green Belt
sites in the Borough given the need for an
Exceptions and Sequential Test.
Overall, the Council’s housing allocations
do not meet the OAN, are inconsistent in
their allocation against Green Belt policy
and perform worse than other potential
Green Belt sites in terms of sustainability.
The Council needs to reconsider all its
allocations and select sites based upon
the approach adopted in the Green Belt
Review (Nov 2013) and SHLAA.
The Council is seeking to allow
development in the Green Belt. Only one
site is on previously-developed land
(“PDL”), namely H10 for a care home
change of use from garden centre.
Therefore, none of the Council’s sites are
PDL. Accordingly, the Council is releasing
Green Belt land but on a highly restrictive
basis. There has been no comparative
analysis of sites H4-H11 compared to
those sites proposed for release under the
previous draft of the local plan. It was
Council Members who decided to reject
their own draft local plan and adopt a new
more restrictive approach in the 2016
draft Local Plan. This was not based upon
any objective assessment but a desire to
protect Green Belt above all other
considerations.
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Site H4 is subject to a local wildlife site
designation and has significant mature
trees and landscape.
Overall, the Council’s housing allocations
do not meet the OAN, are inconsistent in
their allocation against Green Belt policy
and perform worse than other potential
Green Belt sites in terms of sustainability.
The Council needs to reconsider all its
allocations and select sites based upon
the approach adopted in the Green Belt
Review (Nov 2013) and SHLAA.

NLPPS1072

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H9

N

NLPPS1073

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H 11

N

The Council is seeking to allow
development in the Green Belt. Only one
site is on previously-developed land
(“PDL”), namely H10 for a care home
change of use from garden centre.
Therefore, none of the Council’s sites are
PDL. Accordingly, the Council is releasing
Green Belt land but on a highly restrictive
basis. There has been no comparative
analysis of sites H4-H11 compared to
those sites proposed for release under the
previous draft of the local plan. It was
Council Members who decided to reject
their own draft local plan and adopt a new
more restrictive approach in the 2016
draft Local Plan. This was not based upon
any objective assessment but a desire to
protect Green Belt above all other
considerations.
The Council has designated H9 to deliver
180 units on farmland which is not PDL.
The site is highly visible and makes a
significant contribution to Green Belt
function. The site is acknowledged to be
unsustainable by the Council. There are
many other Green Belt sites which
perform more sustainably but have not
been included in the Council allocations.
Overall, the Council’s housing allocations
do not meet the OAN, are inconsistent in
their allocation against Green Belt policy
and perform worse than other potential
Green Belt sites in terms of sustainability.
The Council needs to reconsider all its
allocations and select sites based upon
the approach adopted in the Green Belt
Review (Nov 2013) and SHLAA.
The Council is seeking to allow
development in the Green Belt. Only one
site is on previously-developed land
(“PDL”), namely H10 for a care home
change of use from garden centre.
Therefore, none of the Council’s sites are
PDL. Accordingly, the Council is releasing
Green Belt land but on a highly restrictive
basis. There has been no comparative
analysis of sites H4-H11 compared to
those sites proposed for release under the
previous draft of the local plan. It was
Council Members who decided to reject
their own draft local plan and adopt a new
more restrictive approach in the 2016
draft Local Plan. This was not based upon
any objective assessment but a desire to
protect Green Belt above all other
considerations.
H11 is an area of search. None of the
land is PDL. None of the land is
sustainable. It is regarded as a long term
prospect.
Overall, the Council’s housing allocations
do not meet the OAN, are inconsistent in
their allocation against Green Belt policy
and perform worse than other potential
Green Belt sites in terms of sustainability.

Page 319 of 487

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

We act on behalf of Linden Homes.

No

We act on behalf of Linden Homes.

No

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The Council needs to reconsider all its
allocations and select sites based upon
the approach adopted in the Green Belt
Review (Nov 2013) and SHLAA.

NLPPS1074

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

H7

N

NLPPS1075

Tony
Collins
(Collins &
Coward
Ltd) on
behalf of
Linden
Homes

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

N

NLPPS1076

Donna
Smith
(Planware
Ltd)

R 11

N

The Council is seeking to allow
development in the Green Belt. Only one
site is on previously-developed land
(“PDL”), namely H10 for a care home
change of use from garden centre.
Therefore, none of the Council’s sites are
PDL. Accordingly, the Council is releasing
Green Belt land but on a highly restrictive
basis. There has been no comparative
analysis of sites H4-H11 compared to
those sites proposed for release under the
previous draft of the local plan. It was
Council Members who decided to reject
their own draft local plan and adopt a new
more restrictive approach in the 2016
draft Local Plan. This was not based upon
any objective assessment but a desire to
protect Green Belt above all other
considerations.
H7 is highly visible within the Green Belt.
Overall, the Council’s housing allocations
do not meet the OAN, are inconsistent in
their allocation against Green Belt policy
and perform worse than other potential
Green Belt sites in terms of sustainability.
The Council needs to reconsider all its
allocations and select sites based upon
the approach adopted in the Green Belt
Review (Nov 2013) and SHLAA
Proposed Residential Site at Glyders The previous draft Local Plan allocated
land at Glyders for residential
development. It was identified as Site H15
to provide up to 35 units. The site
performs no Green Belt function. The
details of Policy H15 are attached at
Appendix A to this letter and the site is
promoted for inclusion in the New Local
Plan.
The site was considered to have potential
for a local wildlife site and the proposed
development would have created such an
opportunity on the eastern boundary of
the proposed development.
The Council does not have and will
continue to fail to provide a five-year
housing supply. This site is immediately
available for development without any
constraints. There are no ecological
matters preventing development. In fact,
the development will enhance ecological
value in the area. There are no traffic or
drainage issues as has been
demonstrated to the Council (Appendix
B).
1. Introduction
1.1 This objection relates to Policy R11 of
the above document, which relates to the
concentration of hot food takeaways
within various retail thresholds. In
principle, it is inconsistent with the
National Planning Policy Framework
(Framework).
1.2 We have considered the document
with regard to the principles set out within
the Framework. Local Plans should “plan”
positively for development; be justified;
effective; and consistent with the

No
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Framework.
1.3 We consider that restricting the
concentration of hot food takeaways
would be unsound. By way of overview,
the Framework provides no justification at
all for using the development control
system to seek to influence people's
dietary choices. We recognise that the
Framework has a role to enable people to
live healthier lifestyles, however this
should be done through creating choice,
not restricting it.
1.4 There is no adequate evidence to
justify the underlying assumption, that
restricting the location and concentration
of Hot Food Takeaway units causes
adverse health consequences, which
would in turn have negative land use
planning consequences. The evidence
does not support this chain of reasoning
or the significant restriction on the location
of Hot Food Takeaways. There is no
evidence to suggest that food from Class
A5 uses contributes towards unhealthy
lifestyles or any less than from Class A1
properties.
1.5 Restricting the quantity and location of
new A5 proposals within the borough, is
not a positive approach to planning. The
Framework “foreword” sustainable
development is about positive growth,
making economic, environmental and
social progress for this and future
generations.
2. The paragraph is not positive, justified,
effective or consistent with the
Framework.
2.1 The Policy applies an over-generic
approach to resist development of Hot
Food Takeaway units with little sound
planning reasoning or planning
justification. There is no evidence to
support assumptions in paragraphs 10.49
and 10.50. This is contrary to Para 14 of
the Framework which advises authorities
to positively seek opportunities to meet
development needs of their area.
2.2 Thus is inconsistent with Para 19 and
21 of the Framework. Para 19 states:
Planning should operate to encourage
and not act as an impediment to
sustainable growth. Therefore significant
weight should be placed on the need to
support economic growth through the
planning system.
2.3 Para 21 states:
Investment in business should not be
over-burdened by the combined
requirements of planning policy
expectations.
2.4 The policy takes a generic approach
to restricting the location and does not
make explicit reference to the sequential
test of takeaway uses, rather than
consideration of each application on a site
by site basis. No consideration has been
given to the menu on offer or
2.5 Within such a built up borough, the
paragraph directly conflicts with a
sequential approach. It should be noted
that the paragraph would directly
contradict national policy by restricting
centre uses within existing centres.
2.6 No consideration has been given to
other uses and their contribution or impact
on daily diet or wellbeing. The proposed
policy is therefore not holistic in its
approach and will not achieve the
principle aim.
2.7 The policy does not restrict the
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location of other uses where the sale of
food and drink will still occur. The
proposed approach is therefore not
effective and is unjustified. The paragraph
will place a moratorium against one use
class of development, but will not meet
the ambition of the paragraph.
2.8 There is lack of evidence to
demonstrate that purchases in fast food
outlets are any more or less healthy than
purchases in other A Class premises.
Evidence confirming this is set out in
Appendix A.
2.9 Only limited purchases of food are
made at A5 uses on journeys to and from
school. Further details are set out in
Appendix B.
2.10 This Policy would have a
disproportionate effect on land use
planning and the economy when taking
into account the limited purchases made
by school children who may only have the
potential to visit A5 establishments at the
end of the school day, and only during
term time.
2.11 No consideration has been given to
the potential negative impact that a policy
may have on the local community,
employment provision or to sustainability.
No alternative considerations to this
generic approach have been presented.
2.12 We have demonstrated above that
the paragraph is not consistent with
national planning policy.
2.13 The Framework cannot be
interpreted to provide generic restrictions
on a particular use class. Moreover, the
evidence does not support such
restrictions. The need for evidence is
emphasised in para 158 of the Framework
which states that each local plan (and
thus by definition its policy) should be
based on adequate, up-to-date and
relevant evidence. Compliance with the
soundness test is still required. The
presented paragraph fails the relevant
tests.
2.14 The policy does not accord with the
“golden thread” running through the
Framework which seeks to build a strong
competitive economy. The paragraph
potentially stifles economic development
and is not consistent with the policy
framework.
3. Soundness – summary
3.1 We consider that restricting the
location and concentration of hot food
takeaways would be unsound and fails to
meet the four tests of the Framework. It is
not a positive approach to planning;
justified; effective; or consistent with
national planning policy.
3.2 Many restaurant operators have made
major steps to expand the range of
healthy options and work with the
communities within which they are / will
be part of.
3.3 The Framework cannot be interpreted
to provide generic restrictions on a
particular use class. Moreover, the
evidence does not support such
restrictions. The need for evidence is
emphasised in para 158 of the Framework
which states that each local plan should
be based on adequate, up-to-date and
relevant evidence. Compliance with the
soundness test is still required.
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NLPPS1077

Paul Smith
(The
Strategic
Land
Group Ltd)

H1

Soundness Comments

N

My comments regarding Policy H1 fall into
two main parts: the inadequacy of the
housing requirement; and the imbalance
between the housing and employment
elements of the borough. I will consider
each in turn.
The inadequacy of the housing
requirement - It is a central requirement of
the National Planning Policy Framework
(‘the Framework’) that local planning
authorities should:
use their evidence base to ensure that
their Local Plan meets the full, objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable
housing in the housing market area, as far
as is consistent with the policies set out in
this Framework. (Framework, paragraph
47)
Further advice is provided in the Planning
Practice Guidance (‘the Guidance’) which
sets out in detail those matters which
should be considered in reaching an
estimate of objectively assessed need
(‘OAN’).
Various attempts have been made to
determine the OAN for housing in Castle
Point, with the conclusions falling in a
range from 326 to 500 dwellings per
annum (dpa). The Plan itself states that
the OAN is 8,000 dwellings over the Plan
period (equivalent to 400dpa).
Notwithstanding that, the Plan sets a
housing requirement of 2,000 homes,
equivalent to 100 dpa. This is just a
quarter of the identified OAN. I consider
that requirement is inadequate for two
main reasons:
1. There is inadequate justification for the
failure to plan to deliver the OAN.
2. The housing requirement does not
reflect the need for affordable homes.
The lack of justification for failing to
deliver the OAN - Whilst paragraph 47 of
the Framework does allow authorities to
‘under-deliver’ on their OAN, that is on the
basis that meeting the OAN would require
actions that are contrary to other policies
in the Framework.
To justify the approach taken, the Plan
refers to a Housing Capacity Topic Paper
(‘HCTP’) which:
concludes that due to the small size of
Castle Point, the extent of environmental
constraints within the borough including
nature conservation designations,
significant areas of historic and natural
landscape value and flood risk, and the
importance of protecting the strategic
functions of the Green Belt, it is not
possible to meet the full, objectively
assessed need for housing in Castle
Point. (New Local Plan, paragraph 13.19)
The HCTP does not, however, reflect that
conclusion. Instead, it identifies four
reasons why the OAN cannot be
delivered:
a) The constrained capacity of the existing
urban area;
b) The physically and policy constrained
capacity of the Green Belt;
c) The availability of deliverable and
developable sites both within the urban
area and within the Green Belt; and
d) Historic housing growth trends.
(HCTP 2013, page 37)
This is a much shorter list of constraints
than the Plan reports and has a much
stronger emphasis on the Green Belt.
Of course, the presence of Green Belt
need not be a constraint to the delivery of

In order for the Plan to be
sound, the housing
requirement must be
increased.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

I am writing in response to your current
consultation on the draft New Local Plan
('the Plan'). The Strategic Land Group
are a land promotion company and control
an area of land to the east of the Manor
Industrial Estate in Benfleet.
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new homes. The Framework notes at
paragraph 83 that it is perfectly possibly to
review the boundary of the Green Belt in
exceptional circumstances when
preparing a new Local Plan. Other local
authorities across the country have
therefore embarked on Green Belt
reviews in order to ensure that their OANs
can be delivered. This approach is
supported by the Planning Inspectorate
with an acknowledgement that such
conditions constitute exceptional
circumstances.
The previous draft of the Plan, consulted
on in 2014, recognised that exceptional
circumstances existed and therefore
aimed to deliver some 4,000 homes (200
dpa) through the targeted release of poor
quality Green Belt land. It is not clear why
the latest draft of the Plan has moved
away from that position. It relies on the
same evidence base (including the same
HCTP) and the same OAN assessment.
Yet it reaches a dramatically different
conclusion.
The Framework provides a second
opportunity for ensuring that the OAN can
be met in the face of specific constraints
on delivery (paragraphs 178-81). That is
for the homes to be delivered in a
neighbouring authority as part of the duty
to cooperate (‘DTC’). This would appear
to have significant potential in Castle
Point given that the most recent Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (‘SHMA’),
dated 2016, covers the whole of South
Essex and states:
The evidence presented in this section
suggests that it is appropriate to consider
Basildon, Castle Point, Rochford,
Southend-on-Sea and Thurrock as a
single housing market area, in line with
the PPG. (SHMA 2016, paragraph 2.56)
Were these other authorities to deliver
more homes than their OAN indicates,
that would go some way towards meeting
the requirement of the Framework that the
need for new housing is met in the
‘housing market area.’
This is another opportunity that the Plan
fails to explore. There is no reference
anywhere in the Plan to the DTC, nor is
there apparently a supporting evidence
base document regarding the DTC.
Although the Sustainability Appraisal
makes reference to the shortfall of
housing against the OAN being made up
through the DTC, this is not followed
through. It is therefore unclear whether
neighbouring authorities have even been
asked whether they could accommodate
some of the OAN identified in Castle
Point.
The housing requirement does not reflect
the need for affordable homes Despite the voluminous documents
produced in attempting to determine the
OAN, there is one glaring error: the
number of affordable homes which are to
be delivered.
Paragraph 13.2 of the Plan identifies a
need for 2,920 affordable homes across
the Plan period – equivalent to 146 dpa.
The Plan also identifies that market
housing schemes would be unviable if the
level of affordable housing provision was
greater than 20%. As a consequence, the
OAN of 8,000 homes includes just 1,600
affordable homes (20% of the total). The
Plan therefore concludes that some
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affordable housing is better than no
affordable housing, and simply ignores
the consequential shortfall of 1,320
affordable homes.
This approach is flawed.
A High Court judgement from February
2015 ([2015] EWHC 370 (Admin))
considers just this point in relation to
Warrington Council’s Core Strategy (at
paragraphs 39 to 43).
The judgement notes that the requirement
in the Framework to meet the OAN relates
to ‘market and affordable housing’ (my
emphasis). It goes on to note that:
an increase in the total housing figures
included in the local plan should be
considered where it could help deliver the
required number of affordable homes.
([2015] EWHC 370 (Admin), paragraph
43).
If the council believe that affordable
housing provision of more than 20%
would be unviable, then the housing
requirement in the Plan should be
increased such that 2,920 affordable
homes would still be delivered. This
points to a housing requirement of 14,600
dwellings (or 730 dpa).
There is no evidence that Castle Point
have properly considered this element of
housing need.
The failure of Warrington Council to follow
that approach resulted in the housing
requirement in their Plan being quashed.
Warrington are currently considering a
Green Belt review to help address that
shortfall.
Summary - The Plan fails to plan to
deliver the objectively assessed need for
new homes in the borough and fails to
demonstrate why doing so would be
contrary to the requirements of the
Framework. The Plan is therefore
unsound because:
• it has not been positively prepared as it
fails to plan to meet objectively assessed
need.
• there is no evidence justifying the failure
to meet the OAN.
• it will not be effective in meeting the
borough’s needs for market and
affordable housing
• it is not based on effective joint working
across boundaries.
• it is not consistent with national policy as
it does not take the opportunities provided
by the Framework to ensure that the OAN
is met, nor does it consider the need for
affordable homes.
In order for the Plan to be sound, the
housing requirement must be increased.
There is an imbalance between the
housing and employment elements of the
Plan.
The most recent assessment of the OAN
for Castle Point can be found in the
SHMA for South East Essex produced by
Turley in May 2016. This SHMA estimates
the OAN for Castle Point to be in the
range of 326 to 410 dwellings per annum
(SHMA, paragraph 7.64). These figures
are based on an estimated rate of 1,601
to 2,575 new jobs being created during
the Plan period, depending on the specific
assumptions.
Jobs growth and housing growth are
symbiotic. If new jobs are created, new
homes are required for the workers. New
homes need to be delivered for the
population to grow sufficiently to provide
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N

Soundness Comments

the economic stimulus to create the new
jobs. Each fails without the other.
The Framework recognises this at
paragraphs 19 to 21. This includes the
requirement in paragraph 21 that
Planning policies should recognise and
seek to address potential barriers to
investment, including…any lack of
infrastructure, services or housing.
It is therefore surprising that the Plan still
aims to deliver 2,100 new jobs (in the
middle of the Turley range) while reducing
the housing requirement to just 100 dpa
(well below the bottom end of the Turley
range). With such a large imbalance, the
Plan cannot possibly be effective.
This disparity needs to be rectified by
some combination of the following:
1. Increase the housing requirement to a
level that would support the desired jobs
growth.
2. Reduce the level of jobs growth to
reflect the number of homes that are to be
delivered.
Summary - The Plan does not aim to
deliver a realistic balance between the
provision of housing and employment
land. The Plan is therefore unsound
because:
• it will not be effective in delivering the
level of employment growth anticipated
due to the brake placed on economic
growth from the constrained housing
requirement.
• it is not consistent with national policy as
it does not seek to address the potential
barrier to investment imposed by a
constrained housing supply.
Paragraph 9.14 of the Plan is misleading.
It states that the land to the east of the
Manor Trading Estate has been ‘promoted
to the Council for employment purposes’
and ‘appears to be deliverable.’
The Strategic Land Group has been
working in partnership with the owner of
the site in question since 2013. During
that time, the site has been promoted to
the council for a residential-led mixed-use
development, not solely for employment
purposes as the Plan implies. Similarly,
those promotional efforts have
demonstrated that the site is deliverable,
rather than simply appearing to be
deliverable as the Plan states.
Notwithstanding those factual errors, we
welcome the recognition from the council
that the site is suitable for release from
the Green Belt and allocation for
development. This is wholly supported by
the evidence.
However, the issues identified in relation
to Policy H1 demonstrate that the Plan
proposes to allocate too much land for
employment purposes, and too little land
for residential purposes. As the council
have already accepted the suitability of
this site for release from the Green Belt,
and we have demonstrated that a
residential-led mixed-use development
would be deliverable, it would seem
wholly logical to re-allocate this site for
residential development. That change
would be a significant step towards
ensuring the Plan is sound overall.
Summary - Although I support the
removal of the site from the Green Belt,
Policy E3 is unsound because:
• it is not positively prepared, as it will not
help meet the unmet requirement for new

To overcome these
objections, the site should be
allocated for a residential-led
mixed-use development
instead.
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I am writing in response to your current
consultation on the draft New Local Plan
('the Plan'). The Strategic Land Group
are a land promotion company and control
an area of land to the east of the Manor
Industrial Estate in Benfleet.
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homes.
• it is not justified as the employment
allocation does not represent the most
appropriate strategy for ensuring a
balance between economic and housing
growth.
• it will not be effective in delivering the
intended level of economic growth across
the Plan period because of the shortage
of new homes.
• it is not consistent with the requirement
of national policy to remove obstacles to
economic growth such as an absence of
housing.

NLPPS1079

NLPPS1080

Paul Smith
(The
Strategic
Land
Group Ltd)

Paulette
Calvin

9.14

H1

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

N

See Rep NLPPS1078

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.

See Rep NLPPS1078

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.

No
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John
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Nicola
Smith

H1

No

No

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

Soundness Comments

The justification for this policy is not
correct as the site has been promoted for
housing development, as the text
suggests. In addition, it has been
demonstrated that the site is definitely
deliverable rather than simply ‘appearing
to be deliverable’ as the Local Plan states.
The proposal to remove the site from the
Green Belt is supported as it is justified by
the evidence and can help the council
meet their development needs. However,
there is an imbalance between the
housing and economic objectives set out
in the Plan. While the number of new
homes is significantly below the identified
need, the amount of employment land has
not been adjusted. To address this
imbalance, the site should be allocated for
housing development. Overall, the policy
is unsound because:
• It is not positively prepared as it will not
help meet the need for new homes.
• It will not be effective in delivering an
appropriate balance between housing and
jobs growth
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.

The site should be identified
for housing development.

Yes

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

No
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Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.
Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.

No

No
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Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.
There are no emergency plans in place to
cover Canvey in the event of a disaster at
OIKOS. We need a third road as the
traffic is awful already without another
1,000+ cars which will be caused from
more housing. School places are at a
minimum. School need to be improved on
Canvey. The roads are a state. You can't
even maintain the roads/pavements/public
places you have already. We do not need
any more building/houses on Canvey
Island. There is no duty to co-operate
with Canvey residents! No one wants
more housing but no one is listening! We
are a flood plain and should not be built
on - inadequate drainage!

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

We need more emergency
routes off Canvey which do
not join at Waterside
roundabout! How are you
meant to evacuate 50k+
residents of two roads from
the same roundabout! We
are a Flood Risk Area and
should not be built on - Better
maintenance of drains!

No

No

Soundness Comments

Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.
There are no emergency plans in place to
cover Canvey in the event of a disaster at
OIKOS. We need a third road as the
traffic is awful already without another
1,000+ cars which will be caused from
more housing. School places are at a
minimum. School need to be improved on
Canvey. The roads are a state. You can't
even maintain the roads/pavements/public
places you have already. We do not need
any more building/houses on Canvey
Island. There is no duty to co-operate
with Canvey residents! No one wants
more housing but no one is listening! We
are a flood plain and should not be built
on - inadequate drainage!

The housing requirement
should be increased to reflect
the need for new homes.

We need more emergency
routes off Canvey which do
not join at Waterside
roundabout! How are you
meant to evacuate 50k+
residents of two roads from
the same roundabout! We
are a Flood Risk Area and
should not be built on - Better
maintenance of drains!

No
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Policy H1 does not identify an adequate
housing requirement for Castle Point. The
proposed housing requirement is
significantly below the identified need for
new homes and the justification for failing
to meet that need is inadequate. No
evidence is provided to show how
neighbouring authorities might help Castle
Point meet their shortfall of supply. The
policy:
• Has not been positively prepared as it
will not meet the identified need for new
homes
• Has not been justified as there is no
evidence to support the reduction of the
housing requirement.
• Will not be effective in meeting housing
need and does not demonstrate
appropriate cross-boundary working.
• Is not consistent with national policy as it
will not help increase the supply of new
homes.
It is therefore unsound, does not comply
with the duty to co-operate and is not
legally compliant.
There are no emergency plans in place to
cover Canvey in the event of a disaster at
OIKOS. We need a third road as the
traffic is awful already without another
1,000+ cars which will be caused from
more housing. School places are at a
minimum. School need to be improved on
Canvey. The roads are a state. You can't
even maintain the roads/pavements/public
places you have already. We do not need
any more building/houses on Canvey
Island. There is no duty to co-operate
with Canvey residents! No one wants
more housing but no one is listening! We
are a flood plain and should not be built
on - inadequate drainage!
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No

Yes

I have no specific comments on your draft
local plan at this time, however, I would
like to make the following point regarding
your wider area:
Castle Point is directly linked to London’s
transport network via the A127 and A13,
and Thames-side South Essex rail line
(C2C). The Thames Gateway area is
likely to experience population growth
during the plan period, and TfL is
assessing options for improving capacity
and connectivity with the London area.
I have no specific comments on your draft
local plan at this time, however, I would
like to make the following point regarding
your wider area:
Castle Point is directly linked to London’s
transport network via the A127 and A13,
and Thames-side South Essex rail line
(C2C). The Thames Gateway area is
likely to experience population growth
during the plan period, and TfL is
assessing options for improving capacity
and connectivity with the London area.
I have no specific comments on your draft
local plan at this time, however, I would
like to make the following point regarding
your wider area:
Castle Point is directly linked to London’s
transport network via the A127 and A13,
and Thames-side South Essex rail line
(C2C). The Thames Gateway area is
likely to experience population growth
during the plan period, and TfL is
assessing options for improving capacity
and connectivity with the London area.

Councillors do not put
across relevant
information half do not
live on Canvey and do
not see traffic issues or
flooding issues!

No

No

No
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In terms of housing need the consultation
document refers to a Housing Growth
Topic Paper and a need figure of 400
homes per annum between 2011 and
2031 but Policy H1 (Housing Strategy)
sets a housing delivery target of only 100
homes per annum. The Council may wish
to reassure itself that it has addressed
housing need in accordance with NPPF
requirements. It would be useful to see
the Housing Growth Topic Paper, which
does not appear to be available on the
Council’s website. The Council may wish
to reassure itself that long term migration
patterns as well as the shorter term 2012based Subnational Population Projections
(SNPP), which underpin the standard
CLG household projections, are taken into
account when assessing housing need.
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Thank you for giving the Mayor of London
the opportunity to comment on this Local
Plan consultation.
Castle Point is located within the ‘Thames
Gateway’ Coordination Corridor extending
from east London into Kent and Essex.
These corridors are recognised in Policy
2.3 of the London Plan for the coordination of planning and investment.
No

Thank you for giving the Mayor of London
the opportunity to comment on this Local
Plan consultation.
Castle Point is located within the ‘Thames
Gateway’ Coordination Corridor extending
from east London into Kent and Essex.
These corridors are recognised in Policy
2.3 of the London Plan for the coordination of planning and investment.
From a transport perspective, Castle Point
is directly linked to London’s transport
network via the A127 and A13, and
Thames-side South Essex rail line (C2C).
The Thames Gateway area is likely to
experience population growth during the
plan period, and Transport for London is
assessing options for improving capacity
and connectivity with the London area.
Thank you for giving the Mayor of London
the opportunity to comment on this Local
Plan consultation.
Castle Point is located within the ‘Thames
Gateway’ Coordination Corridor extending
from east London into Kent and Essex.
These corridors are recognised in Policy
2.3 of the London Plan for the coordination of planning and investment.
From a transport perspective, Castle Point
is directly linked to London’s transport
network via the A127 and A13, and
Thames-side South Essex rail line (C2C).
The Thames Gateway area is likely to
experience population growth during the
plan period, and Transport for London is
assessing options for improving capacity
and connectivity with the London area.
Thank you for giving the Mayor of London
the opportunity to comment on this Local
Plan consultation.
Castle Point is located within the ‘Thames
Gateway’ Coordination Corridor extending
from east London into Kent and Essex.
These corridors are recognised in Policy
2.3 of the London Plan for the coordination of planning and investment.
From a transport perspective, Castle Point
is directly linked to London’s transport
network via the A127 and A13, and
Thames-side South Essex rail line (C2C).
The Thames Gateway area is likely to
experience population growth during the
plan period, and Transport for London is
assessing options for improving capacity
and connectivity with the London area.

No

No

No
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NLPPS1093

NLPPS1094

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan
(Objective 5)

E 10

Y

Soundness Comments

The aims and objectives of the Local Plan
is to (amongst other matters):
- Promote more sustainable travel
patterns within Castle Point through the
location of development, and the provision
of public transport and cycling
infrastructure to complement the existing
highway network.
- Protect and enhance the network of high
quality, accessible green and open space
throughout castle point.
- To create an environment that supports
business growth, and create local job
opportunities
- To protect and enhance the quality of
the natural, built and historic environment
within castle point, having particular
regard to features of ecological,
landscape and heritage importance.
- To promote high levels of sustainability
and resilience to natural and man-made
risk through location and design of
development, having particular regard to
the implications of climate change,
including flood risk from all sources.
These objectives are supported by
National Policy and Guidance, and remain
of relevance to planning.
The PLA consider that more emphasis on
the Borough’s position by the River. The
PLA hope to see the River Thames used
as a key economic support in the
development of these areas
In both instances there is a lack of
consistency with National Policy. In order
to address this, it would be advisable to
re-word the policy text to refer to 'the
hazard level being acceptable having
regard to advice from the HSE and EA…'.
With regard to Policy E10 Criterion 2a,
there is the inclusion of a policy test that
requires development proposals to be of
national interest is inconsistent with
national policy, however the Policy only
applies such a test in designated areas
such as AONBs. The PLA considers that
the criterion is ineffective as the Plan has
already acknowledged that the terminal is
of national significance and so it can be
argued that any development associated
with the operation of the site is of national
interest.
The Local Plan identifies a number of
place typologies including commerce,
industry and the economy. The Port
facilities of Oikos and Calor and London
Gateway are a focus for commerce,
employment and activity, with cranes,
silos and vessels providing striking
features within the landscape. Given the
prominence and economic importance of
these land uses and structures, and the
significant potential for expansion, there is
even more importance placed on the
requirements of good design as these are
the gateways to Castle Point itself. For
riverside development, consideration of
noise and vibration, lighting, plant and
equipment and how these are integrated
into the design from the outset, to ensure
minimal impact on the river regime and on
any adjacent existing or future residential
developments must be a priority.

The PLA consider that more
emphasis on the Borough’s
position by the River. The
PLA hope to see the River
Thames used as a key
economic support in the
development of these areas
In both instances there is a
lack of consistency with
National Policy. In order to
address this, it would be
advisable to re-word the
policy text to refer to 'the
hazard level being
acceptable having regard to
advice from the HSE and
EA…'. With regard to Policy
E10 Criterion 2a, there is the
inclusion of a policy test that
requires development
proposals to be of national
interest is inconsistent with
national policy, however the
Policy only applies such a
test in designated areas such
as AONBs. The PLA
considers that the criterion is
ineffective as the Plan has
already acknowledged that
the terminal is of national
significance and so it can be
argued that any development
associated with the operation
of the site is of national
interest. Again, the PLA
would encourage the
introduction of a policy
safeguarding existing wharf
and port use for use by cargo
handling/river related
industries.
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It is noted that the new Local Plan will set
out a vision, strategic priorities and a
planning policy framework to guide and
manage development in the Borough for
the next 15 years, until 2031.
The Port of London Authority is the
statutory harbour authority for the tidal
Thames between Teddington and the
Thames Estuary. Its statutory functions
include responsibility for conservancy,
dredging, maintaining the public
navigation and controlling vessel
movements and its consent is required for
the carrying out of all works and dredging
in the river and the provision of moorings.
As the body responsible for licensing river
works and moorings, the PLA has a
special regard to their continued viability
for unimpeded use by the PLAs licenses.
The PLAs functions also include for
promotion of the use of the river as an
important transport corridor to London.
For information, the PLA owns approx.170
acres, including the Oikos terminal, in the
Borough and therefore has a particular
interest in the plan (as land owner, in
addition to Port Authority).

No

It is noted that the new Local Plan will set
out a vision, strategic priorities and a
planning policy framework to guide and
manage development in the Borough for
the next 15 years, until 2031.
The Port of London Authority is the
statutory harbour authority for the tidal
Thames between Teddington and the
Thames Estuary. Its statutory functions
include responsibility for conservancy,
dredging, maintaining the public
navigation and controlling vessel
movements and its consent is required for
the carrying out of all works and dredging
in the river and the provision of moorings.
As the body responsible for licensing river
works and moorings, the PLA has a
special regard to their continued viability
for unimpeded use by the PLAs licenses.
The PLAs functions also include for
promotion of the use of the river as an
important transport corridor to London.
For information, the PLA owns approx.170
acres, including the Oikos terminal, in the
Borough and therefore has a particular
interest in the plan (as land owner, in
addition to Port Authority).

No
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NLPPS1095

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

The Port of London Authority is the
statutory harbour authority for the tidal
Thames between Teddington and the
Thames Estuary. Its statutory functions
include responsibility for conservancy,
dredging, maintaining the public
navigation and controlling vessel
movements and its consent is required for
the carrying out of all works and dredging
in the river and the provision of moorings.
As the body responsible for licensing river
works and moorings, the PLA has a
special regard to their continued viability
for unimpeded use by the PLAs licenses.
The PLAs functions also include for
promotion of the use of the river as an
important transport corridor to London.
For information, the PLA owns approx.170
acres, including the Oikos terminal, in the
Borough and therefore has a particular
interest in the plan (as land owner, in
addition to Port Authority).
River Thames As advised above, it is important that the
River Thames is embedded within a
strategy, as part of the new Local Plan,
which recognises and exploits the
opportunities provided by the Borough’s
location by the river. It is also important
that the protection and enhancement of
the distinctive riverscape is incorporated
within river related policies (of which there
are currently no specific river related
policies included). The river is also an
important natural habitat which should be
preserved.
The new Local Plan provides the Borough
the opportunity to adhere to the aims and
objectives of the Thames Vision. The
Thames Vision is about planning for the
river’s future, so that we can make the
most of its potential, for the benefit of all.
The Vision seeks to consider all Thames
uses together: trade, travel, leisure and
pleasure. The new Local Plan for Castle
Point, should seek to promote the river in
the same way, setting a growing river use
in its context as a great natural asset,
which must be conserved and improved –
in terms of its water quality, wildlife and
attractiveness as an open space. It is
disappointing that more has not been
made of these opportunities to date.
Going forward, priorities around the
development of the river and its foreshore
should given, which will vary depending
on location and will lend themselves to
different opportunities. Whether that is
maximising the potential of the ports,
promoting and protecting the
environment, creating an attractive place
to live or encouraging people to travel by
river.
Other Considerations To reiterate, further emphasis should be
made on the Borough’s position by the
River Thames, which has long since
made it a strategic location and hub for
industrial growth. It is recognised within
the submission that the Borough stands at
the economic heart of the south east and
Thames Gateway, which is home to vital
economic infrastructure of national and
international importance. This importance
has been drawn out within the Local Plan
where relevant. It is noted that
development proposals must satisfy a
number of accessibility criteria, and also
that development proposals must
integrate land uses and all modes of
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transport. It is hoped that ‘all’
encompasses the use of the river in this
regard.
Working with site features There are a number of site features which
should inform the appraisal process and
eventual design proposal of a future
scheme, this can include water features,
and is particularly relevant for river
frontage development. The PLA considers
that proposals should positively address
water bodies and courses in and around
the site including the River Thames.
The Thames is the most significant asset
for the Borough. It provides an historic
focus as well as supporting a diverse
range of major employment sites,
including Ports. Significant marsh and
grassland habitats adjoining the river also
support a diverse range of species,
particularly birds. Where water features
are included at the edge of or within a
site, the PLA consider that development
must be designed to have a positive
relationship with these environments. The
PLA fully support the aims and objectives
of the Borough in terms of ecology and
biodiversity but more should be made of
river habitats.
The promotion of active and healthy life
styles and public transport should include
the river Thames, for the transport of
passengers, where practicable.

NLPPS1096

NLPPS1097

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

CC 7

T3

Y

New Homes The need for new homes is a key topic
within the new local plan. Whilst not
specifically relevant to the interests of the
PLA, I wish to take the opportunity in
advising that should any riverside sites
come up for mixed use or residential
development, policy should consider the
need to maximise the use of the river for
the transport of materials associated with
riverside development, and the removal of
waste.

No

New Homes on completion of future
development, the use of the
river as an alternative, and
sustainable form of
passenger transport.
Sustainable Transport The aims of the Local Plan,
in terms of transport and
connectivity, is to further
improve transport, especially
with the promotion of regular
rail services, the use of cycle
ways and public rights of
way. This could include the
promotion of the Thames
Path (subject to this not
interfering with port security
etc.), which would ensure
promotion of the River as a
pleasant environment and
one to enjoy.
National policy focuses on
the importance of sustainable
transport choices and the
wider role that this can play
in achieving sustainability, as
well as reducing congestion.
It also states that new
development should be
located where it is accessible
to public transport. To
reiterate an earlier comment,
if development is located in

Pollution & Air Quality It goes without saying that the promotion
of river transport (for freight and
passengers) support the aims of the
Borough for improving CO2 emissions
and helping air quality.

No
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close proximity to the river,
the Borough should promote
the use of the river as an
alternative transport choice in
this regard. What provisions
or infrastructure could be put
in place to aid in achieving
this? This section of the Plan
sets out a number of
opportunities to improve
transport and infrastructure in
line with National Policy.
However, there are no
specific references to the use
of the river, which would
assist in this regard. This is
disappointing, especially
given the identified need to
do more to promote the river
further.

NLPPS1098

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

T4

New Homes on completion of future
development, the use of the
river as an alternative, and
sustainable form of
passenger transport.
Sustainable Transport The aims of the Local Plan,
in terms of transport and
connectivity, is to further
improve transport, especially
with the promotion of regular
rail services, the use of cycle
ways and public rights of
way. This could include the
promotion of the Thames
Path (subject to this not
interfering with port security
etc.), which would ensure
promotion of the River as a
pleasant environment and
one to enjoy.
National policy focuses on
the importance of sustainable
transport choices and the
wider role that this can play
in achieving sustainability, as
well as reducing congestion.
It also states that new
development should be
located where it is accessible
to public transport. To
reiterate an earlier comment,
if development is located in
close proximity to the river,
the Borough should promote
the use of the river as an
alternative transport choice in
this regard. What provisions
or infrastructure could be put
in place to aid in achieving
this? This section of the Plan
sets out a number of
opportunities to improve
transport and infrastructure in
line with National Policy.
However, there are no
specific references to the use
of the river, which would
assist in this regard. This is
disappointing, especially
given the identified need to
do more to promote the river

Pollution & Air Quality It goes without saying that the promotion
of river transport (for freight and
passengers) support the aims of the
Borough for improving CO2 emissions
and helping air quality.

No
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further.

NLPPS1099

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

15 Promoting
healthy
communities

NLPPS1100

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

CC 1

NLPPS1101

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

T1

NLPPS1102

Helena
Payne on
behalf of
Port of
London
Authority

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

Shopping & Leisure Opportunities Again, whilst not specifically relevant to
the PLAs interests, it seem appropriate to
reiterate the fact that the river provides
leisure opportunities and so where
practicable, it would be beneficial to
consider development which utilises the
Thames in terms of the leisure and
recreational opportunities. This would
accord and further boost the Boroughs
ability to reach its aims and objectives in
river use promotion, as well as being in
line with the Thames Vision itself. This
would also aid in achieving the Borough’s
goals in achieving a healthy and active
community.
Pollution & Air Quality It goes without saying that the promotion
of river transport (for freight and
passengers) support the aims of the
Borough for improving CO2 emissions
and helping air quality.
Pollution & Air Quality It goes without saying that the promotion
of river transport (for freight and
passengers) support the aims of the
Borough for improving CO2 emissions
and helping air quality.
Sustainable Transport The PLA would like to see
further consideration given to
the use of the River within
the Borough’s Transport
chapter. The need to reduce
our carbon footprint and
establish sustainable
communities is paramount
within National Policy. The
use of the river as an
alternative transport method
would therefore aid in
promoting the objective of
sustainable communities
within the Borough.

No

No

No

No
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NLPPS1103

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

T2

N

NLPPS1104

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

T5

N

NLPPS1105

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

NLPPS1106

Helena
Payne
(Port of
London
Authority)

NLPPS1107

Upset
Island

NLPPS1108

Michelle
Baldwin

Soundness Comments

No

Landscape It is noted from the consultation
documentation that the Borough has a
number of valued open spaces, including
adjacent to the river, and a number of key
challenges and objectives have been
considered, including the need to
enhance the Borough’s distinctive
landscape in this areas, which the PLA
would seek to encourage. Given the
importance of the River to the Borough, it
is considered important to continue to
protect and enhance these open and
natural spaces through the policies in the
new Local Plan, this would also assist in
the need for nature conservation.

Y

Climate Change Within this section of the Local Plan,
consideration is given to flood risk. The
National Planning Policy Framework
states that “ inappropriate development in
areas at risk of flooding should be avoided
by directing development away from
areas at highest risk”. The PLA support
the conclusions discussed on this matter
within the documentation

Would encourage further
consideration to be given to
the impact of surface water
flooding and run off into the
River Thames (Controlled
water). Any run off could
result in adverse harm to the
workings of the Thames,
along with and including its
biodiversity and ecological
habitat.

N

No more housing - build
elsewhere - Canvey is a
flood plain and the said
before no more houses be
built on it.

No

No

H5 H6- 760 new houses that will be at
least 1,000 new cars and no new road to
get off the island. You need a lot more
drains for the houses.
The Island is a flood plain - the flooding
happening on the Island is proof that the
housing placed on the Island has not
added extra water drainage to
compensate - so to add any more houses
to somewhere that continually floods is
ridiculous. There should not be more
housing on the Island as we still do not
have a third road offering access off the
Island - more housing - more cars - more
people - less infrastructure - major
problems.

Reasons for
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No

H6

H6

General Comments

Sustainable Transport the PLA would wish to draw your attention
to the content of Policies T2 and T5,
which relate to the possible extension of
Roscommon Way through land north of
the OSL Terminal. The approach taken
within the draft Local Plan is to state that
this scheme will be delivered during the
lifetime of the Plan itself (up to 2031).
However, there is little evidence given to
justify this position and such a
development would have obvious
implications for us (the PLA) as landowner
and could restrict the development of this
land for other uses that could potentially
locate there.
Sustainable Transport the PLA would wish to draw your attention
to the content of Policies T2 and T5,
which relate to the possible extension of
Roscommon Way through land north of
the OSL Terminal. The approach taken
within the draft Local Plan is to state that
this scheme will be delivered during the
lifetime of the Plan itself (up to 2031).
However, there is little evidence given to
justify this position and such a
development would have obvious
implications for us (the PLA) as landowner
and could restrict the development of this
land for other uses that could potentially
locate there.

18 Conserving
and
enhancing
the natural
environment

17 - Meeting
the challenge
of climate
change,
flooding and
coastal
change
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Colin
Turner

H6

H10

N

N

Although as a layperson, I am not familiar
with the regulations and legal references
cited in this planning document insofar as
the additional housing planned for Canvey
Island is concerned, my view is that this is
non compliant to, and incompatible with
the 'class 3 flood risk status' of the
locations envisaged. Whilst the local plan
foresees a third road off the Island, the
addition of capacity improvements along
Sommes Ave, and the extension of
Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
western Esplanade, there is no
undertaking currently given, that these
infrastructure improvements will be in
place BEFORE the new houses are built I suspect that both political and
commercial pressures will dictate that the
housing envisaged will be built
beforehand, and that, as a consequence,
the degree of traffic congestion will
worsen and the likelihood of gridlock to
the only roundabout leading off the Island,
will increase along with the safety risks to
residents in an emergency. Finally the
heavy rains of late may serve as a
reminder that the current surface drainage
infrastructure across parts of Canvey
Island is still insufficient to cope with
inundation ........ events - my own road
(Orrmo Road) was flooded at both ends
on this occasion). Local planning should
be focussing upon improving the
infrastructure for existing housing on
Canvey Island, rather than pursuing this
....... course of additional house building
and the placing of additional burdens
upon the currently over stretched
drainage and supply systems.
Although as a layperson, I am not familiar
with the regulations and legal references
cited in this planning document insofar as
the additional housing planned for Canvey
Island is concerned, my view is that this is
non compliant to, and incompatible with
the 'class 3 flood risk status' of the
locations envisaged. Whilst the local plan
foresees a third road off the Island, the
addition of capacity improvements along
Sommes Ave, and the extension of
Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
western Esplanade, there is no
undertaking currently given, that these
infrastructure improvements will be in
place BEFORE the new houses are built I suspect that both political and
commercial pressures will dictate that the
housing envisaged will be built
beforehand, and that, as a consequence,
the degree of traffic congestion will
worsen and the likelihood of gridlock to
the only roundabout leading off the Island,
will increase along with the safety risks to
residents in an emergency. Finally the
heavy rains of late may serve as a
reminder that the current surface drainage
infrastructure across parts of Canvey
Island is still insufficient to cope with
inundation ........ events - my own road
(Orrmo Road) was flooded at both ends
on this occasion). Local planning should
be focussing upon improving the
infrastructure for existing housing on
Canvey Island, rather than pursuing this
....... course of additional house building
and the placing of additional burdens
upon the currently over stretched
drainage and supply systems.

Remove all references to
additional house building in
the Class 3 flood plain areas.

Remove all references to
additional house building in
the Class 3 flood plain areas.

N

N

Soundness Comments

Although as a layperson, I am not familiar
with the regulations and legal references
cited in this planning document insofar as
the additional housing planned for Canvey
Island is concerned, my view is that this is
non compliant to, and incompatible with
the 'class 3 flood risk status' of the
locations envisaged. Whilst the local plan
foresees a third road off the Island, the
addition of capacity improvements along
Sommes Ave, and the extension of
Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
western Esplanade, there is no
undertaking currently given, that these
infrastructure improvements will be in
place BEFORE the new houses are built I suspect that both political and
commercial pressures will dictate that the
housing envisaged will be built
beforehand, and that, as a consequence,
the degree of traffic congestion will
worsen and the likelihood of gridlock to
the only roundabout leading off the Island,
will increase along with the safety risks to
residents in an emergency. Finally the
heavy rains of late may serve as a
reminder that the current surface drainage
infrastructure across parts of Canvey
Island is still insufficient to cope with
inundation ........ events - my own road
(Orrmo Road) was flooded at both ends
on this occasion). Local planning should
be focussing upon improving the
infrastructure for existing housing on
Canvey Island, rather than pursuing this
....... course of additional house building
and the placing of additional burdens
upon the currently over stretched
drainage and supply systems.
Although as a layperson, I am not familiar
with the regulations and legal references
cited in this planning document insofar as
the additional housing planned for Canvey
Island is concerned, my view is that this is
non compliant to, and incompatible with
the 'class 3 flood risk status' of the
locations envisaged. Whilst the local plan
foresees a third road off the Island, the
addition of capacity improvements along
Sommes Ave, and the extension of
Roscommon Way from Haven Road to
western Esplanade, there is no
undertaking currently given, that these
infrastructure improvements will be in
place BEFORE the new houses are built I suspect that both political and
commercial pressures will dictate that the
housing envisaged will be built
beforehand, and that, as a consequence,
the degree of traffic congestion will
worsen and the likelihood of gridlock to
the only roundabout leading off the Island,
will increase along with the safety risks to
residents in an emergency. Finally the
heavy rains of late may serve as a
reminder that the current surface drainage
infrastructure across parts of Canvey
Island is still insufficient to cope with
inundation ........ events - my own road
(Orrmo Road) was flooded at both ends
on this occasion). Local planning should
be focussing upon improving the
infrastructure for existing housing on
Canvey Island, rather than pursuing this
....... course of additional house building
and the placing of additional burdens
upon the currently over stretched
drainage and supply systems.

Remove all references to
additional house building in
the Class 3 flood plain areas.

Remove all references to
additional house building in
the Class 3 flood plain areas.
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Yes

Am happy to speak, as
needed, as a layperson,
on these points as
recorded.

Yes

Am happy to speak, as
needed, as a layperson,
on these points as
recorded. Am happy to
speak as needed as a
layperson on these
points as recorded.
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Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)

H1

N

Rochford District Council (RDC) has
responded to each stage of Castle Point
Borough Council’s (CPBC) consultation
on its emerging local development plan,
most recently in 2014 to the Draft New
Local Plan. In response to this
consultation RDC expressed concern at
how CPBC determined its housing need,
which sought to look at the Borough in
isolation rather than as part of the wider
housing market area of South Essex. This
approach was considered by RDC to be
contrary to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
The 2013 South Essex Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) identified a
need of 200 homes per year in the
Borough, however CPBC’s subsequent
independent topic paper on the Borough’s
needs identified an Objectively Assessed
Need (OAN) for housing of between 400
and 500 homes per year. Despite this
upward revision to the Borough’s housing
need figure the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan sought to deliver less than half this
need equating to 4,000 dwellings between
2011 and 2031; an average of 200 homes
per year.
A new SHMA for South Essex was
commissioned and published in May 2016
to ensure compliance with the Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG). The SHMA
identifies an OAN of between 326 and
410 homes per year for the Borough up to
2037; as such it is recommended that
paragraphs 13.8 to 13.18 are updated to
reflect this latest position. Whilst the 2014
Draft New Local Plan sought to justify that
meeting less than half the Borough’s OAN
over the plan period was acceptable, the
2016 revision seeks to go beyond this in
arguing that 200 homes a year are no
longer deliverable. In total the plan seeks
to deliver around 100 homes per year,
equating to 2,000 homes over the lifetime
of the plan (up to 2031). The latest
Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) dated 2015
however clearly demonstrates that at least
200 homes could be delivered a year
within the Borough. It also acknowledges
that a target of around 100 homes would
not represent a significant boost to
housing supply as required by paragraph
47 of the NPPF (paragraph 6.1).
RDC acknowledges that, similar to
Rochford District, outside the defined
residential area the Green Belt boundary
is tightly defined and both areas are
subject to a number of environmental
constraints. The need to release a
proportion of the Borough’s land allocated
as Green Belt is noted, however the
exclusion of a number of Green Belt sites
evidenced to be acceptable in 2014 is not
considered to be effectively justified.
Minutes from meetings of both Council
and the Local Plan Task and Finish Group
highlight that CPBC Members have
sought to prioritise protection of the Green
Belt over meeting the OAN for the
Borough. Subsequently it appears that
only less contentious sites – such as
those that may be considered within the
NPPF definition of previously developed
land – now remain within the revised plan.
Following publication of the 2016 Draft
New Local Plan, RDC has since been
approached by CPBC as a neighbouring
Local Planning Authority – alongside other

Soundness Comments

N

Rochford District Council (RDC) has
responded to each stage of Castle Point
Borough Council’s (CPBC) consultation
on its emerging local development plan,
most recently in 2014 to the Draft New
Local Plan. In response to this
consultation RDC expressed concern at
how CPBC determined its housing need,
which sought to look at the Borough in
isolation rather than as part of the wider
housing market area of South Essex. This
approach was considered by RDC to be
contrary to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
The 2013 South Essex Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) identified a
need of 200 homes per year in the
Borough, however CPBC’s subsequent
independent topic paper on the Borough’s
needs identified an Objectively Assessed
Need (OAN) for housing of between 400
and 500 homes per year. Despite this
upward revision to the Borough’s housing
need figure the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan sought to deliver less than half this
need equating to 4,000 dwellings between
2011 and 2031; an average of 200 homes
per year.
A new SHMA for South Essex was
commissioned and published in May 2016
to ensure compliance with the Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG). The SHMA
identifies an OAN of between 326 and
410 homes per year for the Borough up to
2037; as such it is recommended that
paragraphs 13.8 to 13.18 are updated to
reflect this latest position. Whilst the 2014
Draft New Local Plan sought to justify that
meeting less than half the Borough’s OAN
over the plan period was acceptable, the
2016 revision seeks to go beyond this in
arguing that 200 homes a year are no
longer deliverable. In total the plan seeks
to deliver around 100 homes per year,
equating to 2,000 homes over the lifetime
of the plan (up to 2031). The latest
Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) dated 2015
however clearly demonstrates that at least
200 homes could be delivered a year
within the Borough. It also acknowledges
that a target of around 100 homes would
not represent a significant boost to
housing supply as required by paragraph
47 of the NPPF (paragraph 6.1).
RDC acknowledges that, similar to
Rochford District, outside the defined
residential area the Green Belt boundary
is tightly defined and both areas are
subject to a number of environmental
constraints. The need to release a
proportion of the Borough’s land allocated
as Green Belt is noted, however the
exclusion of a number of Green Belt sites
evidenced to be acceptable in 2014 is not
considered to be effectively justified.
Minutes from meetings of both Council
and the Local Plan Task and Finish Group
highlight that CPBC Members have
sought to prioritise protection of the Green
Belt over meeting the OAN for the
Borough. Subsequently it appears that
only less contentious sites – such as
those that may be considered within the
NPPF definition of previously developed
land – now remain within the revised plan.
Following publication of the 2016 Draft
New Local Plan, RDC has since been
approached by CPBC as a neighbouring
Local Planning Authority – alongside other

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

Rochford District Council (RDC) has
responded to each stage of Castle Point
Borough Council’s (CPBC) consultation
on its emerging local development plan,
most recently in 2014 to the Draft New
Local Plan. In response to this
consultation RDC expressed concern at
how CPBC determined its housing need,
which sought to look at the Borough in
isolation rather than as part of the wider
housing market area of South Essex. This
approach was considered by RDC to be
contrary to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
The 2013 South Essex Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) identified a
need of 200 homes per year in the
Borough, however CPBC’s subsequent
independent topic paper on the Borough’s
needs identified an Objectively Assessed
Need (OAN) for housing of between 400
and 500 homes per year. Despite this
upward revision to the Borough’s housing
need figure the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan sought to deliver less than half this
need equating to 4,000 dwellings between
2011 and 2031; an average of 200 homes
per year.
A new SHMA for South Essex was
commissioned and published in May 2016
to ensure compliance with the Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG). The SHMA
identifies an OAN of between 326 and
410 homes per year for the Borough up to
2037; as such it is recommended that
paragraphs 13.8 to 13.18 are updated to
reflect this latest position. Whilst the 2014
Draft New Local Plan sought to justify that
meeting less than half the Borough’s OAN
over the plan period was acceptable, the
2016 revision seeks to go beyond this in
arguing that 200 homes a year are no
longer deliverable. In total the plan seeks
to deliver around 100 homes per year,
equating to 2,000 homes over the lifetime
of the plan (up to 2031). The latest
Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) dated 2015
however clearly demonstrates that at least
200 homes could be delivered a year
within the Borough. It also acknowledges
that a target of around 100 homes would
not represent a significant boost to
housing supply as required by paragraph
47 of the NPPF (paragraph 6.1).
RDC acknowledges that, similar to
Rochford District, outside the defined
residential area the Green Belt boundary
is tightly defined and both areas are
subject to a number of environmental
constraints. The need to release a
proportion of the Borough’s land allocated
as Green Belt is noted, however the
exclusion of a number of Green Belt sites
evidenced to be acceptable in 2014 is not
considered to be effectively justified.
Minutes from meetings of both Council
and the Local Plan Task and Finish Group
highlight that CPBC Members have
sought to prioritise protection of the Green
Belt over meeting the OAN for the
Borough. Subsequently it appears that
only less contentious sites – such as
those that may be considered within the
NPPF definition of previously developed
land – now remain within the revised plan.
Following publication of the 2016 Draft
New Local Plan, RDC has since been
approached by CPBC as a neighbouring
Local Planning Authority – alongside other
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authorities – as part of the Duty to Cooperate to meet CPBC’s planned unmet
need. RDC is therefore highly concerned
at the robustness of the evidence
supporting the 2016 Draft New Local Plan
and justification for the decisions reached;
particularly as a neighbouring Green Belt
authority the District has to consider its
ability to meet its own needs. This has
further been hindered by a lack of
constructive, on-going dialogue and
engagement between the authorities at all
levels in line with the Duty to Co-operate
on this matter.

NLPPS1112

NLPPS1113

NLPPS1114

NLPPS1115

NLPPS1116

NLPPS1117

NLPPS1118

NLPPS1119

NLPPS1120

Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)
Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)

Soundness Comments

authorities – as part of the Duty to Cooperate to meet CPBC’s planned unmet
need. RDC is therefore highly concerned
at the robustness of the evidence
supporting the 2016 Draft New Local Plan
and justification for the decisions reached;
particularly as a neighbouring Green Belt
authority the District has to consider its
ability to meet its own needs. This has
further been hindered by a lack of
constructive, on-going dialogue and
engagement between the authorities at all
levels in line with the Duty to Co-operate
on this matter.
RDC has no specific observations to
make on the proposed housing allocations
themselves, although it is noted that there
is a substantial decrease in identified sites
in line with the proposed overarching
housing strategy.

H2

Y

N

H3

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H4

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H5

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H6

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H7

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H8

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H9

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112

H 10

Y

N

See Rep NLPPS1112
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authorities – as part of the Duty to Cooperate to meet CPBC’s planned unmet
need. RDC is therefore highly concerned
at the robustness of the evidence
supporting the 2016 Draft New Local Plan
and justification for the decisions reached;
particularly as a neighbouring Green Belt
authority the District has to consider its
ability to meet its own needs. This has
further been hindered by a lack of
constructive, on-going dialogue and
engagement between the authorities at all
levels in line with the Duty to Co-operate
on this matter.
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NLPPS1121

NLPPS1122

NLPPS1123

Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)

Natalie
Hayward
(Rochford
District
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H 11

E1

New Local
Plan 2016

Y

N

N

The 2016 Draft New Local Plan supports
the delivery of at least 2,100 additional
jobs between 2014 and 2031; this is the
same quantity as the 2014 Draft New
Local Plan. However given the significant
proposed decrease in provision of new
homes across the Borough over the plan
period RDC is concerned that there is
now a lack of alignment between the
delivery of jobs and homes, particularly as
the Borough has an aging population. The
implications of this on neighbouring
authorities such as Rochford District has
not been appropriately considered, and
there has been a lack of constructive, ongoing dialogue and engagement between
the authorities at all levels in line with the
Duty to Co-operate on this matter.

N

Soundness Comments

RDC expressed concerns during the
consultation on the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan on sites safeguarded for
development beyond the plan period. The
rationale for this still remains unclear
given that CPBC has determined that it
cannot meet its OAN for housing up to
2031. Nevertheless land to the north west
of Thundersley has been identified but the
constraints to its deliverability would
remain over the longer term, as
highlighted in the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan; most notably land assembly and
access issues. RDC remains concerned
that this area would not prove to be
deliverable resulting in an additional
shortfall in housing provision within the
Borough, and further pressure on
neighbouring areas to meet some of
CPBC’s housing shortfall within their own
areas, even if such areas may be less
sustainable locations for housing
development.
The 2016 Draft New Local Plan supports
the delivery of at least 2,100 additional
jobs between 2014 and 2031; this is the
same quantity as the 2014 Draft New
Local Plan. However given the significant
proposed decrease in provision of new
homes across the Borough over the plan
period RDC is concerned that there is
now a lack of alignment between the
delivery of jobs and homes, particularly as
the Borough has an aging population. The
implications of this on neighbouring
authorities such as Rochford District has
not been appropriately considered, and
there has been a lack of constructive, ongoing dialogue and engagement between
the authorities at all levels in line with the
Duty to Co-operate on this matter.

N

N
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RDC expressed concerns during the
consultation on the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan on sites safeguarded for
development beyond the plan period. The
rationale for this still remains unclear
given that CPBC has determined that it
cannot meet its OAN for housing up to
2031. Nevertheless land to the north west
of Thundersley has been identified but the
constraints to its deliverability would
remain over the longer term, as
highlighted in the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan; most notably land assembly and
access issues. RDC remains concerned
that this area would not prove to be
deliverable resulting in an additional
shortfall in housing provision within the
Borough, and further pressure on
neighbouring areas to meet some of
CPBC’s housing shortfall within their own
areas, even if such areas may be less
sustainable locations for housing
development.
The 2016 Draft New Local Plan supports
the delivery of at least 2,100 additional
jobs between 2014 and 2031; this is the
same quantity as the 2014 Draft New
Local Plan. However given the significant
proposed decrease in provision of new
homes across the Borough over the plan
period RDC is concerned that there is
now a lack of alignment between the
delivery of jobs and homes, particularly as
the Borough has an aging population. The
implications of this on neighbouring
authorities such as Rochford District has
not been appropriately considered, and
there has been a lack of constructive, ongoing dialogue and engagement between
the authorities at all levels in line with the
Duty to Co-operate on this matter.
Essex County Council (ECC) supports the
preparation of a new Local Plan for Castle
Point Borough Council (CPBC) and
welcomes the opportunity to comment on
the New Plan (public consultation from 16
May 2016 – 30 June 2016).
In preparing the New Plan, a high level
Issues Consultation took place in 2012
followed by a detailed Draft New Plan
Consultation (Draft Plan) in 2014. Since
the 2014 Draft Plan, substantial changes
have been made by CPBC. These
changes raise significant concern and
necessitate an ECC objection to the New
Plan.
In March 2014 ECC submitted a response
to CPBC raising the following objections
and concerns:
a. Proposed level of housing growth concerns and implications on how the
potential shortfall could be accommodated
elsewhere.
b. Two site objections, on highway
grounds at:
in. Land at North West Thundersley
(Policy H18) safeguarded for 1,200
homes. Transportation objections to the
inappropriate access opportunities to the
strategic (A127/A130); in addition to other
viability issues.
ii. Land East of Rayleigh Road (H10) for
450 homes. Transportation objections to
the omission of a site requirement for a
‘spine road’.
c. Five site concerns, on evidence and
infrastructure requirements at:
in. Land at Thorney Bay Caravan Park,
Canvey Island (600 homes) (H5).

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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ii. Land West of Benfleet (800 homes)
(H14).
iii. Land off Kiln Road, Thundersley (450
homes) (H4).
iv. Land South of Eastwood Old Road,
Eastwood (50 homes) (H12).
v. Land East of Canvey Road (275
homes) (H16).
The objection to land at North West
Thundersley on highway grounds was
further endorsed by ECC in a letter dated
30 October 2015 (see attached).
In summary, the 2016 New Plan now
proposes:
a. A reduction in the housing target to
2,000 new homes (equating to a quarter
of the OAN of 8,000); to be met from six
housing site allocations with the capacity
to provide 2,140 new homes; and a
reduction in site allocations identified from
4,925 to 2,140, due to the removal of
specific Green Belt allocations.
b. Retention of safeguarded land at North
West Thundersley proposal (former site
H18) despite ECC objection in 2014 and
2015.
c. The removal of seven housing
allocations and their specific site
requirements, such as access
arrangements (including the ‘spine road’
associated with the Land East of Rayleigh
Road – despite ECC objection in 2014).
There are direct implications for ECC
Services as a result of the proposal set
out in the New Plan, most notably for
Transportation and Education, concerning
the provision of current and future
services and improvements. The shortfall
in housing growth in the borough may
need to be met in other areas of south
Essex leading to further costs and
changes to infrastructure provision and
could prejudice the adoption of the Local
Plans in those areas.
ECC would also lose its share of council
tax and other funding based on numbers
of new dwellings for the Castle Point
Borough. The New Plan does not
adequately provide for the stream of
developer contributions from new
development that is needed to fund new
infrastructure. The ongoing absence of an
adoptable Local Plan in Castle Point is
likely to mean opportunistic planning
applications in relation to land in that area,
which ECC will need to negotiate
contributions without the backing of a
coherent Local Plan strategy. This could
result in appeals being brought, which
would have the effect of absorbing
additional ECC (as well as CPBC)
resource and expenditure.
ECC, as a service provider and deliverer
of enabling infrastructure would struggle
to promote funding bids because of the
lack of return on investment in what is a
competitive funding environment. In
addition, ECC may not be able to
maintain, or grow, services to meet
demand at such a low level of growth.
ECC therefore seek the revision of the
New Plan which would put Castle Point on
a more sustainable path for the future.
CPBC will need to satisfy itself that the
New Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, is
legally compliant and meets the tests of
soundness. ECC would argue that CPBC
has failed to meet these requirements.
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Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

The duty to cooperate (the Duty) was
introduced by the Localism Act in
November 2011. The Act inserted a new
Section 33A into the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. This
placed a legal duty on all local authorities
and public bodies (defined in regulations)
to ‘engage constructively, actively and on
an ongoing basis’ to maximise the
effectiveness of local plan preparation
relating to strategic cross boundary
matters, and in particular with County
Councils on strategic matters.
The National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) provides detail on how strategic
planning matters should be addressed in
local plans (paragraphs 178-181). Local
planning authorities are expected to work
‘collaboratively with other bodies to
ensure that strategic priorities across local
authority boundaries are properly
coordinated and clearly reflected in
individual local plans’ (paragraph 179).
‘Strategic priorities’ to which local
planning authorities should have particular
regard are set out in paragraph 156 of the
NPPF.
Specific guidance on how the Duty should
be applied is included in the Planning
Practice Guidance (the PPG). This makes
it clear that the Duty requires a proactive,
ongoing and focussed approach to
strategic matters. Constructive
cooperation must be an integral part of
plan preparation and result in clear policy
outcomes which can be demonstrated
through the examination process.
The PPG makes it clear that the Duty
requires cooperation in two tier local
planning authority areas and states ‘Close
cooperation between district local
planning authorities and county councils
in two tier local planning authority areas
will be critical to ensure that both tiers are
effective when planning for strategic
matters such as minerals, waste,
transport and education.’
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
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For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Lesley
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H1

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

ECC object to the New Plan as proposed,
for reasons of non-compliance with the
Duty, for the following reasons:
a. There has been no engagement with
ECC, since CPBC’s decision on 23 March
2016, to reduce the housing provision by
half. There is no supporting evidence to
substantiate the change or to consider the
wider implications on the New Plan in its
entirety, which as proposed seeks to
retain the previously identified
infrastructure requirements.
b. There has been no consideration or
engagement with ECC to review the
implications of the proposed changes in
housing provision on the New Plan in its
entirety, including viability and
deliverability and further costs and
changes to the provision of infrastructure
and services. The housing chapter has
been significantly changed so that
allocations over the New Plan period have
been “halved” from 4,000 homes to circa
2,000 homes. No engagement has been
undertaken with ECC since the decision
to half the housing provision in March
2016. ECC has not been engaged with
the process to review the implications of
the changes in housing provision whilst
retaining the previously identified
infrastructure requirements. The wider
implications of the shortfall in housing
growth should it be met in other areas of
south Essex will lead to further costs and
changes to infrastructure provisions.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
c. The New Plan is not justified by new
evidence to support the reduction in
housing provision and consistency with
the remainder of the Plan’s requirements
and proposals.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
d. There is no supporting evidence that
the Duty has been undertaken to consider
where and how the 6,000 new homes
comprising the “unmet need for housing”
within CPBC will be accommodated by
neighbouring local authorities within the
South Essex Strategic Market Housing
Area, or as part of the wider South Essex
duty to co-operate framework.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
e. There is little to no evidence of a
structured (and transparent) approach for
the de-selection of sites previously
identified and consulted on.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
g. ECC acknowledge the reference to the
Essex Minerals Local Plan 2014 (MLP)
(para 3.35) however, ECC objects to the
non-compliance with Policy S8 (re Mineral
Safeguarding Areas and Minerals
Consultation Areas). There has been no
engagement on the requirements of the
MLP to incorporate the requirements of
Policy S8 within the site selection
process.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
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For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Stenhouse
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Lesley
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(Essex
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E1

T1

Soundness Comments

N

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

ECC object to the New Plan as proposed,
for reasons of non-compliance with the
Duty, for the following reasons:
a. There has been no engagement with
ECC, since CPBC’s decision on 23 March
2016, to reduce the housing provision by
half. There is no supporting evidence to
substantiate the change or to consider the
wider implications on the New Plan in its
entirety, which as proposed seeks to
retain the previously identified
infrastructure requirements.
b. There has been no consideration or
engagement with ECC to review the
implications of the proposed changes in
housing provision on the New Plan in its
entirety, including viability and
deliverability and further costs and
changes to the provision of infrastructure
and services. The housing chapter has
been significantly changed so that
allocations over the New Plan period have
been “halved” from 4,000 homes to circa
2,000 homes. No engagement has been
undertaken with ECC since the decision
to half the housing provision in March
2016. ECC has not been engaged with
the process to review the implications of
the changes in housing provision whilst
retaining the previously identified
infrastructure requirements. The wider
implications of the shortfall in housing
growth should it be met in other areas of
south Essex will lead to further costs and
changes to infrastructure provisions.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.
ECC object to the New Plan as proposed,
for reasons of non-compliance with the
Duty, for the following reasons:
a. There has been no engagement with
ECC, since CPBC’s decision on 23 March
2016, to reduce the housing provision by
half. There is no supporting evidence to
substantiate the change or to consider the
wider implications on the New Plan in its
entirety, which as proposed seeks to
retain the previously identified
infrastructure requirements.
b. There has been no consideration or
engagement with ECC to review the
implications of the proposed changes in
housing provision on the New Plan in its
entirety, including viability and
deliverability and further costs and
changes to the provision of infrastructure
and services. The housing chapter has
been significantly changed so that
allocations over the New Plan period have
been “halved” from 4,000 homes to circa
2,000 homes. No engagement has been
undertaken with ECC since the decision
to half the housing provision in March
2016. ECC has not been engaged with
the process to review the implications of
the changes in housing provision whilst
retaining the previously identified
infrastructure requirements. The wider
implications of the shortfall in housing
growth should it be met in other areas of
south Essex will lead to further costs and
changes to infrastructure provisions.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1129

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H 11

New Local
Plan 2016

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

ECC object to the New Plan as proposed,
for reasons of non-compliance with the
Duty, for the following reasons:
a. There has been no engagement with
ECC, since CPBC’s decision on 23 March
2016, to reduce the housing provision by
half. There is no supporting evidence to
substantiate the change or to consider the
wider implications on the New Plan in its
entirety, which as proposed seeks to
retain the previously identified
infrastructure requirements.
c. The New Plan is not justified by new
evidence to support the reduction in
housing provision and consistency with
the remainder of the Plan’s requirements
and proposals.
f. ECC maintains its objection to the
retention of the allocation of the land at
North West Thundersley (site H11) as
Highway Authority and wider concerns
regarding deliverability. ECC’s objections
have not been addressed and the site as
proposed is contrary to CPBC’s own
evidence (SA/SEA) and viability
assessments. It is not evident how these
significant issues have been addressed or
how the sites could be delivered and
brought forward for both the 400 homes
and the long term Area of Search for 800
homes. The proposal has little regard for
viability or deliverability and how the
proposal fits with the Local Plan’s overall
strategy.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.

N

ECC object to the New Plan as proposed,
for reasons of non-compliance with the
Duty, for the following reasons:
h. ECC object to the omission of up to
date technical evidence including a
fundamental review of the PreSubmission Local Plan, as now proposed,
to demonstrate it is sound in respect of
strategy, deliverability, viability and
supporting evidence.
The CPBC has therefore failed in its Duty
requirements with ECC under Section 110
of the Localism Act.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS1128

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1130

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

New Local
Plan 2016

N

The New Plan is not legally compliant as it
is;
a. not supported by an adequate
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) justifying the
change in housing allocation;
b. it is not consistent with national policy;
and
c.issues which have a significant impact
across administrative boundaries and
across the county of Essex have not been
adequately addressed in line with the
Duty.
ECC object and request further work is
undertaken to the Local Plan
Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SA/SEA) to
ensure compliance with legislative
requirements; to address the following
objections:
a. Page 8 of the SA states that, ‘to meet
the requirements of the European
Directive related to strategic
environmental assessment, the specific
impacts of the New Plan on environmental
objectives require separate consideration.
Therefore, specific regard has been given
to the impact of the draft policies and
alternatives on sustainability objectives 1
to 8. This is known as a strategic
environmental assessment.’ A
requirement of the SEA Regulations is
that the assessment considers the ‘likely
significant effects on the environment,
including: short, medium and long term;
permanent and temporary; positive and
negative; secondary, cumulative and
synergistic effects on issues such as:
biodiversity, population, human health,
fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic
factors, material assets, cultural heritage
including architectural and archaeological
heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above
factors.’
ECC consider that sustainability
objectives 1-8 do not cover the extent of
the required topics and that topics such as
‘population’ and ‘material assets’ cannot
be considered in a wholly environmental
context. The SEA does include an
important element of looking at social and
economic factors alongside environmental
topics, in order to assess whether a
proposal’s benefits outweigh any likely
environmental harm. In addition, the
requirements of the SEA Regulations are
transposed and covered in those of the
SA, but crucially not vice-versa. It is
recommended that work is undertaken
prior to examination that looks at
assessing all elements of the New Plan
against the 18 sustainability objectives in
order to meet the requirements of the SA,
which is a mandatory process for Local
Plans and as such a test of soundness.
b. Page 10 of the SA recommends that,
‘4) As the plan does not meet the likely
need for housing in Castle Point, the
Council should engage in conversations
with its neighbours to see whether they
are able to accommodate unmet need.
This will assist in avoiding issues
associated with affordability, and the
secondary effects of unmet need and
displaced need.’ The SA, in making this
recommendation at the Pre-Submission
stage, is suggesting that the New Plan is
unsound in not meeting the OAN
requirements or duty-to-cooperate
requirements of the NPPF.

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out
in ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

c. Pages 25-28 of the SA indicate a series
of reasonable alternatives to the New
Plan’s housing strategy in Policy H1. This
section should be amended to clearly set
out the definitive reasons for the rejection
of these alternatives; these should be
clearly sign-posted in order to meet the
SEA Regulations more directly and
transparently. Equally the SA should
clearly set out and state the reasons for
selecting the preferred Policy H1. It
should be noted that the reason need not
be linked to the SA, but state the CPBC’s
reasoning.
d. The SA does not appear to include an
assessment of any alternative sites for the
housing allocations set out in policies H4H9. Paragraph 3.6.12 of the SA states
that ‘the identification of sites for inclusion
in the New Local Plan 2016 has taken into
account a separate sustainability
appraisal of sites prepared by Baker
Associates in 2010, and updated in 2013.
This report identified the sustainability
issues that may arise as a consequence
of development.’ As the definitive and only
statutory SA Report required for the Local
Plan, it is recommended that this work
(and importantly any assessment of
alternatives undertaken) is integrated into
the SA Report at this stage and made
available for consultation as soon as
possible. The Pre-Submission SA Report
should act as the definitive report for and
representing the whole SA process.
e. In addition to the above, Paragraph
3.6.13 of the SA Report sets out the
reasons for rejecting a number of nonallocated sites due to their locations within
the Green Belt, however the identification
and assessment of these sites should still
be included within this SA in order to
demonstrate that the alternatives have
been assessed to the same level of detail
as the allocated sites. This is particularly
relevant, given the recommendation within
paragraph 3.6.13, which sets out that the
draft New Local Plan 2016 has become
less sustainable as a result of omitting
these Green Belt sites, and that it should
be amended to reflect sustainability
concerns. It is considered that this
recommendation would have more merit
were it supported by the assessment of
these Green Belt sites as evidence.
These issues are inconsistent with
national policy for the preparation of Local
Plans, including the National Planning
Policy Framework 2012; the national
Planning Practice Guidance (as at 2016);
National Planning Policy for Waste 2014,
The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010; and the National
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 2015.
These issues have a significant impact
across administrative boundaries and
across the county of Essex have not been
adequately addressed in line with the duty
to co-operate. ECC has not been
engaged with the process to review the
implications of the changes in housing
provision whilst retaining the previously
identified infrastructure requirements. This
has significant implications on ECC
services. The wider implications of the
shortfall in housing growth, if met in other
areas of south Essex, will lead to further
costs and changes for ECC to
infrastructure provision.
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DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

NLPPS1131

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

2.2

N

ECC note the reference to the use of
evidence base to inform the preparation of
the Local Plan, having regard to the
capacity for development and constraints.
ECC consider the statements within this
Strategic Approach to be unfounded given
the omission of evidence to support the
fundamental change to housing provision
in Policy H1 and site allocations H4-H9;
and Policy H11. ECC object to the lack of
evidence to substantiate the reduction in
housing provision which undermines the
delivery of the whole Plan, and
jeopardises the future SELEP and other
funding bids.

NLPPS1132

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

2.3

N

See Rep NLPPS1131

See Rep NLPPS1131

Yes

NLPPS1133

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

2.4

N

See Rep NLPPS1131

See Rep NLPPS1131

Yes

NLPPS1134

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

2.5

N

See Rep NLPPS1131

See Rep NLPPS1131

Yes

NLPPS1135

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

2.6

N

See Rep NLPPS1131

See Rep NLPPS1131

Yes

Rep ID

Name

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

S (Y/N)

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

ECC recommend a
fundamental review of the
whole Plan and a refresh of
the evidence base, in order
to prepare a “sound” local
plan, which has been
positively prepared, is
justified on evidence,
effective (deliverable) and
consistent with national
policy.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

NLPPS1136

NLPPS1137

NLPPS1138

NLPPS1139

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

2.7

New Local
Plan 2016

3.2

3.15

N

See Rep NLPPS1131

See Rep NLPPS1131

Yes

N

ECC note the reference to the use of
evidence base to inform the preparation of
the Local Plan, having regard to the
capacity for development and constraints.
ECC consider the statements within this
Strategic Approach to be unfounded given
the omission of evidence to support the
fundamental change to housing provision
in Policy H1 and site allocations H4-H9;
and Policy H11. ECC object to the lack of
evidence to substantiate the reduction in
housing provision which undermines the
delivery of the whole Plan, and
jeopardises the future SELEP and other
funding bids.

ECC recommend a
fundamental review of the
whole Plan and a refresh of
the evidence base, in order
to prepare a “sound” local
plan, which has been
positively prepared, is
justified on evidence,
effective (deliverable) and
consistent with national
policy.

Yes

ECC objects to the omission of reference
to the National Planning Policy Statement
for Waste 2014 (NPPW). ECC as the
Minerals and Waste Planning Authority
recommend an amendment to the
“Planning Policy” to include a description
of the NPPW under the National Policy
Context section. .

The additional text could
focus on the district
responsibility with regard to
waste matters and
requirements within a district
Local Plan. The NPPW
states that there is a need to
“work collaboratively in
groups with other waste
planning authorities and in
two-tier areas with district
authorities, through the
statutory duty to cooperate,
to provide a suitable network
of facilities to deliver
sustainable waste
management”. More detail
with regard to district
responsibility is set out in the
Waste section of the
Government’s PPG.

N

Y

ECC recommend that the reference to the
Lower Thames Crossing is updated
following Highway England’s Preferred
Options consultation in January 2016. For
your information ECC’s preference was
for the Preferred Option, option 3

ECC recommend that the
reference to the Lower
Thames Crossing is updated
following Highway England’s
Preferred Options
consultation in January 2016.
For your information ECC’s
preference was for the
Preferred Option, option 3

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

NLPPS1140

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

3.16

Y

The reference to a “new airport in the
Thames Estuary” should be deleted. This
option was dismissed in the Airports
Commission’s Final Report, July 2015.

NLPPS1141

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

3.17

Y

ECC welcome and support the promotion
of sustainable transport choices.

NLPPS1142

NLPPS1143

NLPPS1144

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

3.2

3.2

18.52

The reference to a “new
airport in the Thames
Estuary” should be deleted.
This option was dismissed in
the Airports Commission’s
Final Report, July 2015.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

N

ECC seeks changes to the terminology
within Paragraph 3.20 and throughout the
new Plan (paragraphs 3.20, 18.23 3rd
bullet; 18.34 2nd bullet, policy NE8 (3d)
and Appendix 4) the update is for
consistency with the national terminology
and the NPPF.

UK Biodiversity Action Plan
(BAP)’ should be replaced
with “UK post-2010
Biodiversity Framework”;
“species and habitats” should
now be referred to as
‘Species of Principal
Importance’ and ‘Habitats of
Principal Importance’ (from
Section 41 of the Natural
Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006), or
‘Priority Species’ and ‘Priority
Habitats’. The use of the
terms ‘Priority Species’ and
‘Priority Habitats’ would be
consistent with the NPPF.

Yes

Y

ECC recommend the following
amendment to paragraphs 3.20 and
18.52, as an update and for clarification
purposes.
ECC can advise that the trial / pilot project
for biodiversity offsetting has now ended
and offsetting is continuing nationally,
though not currently on a statutory basis.

Delete the following wording
in brackets “Essex is part of
the trial for biodiversity offsetting”….

Yes

Y

ECC recommend the following
amendment to paragraphs 3.20 and
18.52, as an update and for clarification
purposes.
ECC can advise that the trial / pilot project
for biodiversity offsetting has now ended
and offsetting is continuing nationally,
though not currently on a statutory basis.

Delete the following wording
in brackets “Essex is part of
the trial for biodiversity offsetting”….

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1145

NLPPS1146

NLPPS1147

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

3.25

3.27

3.35

Y

Soundness Comments

ECC welcome the reference to the joint
Economic Plan for Essex. ECC, however
recommend that the section is expanded
to provide the wider “county” context and
delivery proposals

ECC County Policies and
Strategies:
• Vision for Essex 2013-2017
• ECC Outcomes
Framework, Sustainable
Economic Growth for Essex
Communities and
Businesses (Commissioning
Strategy) (2014)
• Economic Plan for Essex
(2014)
• A127 Corridor for Growth An Economic Plan 2014
• ECC Independent Living
Programme (May 2016)
• ECC Commissioning
School Places in Essex
2015-2020.pdf,
• ECC Developers’ Guide to
Infrastructure Contributions
Revised Edition 2015
• ECC SuDS Design Guide
March 2015
• Essex Minerals Local Plan,
Adopted 2014
• Essex & Southend on Sea
Waste Local Plan (Presubmission draft 2016)
Details of these Strategies
and their relevance is set out
in paragraphs 3.16-3.25
(Policy Objectives) of the
attached Cabinet Member
Action Report.

N

ECC objects to omission of evidence to
substantiate how the four objectives will
meet the Vision for the plan, given the
reduction in housing provision.

N

ECC note the statement that ‘There are
no significant minerals deposits in Castle
Point that require protection or extraction’.
As per the previous representation
submitted as part of the 2014 Local Plan
consultation, there are Mineral
Safeguarding Areas present within the
Borough of Castle Point; located in the
north of the borough, their location can be
seen in the attached mineral safeguarding
map. The approach to Mineral
Safeguarding Areas, as set out in the
adopted Essex Mineral Local Plan 2014,
is detailed below:
Mineral Safeguarding Areas Mineral Safeguarding Areas (MSAs) apply
to all locations where it has been
independently assessed that there lies an
economically viable mineral resource, and
they are designed to ensure that these
resources are not needlessly sterilised by
non-minerals development. They do not
however create the presumption that the
defined resource will ever be worked.
MSAs are the subject of Policy S8
(Safeguarding mineral resources and
mineral reserves) in the Essex Minerals
Local Plan 2014. Policy S8 states that

Paragraph 3.35 should be
amended to recognise that
there are MSA’s within the
Borough of Castle Point and
reference should be made to
the need for mineral resource
assessments to be
undertaken in these
safeguarded areas when
non-mineral development is
proposed that meets the
development thresholds set
out in Policy S8. ECC
request this modification to
ensure conformity with the
Essex Minerals Local Plan
2014 and NPPF paragraph
143.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and it's failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Page 351 of 487

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
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ECC shall be consulted on all applications
that lie in the sand and gravel MSA that
are over 5ha, all applications over 3ha in
the chalk MSA and all applications greater
than one dwelling for brick earth or brick
clay. Non-mineral proposals that exceed
these thresholds shall be supported by a
minerals resource assessment. If, in the
opinion of the Local Planning Authority,
surface development should be permitted,
consideration shall be given to the prior
extraction.

NLPPS1148

NLPPS1149

NLPPS1150

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

3.36

5.12

6 - Vision for
the Future

N

Y

N

The Essex and Southend Replacement
Waste Local Plan (RWLP) was submitted
to the Secretary of State in June 2016,
with a view to reaching Examination in
September 2016. ECC consider the
explanation around the RWLP should be
modified including the removal of
reference to the need to provide more
‘recycling capacity’. ECC can also confirm
that no new site allocations for waste
management have been proposed within
the Borough.

ECC propose the following
replacement wording for
Paragraph 3.36:
The Replacement Waste
Local Plan (RWLP) plans for
the needs of all waste,
including that generated by
businesses, including
restaurants, factories,
hospitals and building sites,
which together make up
around 80% of the total
waste material disposed of
across Essex annually. The
[RWLP] Plan, which was
previously agreed by [ECC’s]
full Council, aims to deliver at
least 18 sites in Essex for a
range of waste management
facilities including biological
treatment and the recycling
of inert material.

Yes

ECC notes the list of significant projects in
South Essex and recommend that the
reference to “Southend Airport” is
changed to “London Southend Airport” to
reflect the full title of the airport. This
modification should be applied throughout
the New Plan.

ECC notes the list of
significant projects in South
Essex and recommend that
the reference to “Southend
Airport” is changed to
“London Southend Airport” to
reflect the full title of the
airport. This modification
should be applied throughout
the New Plan.

Yes

The vision needs to be deliverable. ECC
recommends a fundamental review of the
whole plan and a refresh of the evidence
base, in order to prepare a “sound” local
plan, which has been positively prepared,
is justified on evidence, effective
(deliverable) and consistent with national
policy.

The vision needs to be
deliverable. ECC
recommends a fundamental
review of the whole plan and
a refresh of the evidence
base, in order to prepare a
“sound” local plan, which has
been positively prepared, is
justified on evidence,
effective (deliverable) and
consistent with national
policy.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply

Page 352 of 487

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS1151

NLPPS1152

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan

8 - The
presumption
on favour of
sustainable
development

N

N

The objectives need to be deliverable.
ECC recommends a fundamental review
of the whole plan and a refresh of the
evidence base, in order to prepare a
“sound” local plan, which has been
positively prepared, is justified on
evidence, effective (deliverable) and
consistent with national policy.

The objectives need to be
deliverable. ECC
recommends a fundamental
review of the whole plan and
a refresh of the evidence
base, in order to prepare a
“sound” local plan, which has
been positively prepared, is
justified on evidence,
effective (deliverable) and
consistent with national
policy.

ECC note the specific references to S106
and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
funding within multiple policies (T5, T6,
HC4, HC11, HC12
and NE10) however, ECC objects to the
lack of a single over-arching policy setting
out the principles to secure S106
contributions and/or CIL toward the
delivery of relevant infrastructure.

ECC recommend the
inclusion of a specific
overarching S106 & CIL
policy to ensure a consistent
approach and framework for
the delivery of relevant
infrastructure from
developers. This approach
would bring together the
individual policy
requirements and support the
provision of further
supplementary planning
documents and/or CIL
Regulation 123 Charging
Schedule.
The new policy could cover
the following:
• Specify when developers
are required to either make
direct provision or to
contribute towards
development for the
provision of local and
strategic infrastructure
required by the development
(including land for new
schools)
• Requirements for all new
development to be supported
by, and have good access to
all necessary infrastructure
• Requirement to
demonstrate that there is or
will be sufficient
infrastructure capacity to
support and meet all the
necessary requirements
arising from the proposed
implications of a scheme (i.e.
not just those on the site or
its immediate vicinity) and
regardless of whether the
proposal is a be it a local
plan allocation or a windfall
site
• When conditions of
planning obligations will be
appropriate - as part of a
package or combination of
infrastructure delivery
measures – likely to be
required to ensure new
developments meets this
principle,

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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• Consideration of likely
timing of infrastructure
provision – phased spatially
or to ensure provision of
infrastructure in a timely
manner
ECC recommend specific
reference is made to ECC’s
Developers Guide to
Contributions, 2016, which
sets ECC’s standards for the
receipt of relevant
infrastructure funding.
Please also refer to ECC’s
comments on Schools Paragraph 15.38

NLPPS1153

NLPPS1154

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

9.1

9.2

N

N

ECC recommend that the policy context is
updated to reflect the requirement in
NPPW and the PPG, to recognise the role
of waste developments as employment
activities which are “sui generis uses”
outside the “Use Class Order”. NPPW
also requires the need to safeguard and
protect existing waste employment
activities. ECC has proposed a number of
recommendations to the Employment site
allocations. (See comments below for
Policies E1 – E8)

ECC recommend that the policy context is
updated to reflect the requirement in
NPPW and the PPG, to recognise the role
of waste developments as employment
activities which are “sui generis uses”
outside the “Use Class Order”. NPPW
also requires the need to safeguard and
protect existing waste employment
activities. ECC has proposed a number of
recommendations to the Employment site
allocations. (See comments below for
Policies E1 – E8)

ECC recommend that the
policy context is updated to
reflect the requirement in
NPPW and the PPG, to
recognise the role of waste
developments as
employment activities which
are “sui generis uses”
outside the “Use Class
Order”. NPPW also requires
the need to safeguard and
protect existing waste
employment activities. ECC
has proposed a number of
recommendations to the
Employment site allocations.
(See comments below for
Policies E1 – E8)
ECC recommend that the
policy context is updated to
reflect the requirement in
NPPW and the PPG, to
recognise the role of waste
developments as
employment activities which
are “sui generis uses”
outside the “Use Class
Order”. NPPW also requires
the need to safeguard and
protect existing waste
employment activities. ECC
has proposed a number of
recommendations to the
Employment site allocations.
(See comments below for
Policies E1 – E8)

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1155

NLPPS1156

NLPPS1157

NLPPS1158

NLPPS1159

NLPPS1160

NLPPS1161

NLPPS1162

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

9.3

N

ECC consider the reduction in housing
provision (Chapter 13) will have far
reaching implications regarding the
deliverability of the New Plan and could
undermine ECC’s role as a service
provider and deliverer of enabling
infrastructure to promote funding bids,
due to the relative lack of return on
investment in what is a competitive
funding environment. In addition, ECC
may not be able to maintain, let alone
grow, services to meet demand at such a
low level of growth.
ECC recognise that the only policy that
has changed from the 2014 Plan relates
to the housing numbers. However, it must
be recognised the implications this has for
the Plan as a whole:
• Difficult to secure external funding for
essential infrastructure because the
benefits are reduced – therefore other
higher performing projects will get the
funding.
• Does not help the attractiveness of the
district to inward investment.
May only serve to embed the current
economic performance rather than realise
the ambition of increased skills and
therefore prosperity of residents.

9.4

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

9.5

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

9.6

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

9.7

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

9.8

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

9.9

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

9.1

N

See Rep NLPPS1155

See Rep NLPPS1155

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1155

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

ECC therefore seeks a
fundamental review and
revision of the New Plan, to
provide a sound Local Plan
that is positively prepared,
justified, effective and
consistent with national
policy.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1163

NLPPS1164

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

New Local
Plan 2016

E1

N

N

Soundness Comments

ECC consider the reduction in housing
provision (Chapter 13) will have far
reaching implications regarding the
deliverability of the New Plan and could
undermine ECC’s role as a service
provider and deliverer of enabling
infrastructure to promote funding bids,
due to the relative lack of return on
investment in what is a competitive
funding environment. In addition, ECC
may not be able to maintain, let alone
grow, services to meet demand at such a
low level of growth.
ECC recognise that the only policy that
has changed from the 2014 Plan relates
to the housing numbers. However, it must
be recognised the implications this has for
the Plan as a whole:
• Difficult to secure external funding for
essential infrastructure because the
benefits are reduced – therefore other
higher performing projects will get the
funding.
• Does not help the attractiveness of the
district to inward investment.
May only serve to embed the current
economic performance rather than realise
the ambition of increased skills and
therefore prosperity of residents.
ECC supports in principle the approach to
deliver at least 2,100 additional full time
equivalent jobs within the borough over
the plan period, with the emphasis on the
regeneration of existing employment
sites/estates within Policy E1. However,
ECC question the deliverability of this
target, which has not been reviewed /
revised commensurate with the reduction
in housing provision by half to 2,000 new
homes (Policy H1).
The provision of industrial land in Essex
plays an important role in providing
appropriate locations for waste
management facilities and aggregate
recycling plants. The submitted RWLP
encourages these types of development
to be located on industrial land where they
don’t come forward on preferred site
allocations.

ECC therefore seeks a
fundamental review and
revision of the New Plan, to
provide a sound Local Plan
that is positively prepared,
justified, effective and
consistent with national
policy.

ECC request a review and
update of the evidence base
to substantiate the plans
proposals in their entirety.
ECC recommend that the
policy, which seeks to
allocate employment estates
for the full range of B uses
under the Use Class Order,
should be expanded to
include compatible ‘sui
generis uses’ to ensure
consistency with NPPW.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

ECC as the LLFA; seek the
following amendment to the
Policies and evidence base
to include the following
statement:

NLPPS1165

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

E3

N

ECC note the policies and evidence do
refer to the need to consider SuDS in
managing runoff from new development,
however seek the above statement to
emphasise both the flood risk and water
quality aspect on the Employment Policy
sites.

‘In accordance with national
planning policy, inappropriate
development should be
avoided in areas at risk of
flooding including areas at
risk of surface water flooding.
All Industrial and
employment sites have to
give priority to sustainable
drainage principles in the
provision of surface water
drainage on site. Where
development does occur in
flood risk areas, it must be
made safe and flood resilient
for its lifetime. Runoff from
new or redeveloped
employment and industrial
sites should provide
treatment of runoff before
discharging offsite to ensure
that WFD water quality
objectives are met. The
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treatment of runoff should
follow the risk based
approach outlined within the
CIRIA SUDS Manual C753.’

ECC as the LLFA; seek the
following amendment to the
Policies and evidence base
to include the following
statement:
‘In accordance with national
planning policy, inappropriate
development should be
avoided in areas at risk of
flooding including areas at
risk of surface water flooding.

NLPPS1166

NLPPS1167

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

E4

E5

N

N

ECC note the policies and evidence do
refer to the need to consider SuDS in
managing runoff from new development,
however seek the above statement to
emphasise both the flood risk and water
quality aspect on the Employment Policy
sites.

ECC note the policies and evidence do
refer to the need to consider SuDS in
managing runoff from new development,
however seek the above statement to
emphasise both the flood risk and water
quality aspect on the Employment Policy
sites.

All Industrial and
employment sites have to
give priority to sustainable
drainage principles in the
provision of surface water
drainage on site. Where
development does occur in
flood risk areas, it must be
made safe and flood resilient
for its lifetime. Runoff from
new or redeveloped
employment and industrial
sites should provide
treatment of runoff before
discharging offsite to ensure
that WFD water quality
objectives are met. The
treatment of runoff should
follow the risk based
approach outlined within the
CIRIA SUDS Manual C753.’
ECC as the LLFA; seek the
following amendment to the
Policies and evidence base
to include the following
statement:
‘In accordance with national
planning policy, inappropriate
development should be
avoided in areas at risk of
flooding including areas at
risk of surface water flooding.
All Industrial and
employment sites have to
give priority to sustainable
drainage principles in the
provision of surface water
drainage on site. Where
development does occur in
flood risk areas, it must be
made safe and flood resilient
for its lifetime. Runoff from

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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new or redeveloped
employment and industrial
sites should provide
treatment of runoff before
discharging offsite to ensure
that WFD water quality
objectives are met. The
treatment of runoff should
follow the risk based
approach outlined within the
CIRIA SUDS Manual C753.’

ECC as the LLFA; seek the
following amendment to the
Policies and evidence base
to include the following
statement:
‘In accordance with national
planning policy, inappropriate
development should be
avoided in areas at risk of
flooding including areas at
risk of surface water flooding.

NLPPS1168

NLPPS1169

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

E6

E7

N

N

ECC note the policies and evidence do
refer to the need to consider SuDS in
managing runoff from new development,
however seek the above statement to
emphasise both the flood risk and water
quality aspect on the Employment Policy
sites.

ECC note the policies and evidence do
refer to the need to consider SuDS in
managing runoff from new development,
however seek the above statement to
emphasise both the flood risk and water
quality aspect on the Employment Policy
sites.

All Industrial and
employment sites have to
give priority to sustainable
drainage principles in the
provision of surface water
drainage on site. Where
development does occur in
flood risk areas, it must be
made safe and flood resilient
for its lifetime. Runoff from
new or redeveloped
employment and industrial
sites should provide
treatment of runoff before
discharging offsite to ensure
that WFD water quality
objectives are met. The
treatment of runoff should
follow the risk based
approach outlined within the
CIRIA SUDS Manual C753.’
ECC as the LLFA; seek the
following amendment to the
Policies and evidence base
to include the following
statement:
‘In accordance with national
planning policy, inappropriate
development should be
avoided in areas at risk of
flooding including areas at
risk of surface water flooding.
All Industrial and
employment sites have to
give priority to sustainable
drainage principles in the
provision of surface water
drainage on site. Where
development does occur in
flood risk areas, it must be
made safe and flood resilient
for its lifetime. Runoff from

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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new or redeveloped
employment and industrial
sites should provide
treatment of runoff before
discharging offsite to ensure
that WFD water quality
objectives are met. The
treatment of runoff should
follow the risk based
approach outlined within the
CIRIA SUDS Manual C753.’

NLPPS1170

NLPPS1171

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

E2

E4

N

N

ECC as Waste Planning Authority object
to these policies which do not provide the
basis through which compatible sui
generis uses could come forward on
identified employment areas. This is
contrary to the NPPW and the PPG,
which states (inter-alia) that ‘Opportunities
for land to be utilised for waste
management should be built into the
preparatory work for Local Plans, to the
level appropriate to the local planning
authorities planning responsibilities. For
example suitable previously-developed
land, including industrial land, provides
opportunities for new waste facilities and
priority should be given to reuse of these
sites. It is important for waste to be
considered alongside other land uses
when looking at development
opportunities. (PPG: ID 28-01820141016)
ECC recognise that where employment
areas are to be zoned for a narrower
range of B uses, such as Policy E3, the
above statement may not constitute a
sustainable approach.
ECC as Waste Planning Authority object
to these policies which do not provide the
basis through which compatible sui
generis uses could come forward on
identified employment areas. This is
contrary to the NPPW and the PPG,
which states (inter-alia) that ‘Opportunities
for land to be utilised for waste
management should be built into the
preparatory work for Local Plans, to the
level appropriate to the local planning
authorities planning responsibilities. For
example suitable previously-developed
land, including industrial land, provides
opportunities for new waste facilities and
priority should be given to reuse of these
sites. It is important for waste to be
considered alongside other land uses
when looking at development
opportunities. (PPG: ID 28-01820141016)
ECC recognise that where employment
areas are to be zoned for a narrower
range of B uses, such as Policy E3, the
above statement may not constitute a
sustainable approach.

ECC recommend that these
policies, which seek to
allocate employment estates
for the full range of B uses
under the Use Class Order,
should be expanded to
include compatible ‘sui
generis uses’, to ensure
consistency with NPPW.

ECC recommend that these
policies, which seek to
allocate employment estates
for the full range of B uses
under the Use Class Order,
should be expanded to
include compatible ‘sui
generis uses’, to ensure
consistency with NPPW.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1172

NLPPS1173

NLPPS1174

NLPPS1175

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

E6

E3

E5

E7

Soundness Comments

N

ECC as Waste Planning Authority object
to these policies which do not provide the
basis through which compatible sui
generis uses could come forward on
identified employment areas. This is
contrary to the NPPW and the PPG,
which states (inter-alia) that ‘Opportunities
for land to be utilised for waste
management should be built into the
preparatory work for Local Plans, to the
level appropriate to the local planning
authorities planning responsibilities. For
example suitable previously-developed
land, including industrial land, provides
opportunities for new waste facilities and
priority should be given to reuse of these
sites. It is important for waste to be
considered alongside other land uses
when looking at development
opportunities. (PPG: ID 28-01820141016)
ECC recognise that where employment
areas are to be zoned for a narrower
range of B uses, such as Policy E3, the
above statement may not constitute a
sustainable approach.

N

N

N

ECC recommend that these
policies, which seek to
allocate employment estates
for the full range of B uses
under the Use Class Order,
should be expanded to
include compatible ‘sui
generis uses’, to ensure
consistency with NPPW.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

ECC as Waste Planning Authority
recommend amendments to polices
where extensions to existing industrial
estates are not intended to accommodate
the full range of B uses, it should be
ensured that any future use does not
compromise the effective operation of
existing uses, including those sui generis
uses compatible to B2/B8 uses.

ECC recommend this change
to demonstrate conformity
with Policy 2 of the submitted
RWLP, which states that
waste facilities will be subject
to a 250m safeguarding
zone. This zone does not aim
to preclude all development,
but ensures that ECC can
establish that new
development will not
compromise the operation of
existing facilities.

Yes

ECC as Waste Planning Authority
recommend amendments to polices
where extensions to existing industrial
estates are not intended to accommodate
the full range of B uses, it should be
ensured that any future use does not
compromise the effective operation of
existing uses, including those sui generis
uses compatible to B2/B8 uses.

ECC recommend this change
to demonstrate conformity
with Policy 2 of the submitted
RWLP, which states that
waste facilities will be subject
to a 250m safeguarding
zone. This zone does not aim
to preclude all development,
but ensures that ECC can
establish that new
development will not
compromise the operation of
existing facilities.

Yes

ECC as Waste Planning Authority support
the recognition of the need to safeguard
employment land from non-B uses,
however this policy should be amended to
include compatible sui generis, to ensure
consistency with NPPW.

ECC as Waste Planning
Authority support the
recognition of the need to
safeguard employment land
from non-B uses, however
this policy should be
amended to include
compatible sui generis, to
ensure consistency with
NPPW.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1176

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1177

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1178

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1179

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1180

NLPPS1181

NLPPS1182

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

E8

9.35

Soundness Comments

N

ECC as Waste Planning Authority
understand the evidence based
conclusions leading to the creation of the
policy, ECC is concerned that the
operation of Policy E8 – Promoting Higher
Skilled Jobs may impact on the delivery of
facilities for which there could be an
evidenced need.

Y

ECC consider the following web link to the
evidence base produced by the Essex
Employment and Skills Board with
updates since 2013 to be relevant.
http://essexpartnership.org/content/essexskills-evidence-base

ECC recommend that more
detail is provided to
demonstrate how this policy
would operate should there
be a competing needs
argument.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

N

ECC notes the Statement: ‘The
Employment and Retail Needs
Assessment indicates that the
construction sector in Castle Point
employs 20% more people than the
average across the East of England. This
is a sector within Castle Point that
therefore needs support’.

ECC recommend that the
paragraph is re-worded to
provide clarity. At present it
could be argued that the
sector does not need support
because of the high number
of people working in the
sector.

Yes

R1

Y

ECC recommends an indication of the
split in retail floorspace is provided as part
of section 1b.

ECC recommends an
indication of the split in retail
floorspace is provided as part
of section 1b.

Yes

R2

Y

ECC welcomes and supports the
regeneration of Canvey Town Centre.

R3

Y

ECC welcomes and supports the
regeneration of Hadleigh Town Centre.

Y

The ECC Public Health and ECC Active
Essex Team, is working with Essex
Districts / Boroughs to develop the Sport
and Physical Activity perspective within
Local Plans, to address the socioeconomic and environmental issues as
they apply to the Borough.
ECC welcome the references to “Castle
Point Health Profile” and comments within
paragraph 10.49 – 10.50 and Policy R11

9.51

10.49

Suggest explicit links could
be made to the public health
matters referred to within
Chapter 15 and policy HC1.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

NLPPS1183

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1184

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1185

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

10.5

T1

11.6

Y

The ECC Public Health and ECC Active
Essex Team, is working with Essex
Districts / Boroughs to develop the Sport
and Physical Activity perspective within
Local Plans, to address the socioeconomic and environmental issues as
they apply to the Borough.
ECC welcome the references to “Castle
Point Health Profile” and comments within
paragraph 10.49 – 10.50 and Policy R11

Suggest explicit links could
be made to the public health
matters referred to within
Chapter 15 and policy HC1.

Yes

Y

Where relevant references to the
“Planning and Transport Board” need to
be updated to refer to the replacement
South Essex Transport Board, formed in
2015.

Where relevant references to
the “Planning and Transport
Board” need to be updated to
refer to the replacement
South Essex Transport
Board, formed in 2015.

Yes

N

ECC is concerned that the reduced level
of housing growth undermines the
deliverability of the list of identified
Transport infrastructure improvements
within Policy T2, in respect of their
deliverability and viability.

See ECC’s comments and
requirements raised under
Policies T1 andT2

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1186

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

T1

N

NLPPS1187

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

T2

Y

NLPPS1188

NLPPS1189

NLPPS1190

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

11.12

11.13

11.14

Soundness Comments

T1 2(a) The A127 forms part of the
Strategic Highway Network and is a key
strategic inter-urban route from Southend
up to the M25 and to the national network.
ECC in partnership with Southend-on-Sea
Borough Council and the Essex district
authorities has prepared the “A127 A
Corridor for Growth – An Economic Plan
(2014)” to safeguard the A127 Corridor as
a key route in need of significant
improvement and protect the corridor to
enable future capacity improvements.
T 1 2(b) ECC support the principles of
Policy T1 and the aspirations within T1 (2)
b, which seeks to maximise opportunities
to secure investment in the transport
network. However, ECC object to the lack
of an up to date evidence base to
demonstrate the viability and deliverability
of this policy, given the reduction in
housing provision.
T1 (2cii) ECC welcome the inferred
reference to “Sustainable Travel” however
request more detail and evidence is
provided to demonstrate how this principle
has been applied throughout the Plan,
within the overall strategy and the
selection of housing allocations.
ECC supports the proposal for a study to
fully evaluate all options for improving
access to Canvey Island and identify the
option that offers the best outcomes in
terms of limiting environmental impacts
and securing sustainability and
deliverability.

T1 2(a) ECC require the
A127 “corridor” to be
safeguarded to enable the
identified future
improvements to be
undertaken.
T 1 2(b) ECC needs to be
satisfied that the Transport
Strategy as proposed is
financially viable and meets
the Governments test for
funding.
T1 (2cii) ECC welcome the
inferred reference to
“Sustainable Travel” however
request more detail and
evidence is provided to
demonstrate how this
principle has been applied
throughout the Plan, within
the overall strategy and the
selection of housing
allocations.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

Yes

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

Yes

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

NLPPS1191

NLPPS1192

NLPPS1193

NLPPS1194

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

11.15

11.16

11.17

11.18

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).
ECC requires clarification on the
aspirations and expectations of
neighbouring authorities in respect of
these proposals.

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).
ECC requires clarification on the
aspirations and expectations of
neighbouring authorities in respect of
these proposals.

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

Yes

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

Yes

Yes

Reference to the “A127
Growth Strategy” needs to be
updated to refer to the “A127
A Corridor for Growth – An
Economic Plan 2014”, to
correctly reflect the title of the
document and strategy.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1195

NLPPS1196

NLPPS1197

NLPPS1198

NLPPS1199

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

11.19

11.2

11.21

11.22

11.23

Soundness Comments

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).
ECC maintains its objection to the loss of
the proposal and reference to the need for
a “spine road”, in accordance with
transport evidence and mitigation
measures. Please refer to ECC’s
comments and evidence (attached),
referred to in response to Policy T2 (1)
below and the attached evidence reaffirming the need for this corridor as part
of the cumulative mitigation measures.

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

ECC request the
“safeguarding a corridor” for
a new “spine road” as part of
the “Route Improvements
along the A129 between the
Rayleigh Weir and Victoria
House Corner Junctions, for
future transport
improvements.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).
ECC can advise that the proposed
dualling of the “northern section of the
A130” will form part of the “evaluation of
options,” for improving access to Canvey
Island as referred to in paragraph 11.7.

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

Yes

N

ECC require the transport evidence /
model to be updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport requirements
commensurate to the change in housing
provision. ECC maintains its highway
objection to the proposed development
site H11 (1, 2, 3 and 4) on highway
grounds (see Section D of ECC’s 2014
Consultation response).

ECC require the transport
evidence / model to be
updated and ‘re-run’ to
substantiate the transport
requirements commensurate
to the change in housing
provision.

Yes

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
ECC object to the lack of an up to date
evidence base to support the need for and
the viability and delivery of the list of
infrastructure improvements, given the
reduction in housing provision.
There is a lack of up to date transport
evidence / model to substantiate the
transport requirements commensurate to
the change in housing provision.

NLPPS1200

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

T2

N

NLPPS1201

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

T3

Y

NLPPS1202

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

11.39

N

No evaluation has been undertaken on
the deliverability and the specific funding
streams to support the implementation of
the necessary mitigation measures and
infrastructure projects on the whole of the
Plan. For example
in. The loss of a potential ‘spine road’ to
the east of Rayleigh Road as part of the
mitigation measures for the A129
(previously associated with former site
H10 for 430 new homes).
ii. Loss of the ability to secure
infrastructure funding towards the dualling
of the A130, northern section of Canvey
Way; in the vicinity of Sadlers Farm
(previously associated with the former site
H14 on Land West of Benfleet for 800
homes).
iii. Unsubstantiated highway improvement
to widen Somnes Avenue, Canvey Island;
(reasoning exacerbated with the deletion
of the Land of the Former Castle View
School, former site H8);
iv. The loss of the ability to secure
infrastructure funding towards access
improvements to Canvey Island, as a
result of the overall loss of growth within
the borough
An initial ECC study (2016), based on the
reduced level of housing growth re-affirms
the continued need for a spine road as
part of the cumulative transport mitigation
measures. (see attached)
Overall, ECC object to the lack of up to
date evidence to substantiate the
deliverability and the viability of the
business cases to obtain Government
funding for the list of infrastructure
projects, given the likely loss of return on
investment.
ECC maintains its highway objection to
the proposed development site H11 (1, 2,
3 and 4) on highway grounds (see Section
D of ECC’s 2014 Consultation response).

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's

ECC supports the proposals within this
Policy T3.

ECC request further information, evidence
and clarification is provided in respect of
the proposed “new bus hub created in
Hadleigh Town Centre”. In particular,
where would this hub be located in
relation to the highway network and how
would the proposal relate to the Hadleigh
Town Centre masterplan?

ECC request further
information, evidence and
clarification is provided in
respect of the proposed “new
bus hub created in Hadleigh
Town Centre”. In particular,
where would this hub be
located in relation to the
highway network and how
would the proposal relate to
the Hadleigh Town Centre
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Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID
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/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

masterplan?

NLPPS1203

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

11.41

N

ECC object to the omission of the
following list of infrastructure
improvements which require land to be
available for transport improvements to
take place in the future.
The safeguarding of land for the provision
of an A129 Spine Road, would be
consistent with CPBC’s transport
evidence and ECC own initial study in
2016.

NLPPS1204

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

11.52

Y

ECC welcome and supports this section.
Schools should also have Travel Plans
put in place and particular regard should
be given as to how pupils will access the
school by foot/sustainable modes.
Effective school travel plans, updated as
necessary, can put forward a package of
measures to improve safety and reduce
car use, backed by a partnership involving
the school, education, health and
transport officers from ECC, and Essex
police. These seek to secure benefits for
both the school and the pupils, by
improving their health through active
travel and reducing congestion caused by
school runs, which in turn helps improve
local air quality.
ECC has a statutory duty to make
arrangements to provide free home to
school transport for some children of
compulsory school age and discretion
whether to provide transport for others.
ECC’s Home to School Transport Policy
describes how ECC fulfils its duties and
exercises its discretionary powers as
required under the Education Act 1996
and subsequent legislation.
The Policy for applications, for the
provision of school transport, has
changed from September 2015 onwards
(children in Year Groups 7 and Reception
in the 2015-16 Academic Year), as it will
refer to the ‘nearest available’ school
rather than the ‘designated (catchment)
school’. The new policy is outlined below:
ECC in accordance with its statutory duty
currently provides free home to school
transport for children of compulsory
school age to the nearest available*
school for their home address who meet
the 'qualifying distance' criteria which are:
• 2 miles or more for children below the
age of eight,
3 miles or more for children aged eight
and above.
For children aged eight the change in
entitlement to free transport will be
implemented from the start Year 4 i.e.
junior school age.
*An available school is determined to be a
maintained school or academy within the
administrative area of ECC.

NLPPS1205

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex

11.53

Y

See Rep NLPPS1204

Reasons for
attending
Examination
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Request a specific reference
to School Travel Plans is
provided in the evidence
base and supporting text.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

See Rep NLPPS1204

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1204

The following projects should
be added to the list for
completeness:
• A129 Spine Road –
safeguarded corridor
• A127 Corridor for Growth
improvements,
• Dualling of the A130
Canvey Way from the
Sadlers Farm junction for a
distance of 900m – subject to
the outcome of the wider
Access to Canvey study
outlined in paragraph 11.17.
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NLPPS1206

NLPPS1207

NLPPS1208

NLPPS1209

NLPPS1210

NLPPS1211

NLPPS1212

NLPPS1213

NLPPS1214

NLPPS1215

NLPPS1216

County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

11.54

Y

See Rep NLPPS1204

See Rep NLPPS1204

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1204

11.55

Y

See Rep NLPPS1204

See Rep NLPPS1204

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1204

12 Supporting
high quality
communicati
on
infrastructure

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Y

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

ECC support CPBC’s commitment to
providing telecommunications for new
homes and businesses. Broadband
provision will have a wider impact on
growth and productivity as increased
broadband coverage will support
businesses and attract investment to
Essex.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

ECC seeks clarification on
how the revised housing
strategy would be
implemented based upon a
consistent interpretation of
the evidence base. ECC
request evidence in support
of the site selection process,
including the application of
Policy S8 in the adopted
Minerals Local Plan
regarding MSA’s (see ECC
response to paragraph 3.35
above).

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

13.1

N

ECC objects to the proposed Housing
Strategy and supporting text within
paragraphs 13.1 – 13.26 and maintain its
objections to Policy H1 from 2014 in the
absence of supporting evidence and a
fundamental review of the whole Local
Plan.

13.2

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.3

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.4

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.5

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.6

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.7

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.8

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209
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NLPPS1217

NLPPS1218

NLPPS1219

NLPPS1220

NLPPS1221

NLPPS1222

NLPPS1223

NLPPS1224

NLPPS1225

NLPPS1226

NLPPS1227

NLPPS1228

NLPPS1229

County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse

13.9

Soundness Comments

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

ECC seeks clarification on
how the revised housing
strategy would be
implemented based upon a
consistent interpretation of
the evidence base. ECC
request evidence in support
of the site selection process,
including the application of
Policy S8 in the adopted
Minerals Local Plan
regarding MSA’s (see ECC
response to paragraph 3.35
above).
ECC seeks clarification on
the proposed level of growth
over the plan period with up
to date evidence addressing
the compatibility of the
respective growth proposals.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

13.1

N

ECC objects to the proposed Housing
Strategy and supporting text within
paragraphs 13.1 – 13.26 and maintain its
objections to Policy H1 from 2014 in the
absence of supporting evidence and a
fundamental review of the whole Local
Plan.
ECC objects to the inconsistent approach
and use of evidence resulting in a
mismatch between the planned economic
growth/employment when compared to
the planned housing growth.

13.11

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.12

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.13

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.14

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.15

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.16

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.17

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.18

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.19

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.2

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.21

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209
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Reasons for
attending
Examination

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

ECC seeks clarification on
how the revised housing
strategy would be
implemented based upon a
consistent interpretation of
the evidence base. ECC
request evidence in support
of the site selection process,
including the application of
Policy S8 in the adopted
Minerals Local Plan
regarding MSA’s (see ECC
response to paragraph 3.35
above).
ECC seeks clarification on
the proposed level of growth
over the plan period with up
to date evidence addressing
the compatibility of the
respective growth proposals.
ECC seek clarification and
an up to date evidence base
demonstrating how the
proposals “reflect the
capacity of the Borough to
accommodate growth”, when
no up to date evidence has
been supplied in support of
the de-selection of sites.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1230

NLPPS1231

NLPPS1232

NLPPS1233

NLPPS1234

NLPPS1235

NLPPS1236

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.22

N

ECC objects to the proposed Housing
Strategy and supporting text within
paragraphs 13.1 – 13.26 and maintain its
objections to Policy H1 from 2014 in the
absence of supporting evidence and a
fundamental review of the whole Local
Plan.
ECC objects to the inconsistent approach
and use of evidence resulting in a
mismatch between the planned economic
growth/employment when compared to
the planned housing growth.

13.23

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.24

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.25

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

13.26

N

See Rep NLPPS1209

See Rep NLPPS1209

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1209

Y

ECC support the provision of specialist
accommodation, however clarification and
evidence is required to demonstrate how
the provision of specialist accommodation
in the region of 1,220 homes (as set out in
Policy H13) will be provided during the
plan period, given the reduction in
planned housing provision to a total of
2,000 new homes, and the relationship
with the selected housing allocations.
ECC support the inclusion of extra care
housing for older people, which ECC is
promoting through an “Independent Living
Programme”.
This is for clarification purposes, by
explicitly including Independent Living
within the definition of “extra care” for
older people.

ECC seeks an amendment to
paragraph 13.17, to insert
“(including Independent
Living)” after “extra care”. To
read as follows:
“….when applied to the likely
population of castle Point
when delivering growth set
out in this plan there is
significant need for specialist
accommodation for older
people including extra care
(including Independent
Living) (750 homes) and …”

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

N

ECC objects to the proposed Housing
Strategy and supporting text within
paragraphs 13.1 – 13.26 and maintain its
objections to Policy H1 from 2014 in the
absence of supporting evidence and a
fundamental review of the whole Local
Plan.

ECC seeks clarification on
how the revised housing
strategy would be
implemented based upon a
consistent interpretation of
the evidence base. ECC
request evidence in support
of the site selection process,
including the application of

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),

13.17

H1
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Policy S8 in the adopted
Minerals Local Plan
regarding MSA’s (see ECC
response to paragraph 3.35
above).

NLPPS1237

NLPPS1238

NLPPS1239

NLPPS1240

NLPPS1241

NLPPS1242

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Reasons for
attending
Examination
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

13.27

Y

In order for ECC to meet the statutory
obligations as the provider of adult social
care, control the costs of adult social care
and improve the lives of residents, ECC is
committed to influencing the provision of a
range of housing options for the older
population. Consequently, ECC is keen to
support and enable older people to live
independently.
ECC has reviewed its provision and
delivery of Extra Care and is now
promoting the Independent Living
Programme, throughout the county in
liaison with Essex district authorities,
which commenced in 2015.
In addition to the above, the ECC Housing
Board identified that greater awareness
and better, more consistent information
and intelligence regarding Independent
Living units be provided to Local Planning
Authorities, to enable them to produce
planning policy frameworks and to make
development control decisions that enable
the increased supply of Independent
Living units. An Independent Living
Working Group, made up of ECC officers,
Registered Providers, and officers from a
number of Districts has been established
to move this forward. An Independent
Living Planning Briefing Note is being
prepared by ECC to identify how the
Independent Living programme is to be
delivered, and to identify the land use and
planning aspects that need to be
considered (i.e. design, layout, locations
etc.). A copy will be circulated to CPBC
when finalised.

13.28

Y

See Rep NLPPS1237

See Rep NLPPS1237

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1237

13.29

Y

See Rep NLPPS1237

See Rep NLPPS1237

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1237

13.3

Y

See Rep NLPPS1237

See Rep NLPPS1237

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1237

13.31

Y

See Rep NLPPS1237

See Rep NLPPS1237

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1237

13.32

Y

See Rep NLPPS1237

See Rep NLPPS1237

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1237

ECC recommend that the
reference to specialist
housing within Policy H1 and
the preceding text and
evidence within paragraphs
13.27 - 13.32, should be
updated to reflect ECC’s
Independent Living
Programme, and the latest
evidence base.
ECC seeks the inclusion of
the following additional
paragraph to be inserted
after paragraph 13.18.
“ECC’s Independent Living
Position Statement May 2016
for the age group 55+ by
2020 (as attached). Within
Castle Point it is estimated
that there are 460 eligible
social care clients amongst
the 37,063 persons aged 55
or over. By 2020, 230 units
are required; none have
been provided, hence 230
are still to be provided by
2020, of which 64 are
social/affordable rented units
and 166 are shared
ownership units (this is a
28/72 split between social
rented/shared ownership).”

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1243

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H1

Soundness Comments

N

ECC object to Policy H1. The housing
numbers planned for the borough, as
identified in Policy H1 at 2,000 new
homes, are significantly lower than the
4,915 new homes identified in the 2014
Plan, to meet the then target of at least
4,000 new homes. ECC object to the lack
of evidence to support a reduction in
housing provision and the site selection
process.
The housing numbers now represent
around half the previous proposals (or a
quarter of the objectively assessed need
for housing). The commentary
surrounding the policies provide no
evidence of working with neighbouring
districts and ECC on strategic matters, or
as part of the wider South Essex duty to
co-operate framework to seek to
accommodate requirements elsewhere.
There is little commentary on the actual
capacity for housebuilding within the
borough compared to the need. The
process for removing sites from previous
draft iterations on the plan does not
appear to follow a structured (and
therefore transparent) approach for the
deselect ion of sites. In addition, the
allocation of site H11 (NW Thundersley)
does appear to have significant issues
that would question the ability to bring it
forward. Access issues, fragmented land
ownerships and relative isolation make it
difficult to consider should a first phase of
development in this location be deemed
appropriate. There appears to be little
regard for viability or deliverability in this
instance.
ECC note that whilst some additional
dwellings may result if the appeal at land
south of Jotman’s Lane is successful
there will still be significantly fewer homes
built than was anticipated in the 2014
Plan.
ECC object to the lack of up to date
evidence to substantiate the statements
within Policy H1 (2) regarding the
deliverability of the new developments,
phasing and infrastructure requirements.
In respect of Education infrastructure, this
very significant reduction in housing
numbers may make it more difficult to
sustain the current pattern of secondary
school provision that exists on the
mainland where there are currently over
800 unfilled secondary school places.
Strategic housing sites representing a
total of over 1,900 homes, over 1,600 on
mainland sites, have been removed from
the 2014 Plan. 1,600 additional homes
would have been expected to produce up
to 300 additional secondary aged pupils,
the equivalent of up to two additional
forms of entry per year. The majority of
these additional pupils would have been
expected to attend one of the three
secondary schools on the mainland. On
the basis of the number of homes
contained within the New Plan this
anticipated growth in secondary pupil
numbers would not happen. This is likely
to have a detrimental impact on the
revenue funding available to these
schools, which is largely based on pupil
numbers. This could have a
disproportionate impact on the smallest
school if it cannot attract sufficient pupil
numbers to enable it to maintain a broad
and balanced curriculum for its pupils.

ECC seek clarification and
evidence to support the
Housing Strategy and Policy
H1, the proposal for 2,000
new homes (Policy H1 (1));
and the proposed phasing of
housing delivery (Policy H1
(2)).
ECC seeks clarification and
evidence on the revised
infrastructure requirements
and the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan to support the
New Plan to demonstrate the
viability and deliverability of
Policy H1 and paragraph 2,
and the new developments
(Policies H4 – H9 and H11).
ECC seek an amendment to
the policy to explicitly refer to
ECC’s Independent Living
programme, within the broad
definition of “specialist
accommodation for older
people”; and ECC
recommends a new H1
paragraph 5 to outline the
locational requirements.
Insert H1 (new paragraph 5)
– to refer to older people
accommodation to cover the
following points:
“5. Specialist Housing – The
Council will support provision
of schemes providing high
levels of care for specialist
groups including the
disabled, those with care
needs and other vulnerable
people. New development
proposals for these groups
will be supported where there
is a proven need; they are
located within settlements
and; and are accessible by
public transport.”

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1244

NLPPS1245

NLPPS1246

NLPPS1247

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County

13.38

Soundness Comments

N

Education ECC notes the statement “The SHLAA
Update 2015 indicates that there is the
opportunity to deliver around 794 homes
on smaller sites within the existing urban
area of Castle Point between 2015 and
2031”.
ECC notes that whilst it has not proved
possible to map all of these sites, CPBC
has indicated that the overall split of these
794 homes is 309 on Canvey Island and
485 on the mainland (the Thundersley,
Hadleigh and Benfleet areas). While it is
difficult for ECC to assess the impact that
individual small housing developments
have on the requirement for school
places, it is clear that there will be a
cumulative impact when these small sites
are aggregated.
In pupil place planning terms it is clear
that Canvey Island and the mainland are
two distinct and separate areas and ECC
plans school places for these two areas
separately.
ECC anticipate that the 309 homes on
small sites on Canvey Island would
generate a need for up to 93 primary
school places (almost a ½ form of entry)
and up to 62 secondary school places.
ECC anticipate that the 485 homes on
small sites on the mainland would
generate a need for up to 146 primary
school places and up to 97 secondary
school places.
ECC will need to monitor the location of
housing sites within / adjacent to
established residential areas and the
strategic housing sites to ascertain the
numbers of additional pupils that will be
generated by such developments. Where
these developments will increase demand
for school places beyond those available
within the area contributions will be
sought via S106 agreements or CIL
funding, as appropriate.
Early Years and Childcare (EYCC) ECC seeks clarification on the overall
growth locations within the established
residential areas (by ward), in order to
determine the cumulative implications,
taking into account proposals H4 to H9.
This is required to enable ECC to quantify
the future EYCC provision.

Early Years and Childcare
(EYCC) ECC seeks clarification on
the overall growth locations
within the established
residential areas (by ward),
in order to determine the
cumulative implications,
taking into account proposals
H4 to H9. This is required to
enable ECC to quantify the
future EYCC provision.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

ECC seeks clarification and
evidence demonstrating how
Policy S8, in the adopted
Minerals Local Plan
regarding MSA’s, has been
applied and taken into
account within the site
selection process, in
accordance with ECC’s
earlier wording change (see
paragraph 3.35). ECC
request this modification to
ensure conformity with the
Essex Minerals Local Plan
2014 and NPPF paragraph
143.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

13.39

N

ECC seeks clarification and evidence
demonstrating how Policy S8, in the
adopted Minerals Local Plan regarding
MSA’s, has been applied and taken into
account within the site selection process,
in accordance with ECC’s earlier wording
change (see paragraph 3.35). ECC
request this modification to ensure
conformity with the Essex Minerals Local
Plan 2014 and NPPF paragraph 143.

13.4

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.41

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245
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NLPPS1248

NLPPS1249

NLPPS1250

NLPPS1251

NLPPS1252

NLPPS1253

NLPPS1254

NLPPS1255

NLPPS1256

Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

13.42

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.43

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.44

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.45

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.46

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.47

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.48

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

13.49

N

See Rep NLPPS1245

See Rep NLPPS1245

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1245

N

ECC as LLFA, seek a consistent
approach to the presentation of the Flood
and Suds requirements within the housing
allocations, located within Critical
Drainage Areas.
Education ECC object to the use of out of date
evidence for education provision and
request amendments to reflect the latest
position and provide the following web link
ECC Commissioning School Places in
Essex 2015-2020.pdf, published in 2016.
This evidence replaces findings of the
Commissioning School Places in Essex
2013- 18 for education provision. ECC
has provided commentary on the latest
requirements within the New Plan in
association with the new Housing sites
(H4 – H9) and H11, and Policy HC4.
ECC can provide the following
explanation and information in respect of
the approach to Education provision
within the borough and the terminology
used.
Comments are provided against the two
distinct education areas of Canvey Island
and the mainland (Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley) in general and specific
comments against relevant proposals as
set out in Policies H4 – H9. The
information is presented in respect of
Primary and Secondary School provision;
and the following is a brief explanation of
the Education Terminology used:
Primary schools:
1 form of entry (fe) = 210-places with 30
pupils per year group.
1½ forms of entry = 315-places with 45

ECC as LLFA, seek a
consistent approach to the
presentation of the Flood and
Suds requirements within the
housing allocations, located
within Critical Drainage
Areas. Early Years and
Childcare (EYCC) ECC seeks clarification on
the overall growth locations,
having regard to the growth
allocations H4-H9 and within
established residential areas
(see comments under Policy
H3).

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

13.4

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

pupils per year group.
2 forms of entry = 420-places with 60
pupils per year group.
2½ forms of entry = 525-places with 75
pupils per year group.
3 forms of entry = 630-places with 90
pupils per year group.
Secondary schools
A form of entry at secondary level is
usually based on a class of 30 pupils but
can be slightly lower.
Status:
Whilst faith schools, foundation schools
and academies may have sufficient site
area to expand this would need the
agreement of the Anglican Diocese of
Chelmsford/ Roman Catholic Diocese of
Brentwood, the foundation/ academy
trusts responsible for these schools.
Early Years and Childcare (EYCC) ECC seeks clarification on the overall
growth locations, having regard to the
growth allocations H4-H9 and within
established residential areas (see
comments under Policy H3).

NLPPS1257

NLPPS1258

NLPPS1259

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.47

Y

Please be advised that ECC is reviewing
the Essex Design Guide.

13.48

Y

Please be advised that ECC is reviewing
the Essex Design Guide.

Y

Highways ECC support the transport requirements
as set out within the Policy H4, namely at
H4 (2e) and H4 (4).
Education Primary School Provision This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 2 – Thundersley. The
overall development would generate a
need for up to 66 primary school places.
However, a significant proportion of the
development has already been completed
and occupied. There should be sufficient
surplus capacity within the primary
schools within the forecast planning group
to accommodate the pupils from the final
phase of this development.
Education Secondary School Provision At secondary level the site is located in
secondary forecast planning group 1.
(This group of schools included The
Appleton School, The Deanes School and
The King John School.) The overall
development would generate a need for
up to 44 secondary school places.
However, a significant proportion of the
development has already been completed
and occupied. There should be sufficient
surplus capacity within the secondary
schools within the forecast planning group
to accommodate the pupils from the final
phase of this development. (See also
comments on HC4.)
ECC recommends the following
amendment to paragraph 15.53 to

H4

ECC recommends the
following amendment to
paragraph 15.53 to address
the above requirements.
“13.53 Development should
integrate sustainable urban
drainage techniques given
that the South Essex Surface
Water Management Plan
identifies the site to be within
Critical Drainage Area (CAS
3), and there to be the
potential for a small area of
surface water flooding
towards the north of the site.
There are currently 209
residential properties at risk
of internal flooding to a depth
of 0.1m in a 1 in 100 year
event in the Critical Drainage
Area. Appropriate
improvements to the foul
drainage network should also
be incorporated into the
development to ensure
capacity and prevent storm
dis surcharge, whilst having
regard to other flood
alleviation schemes being
developed by the EA and
other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as
the LLFA.”
ECC recommend the

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

address the above requirements.
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.53 and Policy
H4 (2c) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in this Critical
Drainage Area (CDA) as set out in the
South Essex Surface Water Management
Plan (SE SWMP).
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the Environment Agency (EA) and LLFA’s
own flood alleviation schemes, in
accordance with NPPF paragraph 100.
NPPF Paragraph 100 requires Local
Plans to be supported by Strategic Flood
Risk Assessments (SFRA) and develop
policies to manage flood risk from all
sources taking account of advice from the
EA and other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as LLFAs.

NLPPS1260

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.53

Y

Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.53 and Policy
H4 (2c) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in this Critical
Drainage Area (CDA) as set out in the
South Essex Surface Water Management
Plan (SE SWMP).
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the Environment Agency (EA) and LLFA’s
own flood alleviation schemes, in
accordance with NPPF paragraph 100.
NPPF Paragraph 100 requires Local
Plans to be supported by Strategic Flood
Risk Assessments (SFRA) and develop
policies to manage flood risk from all
sources taking account of advice from the
EA and other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as LLFAs.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

following amendment to
Policy H4 2c to read as
follows:
“c. in. Surface water
management on or adjacent
to the site with no increase in
the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby
properties; and
c. ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure providers such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 235 homes.”

ECC recommends the
following amendment to
paragraph 15.53 to address
the above requirements.
“13.53 Development should
integrate sustainable urban
drainage techniques given
that the South Essex Surface
Water Management Plan
identifies the site to be within
Critical Drainage Area (CAS
3), and there to be the
potential for a small area of
surface water flooding
towards the north of the site.
There are currently 209
residential properties at risk
of internal flooding to a depth
of 0.1m in a 1 in 100 year
event in the Critical Drainage
Area. Appropriate
improvements to the foul
drainage network should also
be incorporated into the
development to ensure
capacity and prevent storm
dis surcharge, whilst having
regard to other flood
alleviation schemes being
developed by the EA and
other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as
the LLFA.”
ECC recommend the
following amendment to
Policy H4 2c to read as
follows:
“c. in. Surface water
management on or adjacent
to the site with no increase in
the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby
properties; and
c. ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure providers such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

infrastructure needs of an
additional 235 homes.”

NLPPS1261

NLPPS1262

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H4

H5

N

Y

In 2014 the Local Plan proposed 450 new
homes to be delivered up to 2031 on 39ha
of land with an additional 8ha to be
safeguarded to meet housing needs post
2031, providing an overall site capacity of
around 600 homes. The ECC
consultation response in 2014 raised
concerns that the Local Plan evidence
(including the Green Belt Review and the
SA/SEA), concluded that the site did not
contribute towards the strategic function
of the Green Belt; and the SA/SEA
proposed that the whole of the site should
be brought forward to enable a
comprehensive development to be
undertaken. ECC raised concerns that
the proposals did not implement the
findings of the evidence base, and hence
placed additional pressure on more
sensitive landscapes; whilst development
of the whole site would make full
advantage of the existing sustainable
modes of travel serving the area.
Highways ECC support the transport requirements
set out within the Policy H5; to ensure that
public transport provision is adequate to
support growth in this location and to
encourage sustainable travel patterns
(Policy H5 (5)); and to safeguard the land
for future extension to Roscommon Way
(Policy H5 (2h)).
Education Secondary School Provision
At secondary level there should be
sufficient capacity at the two secondary
schools serving Canvey Island, Castle
View School and Cornelius Vermuyden
School, to accommodate the growth in
pupil numbers generated by this
development and the development at land
at Point Road, Canvey Island.
LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.57 and Policy
H5 (2c) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in this Critical
Drainage Area (CDA) as set out in the
South Essex Surface Water Management
Plan (SE SWMP).
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of

ECC now seeks clarification
and evidence on how the
above comments have been
addressed, as well as details
of the supporting evidence
for a further reduction in the
size and scale of
development to 235 homes
on 11.3ha of land.

ECC recommends
amendments to paragraph
15.58 and Policy H5 (2c) to
address the above
requirements.
Amend Paragraph 13.58 to
read as follows:
“13.58 It will be necessary to
demonstrate ion site surface
water management when
considering applications;
given that the South Essex
Surface Water Management
Plan identifies the site to be
within Critical Drainage Area
(CAS 6) and in the event of a
1 in 100 year event in the
CDA. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required and improvements
to the foul drainage network
should also be incorporated
into the development to
ensure sufficient capacity
and to prevent storm
surcharge, whilst having
regard to other flood
alleviation schemes being
developed by the EA and
other relevant flood risk

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the Environment Agency (EA) and LLFA’s
own flood alleviation schemes, in
accordance with NPPF paragraph 100.
NPPF Paragraph 100 requires Local
Plans to be supported by Strategic Flood
Risk Assessments (SFRA) and develop
policies to manage flood risk from all
sources taking account of advice from the
EA and other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as LLFAs.

NLPPS1263

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H5

N

This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 1 – Canvey. The primary
schools on Canvey Island have seen a
6% increase (+168) in pupil numbers
during the 5 year period Jan. 2011 – Jan.
2016. This has put pressure on primary
school places on the Island and this
resulted in the need to admit a “bulge”
class to William Read Primary School in
the school year 2014-15 and plan for an
expansion of 1 form of entry at Northwick
Park Primary School from the school year
2017-18 onward to accommodate future
growth. There are currently 3 relocatable
class bases in use that will also need to
be replaced with permanent
accommodation over time to manage the
higher pupil numbers on the Island.
It is anticipated this development will
result in a net increase in 570 homes.
This would generate a need for up to 171
primary school places and up to 114
secondary school places. This site,
together with Policy Area H6 – land at
Point Road, Canvey Island, will generate
a requirement for around 1 form of entry
at both primary level.
EYCC
ECC anticipate a development of
approximately 600 homes would generate
a maximum need of 54 additional Early
Years and Childcare places. Based on the
current sufficiency data and the need to
accommodate the 30 hour Free
Entitlement offer from September 2017,
additional Early Years and Childcare
provision would be required.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

management bodies such as
the LLFA. This is to ensure
that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site. This may be achieved
through the provision of open
space and Green
Infrastructure that will also
provide benefits in terms of
recreation, nature
conservation and active
travel.”
Amend Policy H5 2c to read
as follows:
“c. in. Surface water
management on or adjacent
to the site with no increase in
the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby
properties; and
c. ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure providers such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 600 homes.”

ECC seeks clarification and
an amendment to Policy H5
2.i, to explicitly refer to the
infrastructure requirements,
including primary school
provision.
ECC seeks clarification and
an amendment to Policy H5
2.i (and paragraph 13.60) to
explicitly refer to the
infrastructure requirements,
including Early Years and
Childcare.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1264

NLPPS1265

NLPPS1266

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications
ECC recommends
amendments to paragraph
15.58 and Policy H5 (2c) to
address the above
requirements.
Amend Paragraph 13.58 to
read as follows:
“13.58 It will be necessary to
demonstrate ion site surface
water management when
considering applications;
given that the South Essex
Surface Water Management
Plan identifies the site to be
within Critical Drainage Area
(CAS 6) and in the event of a
1 in 100 year event in the
CDA. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required and improvements
to the foul drainage network
should also be incorporated
into the development to
ensure sufficient capacity
and to prevent storm
surcharge, whilst having
regard to other flood
alleviation schemes being
developed by the EA and
other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as
the LLFA. This is to ensure
that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site. This may be achieved
through the provision of open
space and Green
Infrastructure that will also
provide benefits in terms of
recreation, nature
conservation and active
travel.”
Amend Policy H5 2c to read
as follows:
“c. in. Surface water
management on or adjacent
to the site with no increase in
the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby
properties; and
c. ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure providers such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 600 homes.”

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

13.57

Y

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.57 and Policy
H5 (2c) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in this Critical
Drainage Area (CDA) as set out in the
South Essex Surface Water Management
Plan (SE SWMP).
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the Environment Agency (EA) and LLFA’s
own flood alleviation schemes, in
accordance with NPPF paragraph 100.
NPPF Paragraph 100 requires Local
Plans to be supported by Strategic Flood
Risk Assessments (SFRA) and develop
policies to manage flood risk from all
sources taking account of advice from the
EA and other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as LLFAs.

13.58

Y

See Rep NLPPS1264

See Rep NLPPS1264

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1264

13.59

Y

See Rep NLPPS1264

See Rep NLPPS1264

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1264
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NLPPS1267

NLPPS1268

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H6

H6

Soundness Comments

N

ECC seek clarification as to the status of
site H6 given the criteria in Policy H6 (2),
suggesting that this is a reserve site which
should be excluded from the housing
provision calculations. However, site H6
forms part of the Local Plan housing
allocations. Therefore, what is the status
of the site and how has it been taken into
account within the Local Plan overall
housing provision for 2,140 new homes
during the plan period.
Education Primary School Provision This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 1 – Canvey. This
development would generate a need for
up to 48 primary school places and up to
32 secondary school places. (See also
comments above on Policy H5.)
ECC seeks clarification and an
amendment to Policy H6 (6) to explicitly
refer to the infrastructure requirements,
including primary school provision and
that this is specified in paragraph 13.67

Y

LLFA
ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.63 – 13.65 and
Policy H6 (3d) (see below) to reflect the
flood alleviation requirements of the CDA,
as defined in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

Education Primary School
Provision This site is located in primary
forecast planning group 1 –
Canvey. This development
would generate a need for up
to 48 primary school places
and up to 32 secondary
school places. (See also
comments above on Policy
H5.)
ECC seeks clarification and
an amendment to Policy H6
(6) to explicitly refer to the
infrastructure requirements,
including primary school
provision and that this is
specified in paragraph 13.67
“13.67 The Transport
Evidence for the New Local
Plan shows that the strategic
road network on Canvey
Island will become more
congested over time. This
site is on a bus route, and
therefore improvements to
nearby bus waiting facilities
and the improved provision
of services on this route are
important to encourage
sustainable transport
choices. Evidence from NHS
England also indicates that
there will be a need for
additional provision of GP
services and primary school
places in the local area to
support housing growth in
this location.”
ECC seeks the following
amendments to paragraph
13.64 and Policy H6 (3d) to
address the above
requirements.
Amend Paragraphs 13.64 to
read as follows:
“13.64 It will be necessary to
demonstrate on site surface
water management when
considering applications.;
given that the South Essex
Surface Water Management
Plan identifies the site to be
within Critical Drainage Area
(CAS 6) and in the event of a
1 in 100 year event in the
CDA. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required and improvements
to the foul drainage network
should also be incorporated
into the development to
ensure sufficient capacity
and to prevent storm
surcharge, whilst having
regard to other flood
alleviation schemes being
developed by the EA and
other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as
the LLFA. This is to ensure
that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site. This may be achieved
through the provision of open
space and Green
Infrastructure that will also

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
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DTC Y/N)
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S (Y/N)
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Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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provide benefits in terms of
recreation, nature
conservation and active
travel.”
Amend Policy H6 3d to read
as follows:
“d. in. Manage surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site so there
is no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
d. ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure providers such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 160 homes.”

NLPPS1269

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.63

Y

LLFA
ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.63 – 13.65 and
Policy H6 (3d) (see below) to reflect the
flood alleviation requirements of the CDA,
as defined in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC seeks the following
amendments to paragraph
13.64 and Policy H6 (3d) to
address the above
requirements.
Amend Paragraphs 13.64 to
read as follows:
“13.64 It will be necessary to
demonstrate on site surface
water management when
considering applications.;
given that the South Essex
Surface Water Management
Plan identifies the site to be
within Critical Drainage Area
(CAS 6) and in the event of a
1 in 100 year event in the
CDA. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required and improvements
to the foul drainage network
should also be incorporated
into the development to
ensure sufficient capacity
and to prevent storm
surcharge, whilst having
regard to other flood
alleviation schemes being
developed by the EA and
other relevant flood risk
management bodies such as
the LLFA. This is to ensure
that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site. This may be achieved
through the provision of open
space and Green
Infrastructure that will also
provide benefits in terms of
recreation, nature
conservation and active
travel.”
Amend Policy H6 3d to read
as follows:
“d. in. Manage surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site so there
is no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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site or nearby properties; and
d. ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure providers such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 160 homes.”

NLPPS1270

NLPPS1271

NLPPS1272

NLPPS1273

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.64

Y

See Rep NLPPS1269

See Rep NLPPS1269

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1269

13.65

Y

See Rep NLPPS1269

See Rep NLPPS1269

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1269

13.67

Y

See Rep NLPPS1269

See Rep NLPPS1269

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1269

N

Education ECC can provide the following update on
the education requirements associated
with this proposal (please also see ECC’s
comments on Policy H9).
Education Primary School Provision This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 3 – Hadleigh. It is
anticipated that this development would
generate a need for up to 19 primary
school places and up to 13 secondary
school places. There should be sufficient
surplus capacity at the primary schools
within the forecast planning group to
accommodate the pupils from this
development. Please also see Policy H9
for ECC’s comments regarding the
cumulative effect of growth in the
Hadleigh primary forecast group area.
Education Secondary School Provision At secondary level the site is located in
secondary forecast planning group 1.
There should be sufficient surplus
capacity within the secondary schools
within the forecast planning group to
accommodate the pupils from this
development. (See also comments on
HC4.)

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

H7

ECC seeks clarification and
an amendment to Policy H7
(4b) to explicitly refer to the
infrastructure requirements,
including primary school
provision.
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NLPPS1274

NLPPS1275

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H7

13.71

Soundness Comments

Y

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.71 and Policy
H7 (2c) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

Y

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.71 and Policy
H7 (2c) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC recommends the
following amendments to
paragraph 13.71 and Policy
H7 (2c) to address the above
requirements.
Amend Paragraph 13.71 to
read as follows:
“13.71 This site is identified
as being within a Critical
Drainage Area (CAS 4), and
it is as defined in the South
Essex Surface Water
Management Plan. There
are currently 46 residential
properties at risk of internal
flooding to a depth of 0.1m in
a 1 in 100 year event in the
Critical Drainage Area.
Appropriate improvement
measures are necessary to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA.”.
Amend Policy H7 2c. to read
as follows:
“c in. Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site so that
there is no increase in the
risk of surface water flooding
to the site or nearby
properties; and
c ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 64 homes.”
ECC recommends the
following amendments to
paragraph 13.71 and Policy
H7 (2c) to address the above
requirements.
Amend Paragraph 13.71 to
read as follows:
“13.71 This site is identified
as being within a Critical
Drainage Area (CAS 4), and
it is as defined in the South
Essex Surface Water
Management Plan. There
are currently 46 residential
properties at risk of internal
flooding to a depth of 0.1m in
a 1 in 100 year event in the
Critical Drainage Area.
Appropriate improvement
measures are necessary to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA.”.
Amend Policy H7 2c. to read
as follows:
“c in. Surface water
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Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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management on and
adjacent to the site so that
there is no increase in the
risk of surface water flooding
to the site or nearby
properties; and
c ii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 64 homes.”

NLPPS1276

NLPPS1277

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H8

H8

N

Y

Education Primary School Provision This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 4 – Benfleet. It is
anticipated that this development would
generate a need for up to 24 primary
school places and up to 16 secondary
school places. There is no spare capacity
at primary schools in this forecast
planning group and pupils from this
development might, therefore, need to be
accommodated via an expansion of an
existing primary school in Benfleet
forecast planning group or an existing
primary school in the Thundersley
forecast planning group.
Education Secondary School Provision At secondary level the site is located in
secondary forecast planning group 1.
There should be sufficient surplus
capacity within the secondary schools
within the forecast planning group to
accommodate the pupils from this
development. (See also comments on
HC4.)

ECC seek clarification and
an amendment to Policy H8,
to explicitly refer to the
infrastructure requirements.

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.73 and Policy
H8 (2 a) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC recommends the
following amendments to
paragraph 13.73 and policy
H8 (2a) to address the above
requirements
Amend Paragraph 13.73 to
read as follows:
“13.73 It will be necessary to
demonstrate integration of
sustainable urban drainage
techniques, as the site is
identified as being in a given
that the South Essex Surface
Water Management Plan
identifies the site to be within
Critical Drainage Area (CAS
1). There are currently 542
residential properties at risk
of internal flooding to a depth
of 0.1m in a 1 in 100 year
event in the Critical Drainage
Area. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required. in order. This is to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA”.
Amend Policy H8 (2a) to
read as follows:
“a. Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
b. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 81 homes.”

NLPPS1278

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.73

Y

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.73 and Policy
H8 (2 a) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC recommends the
following amendments to
paragraph 13.73 and policy
H8 (2a) to address the above
requirements
Amend Paragraph 13.73 to
read as follows:
“13.73 It will be necessary to
demonstrate integration of
sustainable urban drainage
techniques, as the site is
identified as being in a given
that the South Essex Surface
Water Management Plan
identifies the site to be within
Critical Drainage Area (CAS
1). There are currently 542
residential properties at risk
of internal flooding to a depth
of 0.1m in a 1 in 100 year
event in the Critical Drainage
Area. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required. in order. This is to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA”.
Amend Policy H8 (2a) to
read as follows:
“a. Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
b. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 81 homes.”

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1279

NLPPS1280

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H9

H9

Soundness Comments

N

Education Primary School Provision This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 3 – Hadleigh. It is
anticipated that this development would
generate a need for up to 54 primary
school places and up to 36 secondary
school places. There will not be sufficient
surplus capacity within the primary
schools within the forecast planning group
to accommodate the pupils from this
development and from the development at
Policy Area H7. An expansion of one of
the schools in the area is likely to be
required.
Education Secondary School Provision At secondary level the site is located in
secondary forecast planning group 1.
There should be sufficient surplus
capacity within the secondary schools
within the forecast planning group to
accommodate the pupils from this
development. (See also comments on
HC4.)

ECC seeks clarification and
an amendment to Policy H9
(4), to explicitly refer to the
infrastructure requirements,
including primary school
provision.

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.78 and Policy
H9 (2d) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC recommends the
following amendments to
paragraph 13.78 and Policy
H9 (2d) to address the above
requirements
Amend Paragraph 13.78 to
read as follows:
“13.78. The overall design of
the site should ensure
linkages to neighbouring
public open spaces, and
greenways. It will also be
necessary to demonstrate
integration of sustainable
urban drainage techniques,
as the site is identified as
being in a given that the
South Essex Surface Water
Management Plan identifies
the site to be within a CDA
(CAS 3). There are currently
209 residential properties at
risk of internal flooding to a
depth of 0.1m in a 1 in 100
year event in the Critical
Drainage Area. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required. in order This is to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA.”.
Amend Policy H9 (2d) to
read as follows:
“di. Manage Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
dii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 81 homes.”

Y
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Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1281

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.78

Y

Soundness Comments

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.78 and Policy
H9 (2d) (see below) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC recommends the
following amendments to
paragraph 13.78 and Policy
H9 (2d) to address the above
requirements
Amend Paragraph 13.78 to
read as follows:
“13.78. The overall design of
the site should ensure
linkages to neighbouring
public open spaces, and
greenways. It will also be
necessary to demonstrate
integration of sustainable
urban drainage techniques,
as the site is identified as
being in a given that the
South Essex Surface Water
Management Plan identifies
the site to be within a CDA
(CAS 3). There are currently
209 residential properties at
risk of internal flooding to a
depth of 0.1m in a 1 in 100
year event in the Critical
Drainage Area. Appropriate
improvement measures are
required. in order This is to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA.”.
Amend Policy H9 (2d) to
read as follows:
“di. Manage Surface water
management on and
adjacent to the site ensuring
no increase in the risk of
surface water flooding to the
site or nearby properties; and
dii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 81 homes.”
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For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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H 11

Soundness Comments

N

ECC objects to Policy H11 and supporting
text within paragraphs 13.87 – 13.97 and
maintain its previous objections to Policy
H11 (formerly site H18) from 2014, in the
absence of supporting evidence, to justify
the allocation.
ECC objects to the proposal on the
grounds that it is contrary to CPBC own
Local Plan evidence, SA/SEA evidence,
and Strategic Green Belt evidence; and in
the absence of evidence to substantiate
the allocation, including highway evidence
and provision of infrastructure,
deliverability and viability. (See also ECC
earlier objections in respect of the Duty to
Co-operate, conflicts with the SA/SEA
evidence and Castle Points Transport
Phase 2 Report (November 2015)).
Highways The Local Plan proposes 400 new homes
to be delivered up to 2031 with the
remainder of the site to be safeguarded to
meet housing needs post 2031.
The SA/SEA recommends that the entire
site is safeguarded until 2031 in order to
allow for a more comprehensive
development proposal to be put together
which may be able to deliver the
infrastructure necessary to achieve
sustainable development. The SA/SEA
report also indicates that access to the
site is difficult, both from the strategic
network (A127 and A130) and from the un
made road network to the existing urban
area. Any access would need to be
resolved in order for development to
occur.
However, only the north east part of the
site has been allocated for development in
the New Plan (some 400 dwellings)
contrary to the SA/SEA. The north east
location is remote from the existing urban
area and consequently primary schools
and other services. The level of
development is significantly insufficient to
provide the financing needed for a new
strategic access from the A127 / A130,
approximately £60m. ECC has previously
objected to the inclusion of this site and
the concerns do not appear to have been
considered in the allocation of this site.
ECC considers that it is unclear how the
selection of this site would be considered
as ’`justified’, as part of the tests of
soundness (NPPF, paragraph 182) as it
does not appear to be based on
proportionate evidence.
Furthermore, this area of NW Thundersley
is relatively unconstrained and functions
as a large swathe of Green Belt which
forms part of the separation between
Thundersley and the nearby towns of
Wickford, Rayleigh and Bowers Gifford.
Development in this location has the
potential to impact on the strategic
function of the Green Belt from a South
Essex perspective and any development
would need to be appropriately located
and designed to maintain the sense of
separation that currently exists. (Green
Belt Boundary Review, November 2013)
On the 20 August 2015 CPBC formally
requested the comments of ECC as
Highway Authority in respect of site H11,
as part of a request for officers to
investigate more thoroughly the site as a
possible development site. ECC under
took the review and formally responded
on 30 October 2015, in which ECC
maintained its original objection which is

ECC seeks clarification and
up to date evidence base to
demonstrate how ECC’s
earlier objections in 2014
have been addressed.
ECC seek clarification and
supporting evidence on the
deliverability of the proposal,
including the provision of
infrastructure, such as
primary school provision.
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ECC response to the
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the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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in line with CPBC’s own evidence
regarding access to North West
Thundersley (as set out in Castle Points
Transport Phase 2 Report, November
2015).
ECC maintains its objection to the
inclusion of this site on the basis of:
• No direct access should be taken from
the A127, A1245 and A130 as this would
significantly impact on the free flow of
traffic on the strategic route. This position
will be reviewed by ECC after the
implementation of the long term major
scheme for the A127 / A130 Fairglen
Interchange.
• An appropriate strategic access is
required into the site, which is presently
comprised of un-made roads.
• Lack of evidence to substantiate the
viability and deliverability of the site
proposals.
• Access from the existing urban area will
exacerbate congestion at Tarpots (A13)
and Woodman’s Arms junctions (A129).
• Any reconfiguring of the Rayleigh Spur
junction is economically unviable at
present, and especially at the proposed
level of development.
• Site is distant from the existing primary
and secondary school provision with no
available safe walking routes between
home and school. ECC would not support
any development in advance of such
routes being provided.
• ECC considers the current proposal for
400 dwellings is insufficient to warrant the
provision of a new primary school to serve
the development.
Education ECC seeks clarification and an up-to-date
evidence in support of this allocation. In
addition to the Highway Authority’s
objections the proposal appears contrary
to the Local Plan’s own evidence base
and there is considerable uncertainty
concerning whether or not the area of
search as proposed would be able to
deliver significant numbers of new homes
within the Plan period.
Education Primary School Provision This site is located in primary forecast
planning group 2 – Thundersley. A
development of some 400 homes would
generate a need for up to 120 primary
school places and up to 80 secondary
school places. As previously, indicated
(see H4) whilst there should be sufficient
surplus capacity within the primary
schools within this forecast planning
group to accommodate the pupils from the
final phase of the site “Land off Kiln Road”
there will be little surplus capacity
remaining to accommodate pupils from
the cumulative pupil growth that will be
generated from a number of small
developments in the area and/ or this
development. In addition, there do not
appear to be any safe walking/ cycling
routes connecting the area of search to
the nearest primary and secondary
schools.
The primary pupils that would be
produced from the 400 homes would need
to be accommodated by the expansion of
an existing primary school located nearest
to the area of search.
Education Secondary School Provision The secondary pupils would need to be
accommodated by one of the 3 secondary
schools in the secondary forecast group
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1. (See also comments on HC4.)

NLPPS1283

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H 11

Y

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.93 and policy
H11 (1d) and (3d) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

ECC recommends the
following amendment to
paragraph 13.93 to refer to
the sites allocation within a
CDA as defined in the SE
SWMP to address the above
requirements.
“13.93 Compared to
elsewhere in the borough
however, this land is
relatively unconstrained.
There are two local wildlife
sites located to the south of
the area. However,
development in these
locations could be avoided.
Elsewhere, within this area,
there is limited biodiversity
interest, although ecological
investigation is advised by
the Local Wildlife Site
Review 2012 prior to
development. It will be
necessary to demonstrate
integration of sustainable
urban drainage techniques,
given that the South Essex
Surface Water Management
Plan identifies the site to be
within Critical Drainage Area.
The area is within Flood
Risk Zone 1, although there
is a surface and groundwater
flow across the land,
identified through the South
Essex Surface Water
Management Plan, which
would need to be avoided.
Appropriate improvement
measures are necessary to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Y

Soundness Comments

LLFA ECC as the LLFA seeks clarification and
changes to paragraph 13.93 and policy
H11 (1d) and (3d) to reflect the flood
alleviation requirements in the CDA as set
out in the SE SWMP.
Further information is required on the
extent/severity of the flood risk as defined
in the SE SWMP and the stated
requirements to address the impacts of
flooding within CDAs, taking into account
the EA and LLFA’s own flood alleviation
schemes, in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 100. NPPF Paragraph 100
requires Local Plans to be supported by a
SFRA and develop policies to manage
flood risk from all sources taking account
of advice from the EA and other relevant
flood risk management bodies such as
LLFAs.

site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA.
The landscape is not of
significant historic value,
although investigation is
again advised by the Thames
Gateway Historic
Characterisation.
Furthermore, the landscape
is not of a high value in
aesthetic terms, although its
nature would be
fundamentally changed by
development as noted in the
Green Belt Landscape
Assessment.
ECC as LLFA recommend
the following amendment to
Policy H11 (1 d) and (3d) to
both read as follows:
“di. Proposals avoid surface
water flow paths and area of
high groundwater
vulnerability, and incorporate
surface water management
as required by policy CC6,
on and adjacent to the site
so that there is no increase in
the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby
properties; and
dii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 81 homes.”
ECC recommends the
following amendment to
paragraph 13.93 to refer to
the sites allocation within a
CDA as defined in the SE
SWMP to address the above
requirements.
“13.93 Compared to
elsewhere in the borough
however, this land is
relatively unconstrained.
There are two local wildlife
sites located to the south of
the area. However,
development in these
locations could be avoided.
Elsewhere, within this area,
there is limited biodiversity
interest, although ecological
investigation is advised by
the Local Wildlife Site
Review 2012 prior to
development. It will be
necessary to demonstrate
integration of sustainable
urban drainage techniques,
given that the South Essex
Surface Water Management
Plan identifies the site to be
within Critical Drainage Area.
The area is within Flood
Risk Zone 1, although there
is a surface and groundwater
flow across the land,
identified through the South
Essex Surface Water
Management Plan, which
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For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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would need to be avoided.
Appropriate improvement
measures are necessary to
ensure that surface water is
managed appropriately in
order to prevent flooding of
properties on or nearby the
site whilst having regard to
other flood alleviation
schemes being developed by
the EA and other relevant
flood risk management
bodies such as the LLFA.
The landscape is not of
significant historic value,
although investigation is
again advised by the Thames
Gateway Historic
Characterisation.
Furthermore, the landscape
is not of a high value in
aesthetic terms, although its
nature would be
fundamentally changed by
development as noted in the
Green Belt Landscape
Assessment.
ECC as LLFA recommend
the following amendment to
Policy H11 (1 d) and (3d) to
both read as follows:
“di. Proposals avoid surface
water flow paths and area of
high groundwater
vulnerability, and incorporate
surface water management
as required by policy CC6,
on and adjacent to the site
so that there is no increase in
the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby
properties; and
dii. The council will work in
partnership with drainage
infrastructure provides such
as the EA and the LLFA to
accommodate the drainage
infrastructure needs of an
additional 81 homes.”

NLPPS1285

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

H 13

Y

ECC welcomes and supports Policy H13,
and the inclusion of specialist housing
including ECC’s Independent Living
Programme for extra care
accommodation, in accordance with
Policy H1.
ECC welcomes the inclusion and
reference to specialist housing and
reference to Extra Care accommodation,
which includes ECC Independent Living
Programme, which can also form part of
the affordable housing provision.
ECC note the figures in Paragraph
13.106, outlining the demand for specialist
housing for older people (75+) as 1,150
new homes comprising a mix of sheltered
/retirement housing and extra care
accommodation.

ECC recommend further
cross referencing within the
New Plan to ECC’s revised
Extra Care requirements and
number of specialist housing
units, for ages 55+, and the
requirements of the
Independent Living
Programme. Please refer to
ECC’s earlier comments,
amendments and proposed
additional text regarding
Independent Living and
Policy H1and paragraphs
13.17, , 13.27-13.32 & an
additional paragraph after
13.18)

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

13.106

Soundness Comments

Y

ECC welcomes and supports Policy H13,
and the inclusion of specialist housing
including ECC’s Independent Living
Programme for extra care
accommodation, in accordance with
Policy H1.
ECC welcomes the inclusion and
reference to specialist housing and
reference to Extra Care accommodation,
which includes ECC Independent Living
Programme, which can also form part of
the affordable housing provision.
ECC note the figures in Paragraph
13.106, outlining the demand for specialist
housing for older people (75+) as 1,150
new homes comprising a mix of sheltered
/retirement housing and extra care
accommodation.

ECC recommend further
cross referencing within the
New Plan to ECC’s revised
Extra Care requirements and
number of specialist housing
units, for ages 55+, and the
requirements of the
Independent Living
Programme. Please refer to
ECC’s earlier comments,
amendments and proposed
additional text regarding
Independent Living and
Policy H1and paragraphs
13.17, , 13.27-13.32 & an
additional paragraph after
13.18)
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Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

ECC recommends the
evidence base within the
“policy context” is updated to
specifically refer to new
national guidance Active
Design Planning for health
and wellbeing through sport
and physical activity
published in October 2015 by
Sport England and Public
Health England.
ECC recommend an
additional paragraph after
14.8 is inserted to outline this
new Guidance and the “Ten
Principles of Active Design”
which seeks opportunities to
encourage and promote
sport and physical activity
through the design and
layout of the built
environment.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

14.1

Y

ECC recommends the evidence base
within the “policy context” is updated to
specifically refer to new national guidance
Active Design Planning for health and
wellbeing through sport and physical
activity published in October 2015 by
Sport England and Public Health England.
ECC recommend an additional paragraph
after 14.8 is inserted to outline this new
Guidance and the “Ten Principles of
Active Design” which seeks opportunities
to encourage and promote sport and
physical activity through the design and
layout of the built environment.

14.2

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287

14.3

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287

14.4

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287

14.5

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287

14.6

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287

14.7

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287

14.8

Y

See Rep NLPPS1287

See Rep NLPPS1287

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1287
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Y
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ECC as Public Health and ECC Active
Essex Team, seek clarification and
updates to the evidence base to reflect
the national health and wellbeing
guidance and evidence published, since
the 2014 Plan; such as:
• Active Design principles; Planning for
health and wellbeing through sport and
physical activity”; published in October
2015, joint national Guidance published
jointly by Sport England and Public Health
England.
• Public Health England (2015) Health
Profiles Castle Point, published June
2015 Published by Public Health England
(June 2015)
• Healthy Places- wellbeing in the
Environment (2016) Published by The UK
Health Forum
• Essex Insights (2014) Local Authority
Portrait Published October 2014
• Dementia friendly communities
Guidance for Councils Revised Edition,
published by the Local Government
Association (circa 2014/5)
• HUDU Planning for Health, Using the
planning system to control hot food
takeaways, A good practice Guide by
NHS London Healthy Urban Development
Unit 2013
• Healthy New Towns by NHS England
2016
• Working Together to Promote Active
Travel by Public Health England May
2016 A briefing for local authorities
ECC’s Active Essex Team is working with
Essex Districts / Boroughs to develop the
Sport and Physical Activity perspective
within Local Plans, to address the socioeconomic and environmental issues as
they apply to the Borough.
ECC seeks clarification on how the
findings from the evidence base has
informed the preparation of the New Plan;
for example
Public Health England (2015) Health
Profiles Castle Point, published June
2015; suggests the need to limit A5 uses
in areas surrounding schools; areas with a
high concentration of these businesses
and limiting over-the-counter sales from
these commercial retailers if they are in
close proximity of areas where children
are (i.e. parks, schools etc) at the end of
the school day. This has been previously
supported in new local plans as per
Waltham Forest and Barking and
Dagenham (see also – Healthy Places –
wellbeing in the Environment 2015).
However paragraphs 10.49-50,
acknowledge the health issue but no
reference is made to the A5 uses and
their proximity to schools.
Please also refer to ECC’s comments
above in response to paragraphs 10.4950 and policy R1.

ECC as Public Health and
ECC Active Essex Team,
seek clarification and
updates to the evidence base
to reflect the national health
and wellbeing guidance and
evidence published, since
the 2014 Plan; such as:
• Active Design principles;
Planning for health and
wellbeing through sport and
physical activity”; published
in October 2015, joint
national Guidance published
jointly by Sport England and
Public Health England.
• Public Health England
(2015) Health Profiles Castle
Point, published June 2015
Published by Public Health
England (June 2015)
• Healthy Places- wellbeing
in the Environment (2016)
Published by The UK Health
Forum
• Essex Insights (2014) Local
Authority Portrait Published
October 2014
• Dementia friendly
communities Guidance for
Councils Revised Edition,
published by the Local
Government Association
(circa 2014/5)
• HUDU Planning for Health,
Using the planning system to
control hot food takeaways,
A good practice Guide by
NHS London Healthy Urban
Development Unit 2013
• Healthy New Towns by
NHS England 2016
• Working Together to
Promote Active Travel by
Public Health England May
2016 A briefing for local
authorities
ECC’s Active Essex Team is
working with Essex Districts /
Boroughs to develop the
Sport and Physical Activity
perspective within Local
Plans, to address the socioeconomic and environmental
issues as they apply to the
Borough.
ECC seeks clarification on
how the findings from the
evidence base has informed
the preparation of the New
Plan; for example
Public Health England (2015)
Health Profiles Castle Point,
published June 2015;
suggests the need to limit A5
uses in areas surrounding
schools; areas with a high
concentration of these
businesses and limiting overthe-counter sales from these
commercial retailers if they
are in close proximity of
areas where children are (i.e.
parks, schools etc) at the end
of the school day. This has
been previously supported in
new local plans as per
Waltham Forest and Barking
and Dagenham (see also –
Healthy Places – wellbeing in
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For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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the Environment 2015).
However paragraphs 10.4950, acknowledge the health
issue but no reference is
made to the A5 uses and
their proximity to schools.
Please also refer to ECC’s
comments above in response
to paragraphs 10.49-50 and
policy R1.

NLPPS1296

NLPPS1297

NLPPS1298

NLPPS1299

NLPPS1300

NLPPS1301

NLPPS1302

NLPPS1303

NLPPS1304

NLPPS1305

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley

15.2

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.3

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.4

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.5

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.6

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.7

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.8

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.9

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.1

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.11

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295
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NLPPS1306

NLPPS1307

NLPPS1308

NLPPS1309

NLPPS1310

NLPPS1311

NLPPS1312

NLPPS1313

NLPPS1314

Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

15.12

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.13

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.14

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.15

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

15.16

Y

See Rep NLPPS1295

See Rep NLPPS1295

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1295

ECC request that specific
reference is made to the
policy context and evidence
contained in the ECC
Developers’
Guide
to
Infrastructure Contributions
(published
March
2016)
(Developers Guide), which
would assist the formation of
an Infrastructure Delivery
Plan, which is required to
accompany a Local Plan.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

15.1

N

ECC consider the Developers Guide to be
a reliable basis on which ECC may plan
future service provision for the required
community and physical infrastructure for
which it is responsible to support growth.

15.2

N

See Rep NLPPS1311

See Rep NLPPS1311

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1311

15.3

N

See Rep NLPPS1311

See Rep NLPPS1311

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1311

15.4

N

See Rep NLPPS1311

See Rep NLPPS1311

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1311

NLPPS1315

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

15.5

N

ECC object to the evidence base as
listed, which has not been updated since
the 2014 Local Plan consultation, and
does not reflect the significant reduction in
housing provision as now proposed within
the New Plan. For example the
Community Infrastructure Needs
Assessment 2013 should be updated to
clearly state the requirements
commensurate to the proposals.

NLPPS1316

Lesley

15.6

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

ECC also seeks amendment
to include new national
guidance and evidence
requirements, such as the
new national guidance Active
Design Planning for health
and wellbeing through sport
and physical activity
published in October 2015 by
Sport England and Public
Health England.
(see ECC earlier comments
to Chapter 14)

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
See Rep NLPPS1315
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NLPPS1317

NLPPS1318

NLPPS1319

NLPPS1320

NLPPS1321

NLPPS1322

NLPPS1323

NLPPS1324

NLPPS1325

NLPPS1326

NLPPS1327

Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)
Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

15.7

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.8

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.9

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.1

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.11

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.12

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.13

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.14

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.15

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

15.16

N

See Rep NLPPS1315

See Rep NLPPS1315

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1315

ECC recommends the evidence base
within the “policy context” is updated to
specifically refer to new national guidance
Active Design Planning for health and
wellbeing through sport and physical
activity published in October 2015 by
Sport England and Public Health England.
ECC recommend an additional paragraph
after 14.8, is inserted, to outline this new
Guidance and the “Ten Principles of
Active Design” which seeks opportunities
to encourage and promote sport and
physical activity through the design and
layout of the built environment

ECC recommends the
evidence base within the
“policy context” is updated to
specifically refer to new
national guidance Active
Design Planning for health
and wellbeing through sport
and physical activity
published in October 2015 by
Sport England and Public
Health England.
ECC recommend an
additional paragraph after
14.8, is inserted, to outline
this new Guidance and the
“Ten Principles of Active
Design” which seeks
opportunities to encourage
and promote sport and
physical activity through the
design and layout of the built
environment

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

HC 2

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Y

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
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NLPPS1328

NLPPS1329

NLPPS1330

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

15.35

15.37

15.38

Y

N

N

Soundness Comments

ECC recommend the reference to the
”Integrated County Strategy” is updated to
refer to the “Economic Plan for Essex
(2014)”

ECC object to an out of date evidence
base, which should be updated to reflect
the proposed growth within the New Plan.
ECC seeks to provide the most up to date
information around capacity and need for
those areas of infrastructure it is
responsible for, particularly education and
transport; EYCC and Independent Living
and wider services including Country
Parks. Issues around phasing of
development and funding of infrastructure
will be crucial for effective delivery and
this will need to be reflected in the
evidence base as the New Plan
preparation progresses.
ECC object to the omission of reference
to the revised edition of the ECC Guide to
Developer Contributions (Published
March 2016) and seek amendments to
include reference to this Guide, which
provides essential evidence to ECC’s
infrastructure requirements for
developers.
The paragraph correctly notes that ECC
has the statutory responsibility for
ensuring that there are sufficient school
places across the County. However, the
findings based upon the Commissioning
School Places in Essex 2013-18 are now
out of date and should be replaced by the
most up to date evidence as set out in
ECCs “Commissioning School Places in
Essex 2015-20” published in 2016 (see
ECC comments in to paragraph 13.40).
ECC is concerned that the Plan provides
no clear indication as to when sites are
likely to be developed (i.e. phasing of
sites in five year blocks throughout the
plan period 0 – 5; 5-10 & 10-15 years).
The commissioning assessments are
dependent on when specific sites for new
housing are brought forward for
development or if there is a significant
change in the birth rate or inward/ outward
migration. (See also ECC earlier comment
under Policy H1 (2))
Education Primary School Provision The primary schools located in Castle
Point Borough Council’s area have seen
overall growth of 5% in pupil numbers (an
additional 308 pupils) during the period
January 2011 to January 2016. The
highest levels of growth have been
experienced on Canvey Island (6% - an
additional 168 pupils) and Thundersley
(8% - an additional 96 pupils).
The Commissioning School Places in
Essex 2015-20 document indicates that,
based on current primary school
capacities, there will only be a surplus of
137 primary school places across the
borough by the end of the school year

ECC recommend the
reference to the ”Integrated
County Strategy” is updated
to refer to the “Economic
Plan for Essex (2014)”

ECC seeks amendments to
paragraph 15.38 and Policy
HC4 to reflect the most up to
date evidence and have
provided the following
commentary based on the
2016 publication.
The policy must, therefore,
require appropriate
development proposals to
identify education sites and
facilitate land transfer to the
appropriate Authority (for
nominal consideration) via
s106 even where the
justification for such facilities
is based on a degree of
cumulative impact.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

2019-20. In order to accommodate the
growth in pupil numbers that will be
produced from new housing plans are in
place to increase the capacity of
Northwick Park Primary School on
Canvey Island from 2 forms of entry (60
pupils per year) to 3 forms of entry (90
pupils per year) from the school year
2017-18. There are currently three
relocatable class bases in use that will
also need to be replaced with permanent
accommodation to manage the higher
pupil numbers on the Island. On the
mainland pupils generated by new
housing is likely to result in a small deficit
of places that will need to be addressed
by the expansion of an existing school (½
form of entry – 105 places). If 400 homes
are delivered within the Plan period for
Policy H11, then a further ½ form of entry
(105 places) expansion of an existing
school on the mainland will be required.
Education Secondary School Provision At secondary level the schools located in
CPBC’s area have seen an overall decline
in secondary pupil numbers of 7% during
the period January 2011 to January 2016.
The largest decline has been experienced
on Canvey Island (a fall of 306 pupils –
14%) whilst the schools on the mainland
saw a relatively small drop in numbers
(130 pupils – 3%).
The housing numbers planned for the
borough, as identified in the PreSubmission Draft Plan, are significantly
lower than those included within the
previous consulted 2014 Plan. (Strategic
housing sites representing a total of over
1,900 homes, over 1,600 on mainland
sites, have been removed from the 2014
Plan.)
Whilst some additional dwellings may
result if the appeal at land south of
Jotman’s Lane is successful and the area
of search in north-west Thundersley
provides land for up to 400 homes during
the period covered by the current New
Plan there will still be significantly fewer
homes built than was anticipated in the
2014 consultation Draft Plan.
This very significant reduction in housing
numbers may make it more difficult to
sustain the current pattern of secondary
school provision that exists on the
mainland where there are currently over
800 unfilled secondary school places.
1,600 additional homes would have been
expected to produce some 300 additional
secondary aged pupils, the equivalent to
two additional forms of entry per year. The
majority of these additional pupils would
have been expected to attend one of the
three secondary schools on the mainland.
On the basis of the number of homes
contained within the current draft Plan this
anticipated growth in secondary pupil
numbers would not happen. This is likely
to have a detrimental impact on the
revenue funding available to these
schools, which is largely based on pupil
numbers. This could have a
disproportionate impact on the smallest
school if it cannot attract sufficient pupil
numbers to enable it to maintain a broad
and balanced curriculum for its pupils.
The existing capacity at the two
secondary schools located on Canvey
Island should be sufficient to
accommodate the growth in pupil
numbers generated by new housing,
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NLPPS1331

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

15.5

Y

Soundness Comments

although a minor expansion may be
required to accommodate growth from
any “windfall” sites.
The assessment of the number of primary
and secondary school pupils that it is
anticipated might be produced by each
strategic housing site and smaller housing
sites has been produced using the
maximum pupil yield from each dwelling
i.e. a factor of 0.3 pupil per home at
primary level and 0.2 pupil per home at
secondary level. One bedroom flats,
sheltered accommodation for the elderly
and student accommodation would not be
expected to produce any school age
children. Flats, other than those with 1
bedroom, would be expected to produce a
lower pupil yield of 0.15 pupils per
dwelling at primary level and 0.1 at
secondary level. By using the higher
factor the assessment provides for a
worst case scenario. The numbers of
pupils produced by individual
developments will reflect the mix of
dwellings finally agreed when planning
applications are approved.
ECC Schools Service is in principle
supportive of Policy HC4 that proposes
that the borough council will support, in
principle, proposals which seek to
improve the quality and choice of
education and learning opportunities in
Castle Point which provide parental
choice. It is also supportive of Policy HC4
that will provide funding via Section 106
contributions and CIL to fund increases in
the capacity of education facilities in the
borough. Since all impacts can be viewed
as cumulative it is, however, important
that paragraph 3 of this policy is clarified.
CIL regulation 123 allows up to five s106
obligations to be considered and where
an area has a number of larger
developments and, for example, a new
school is required, it may be more
appropriate for these sites to make s106
contributions. Land for new facilities
cannot, in any case, be secured through
CIL.
ECC recommends changes for
clarification to reflect the latest ECC
evidence base for the provision of EYCC
services (2016 Sufficiency data); as
follows:
Change Paragraphs 15.50 and 15.51 to
read as follows:
“15.50 The Essex Early Years and
Childcare service report a likely increase
in the demand for the provision of spaces
in nurseries and pre-schools as
entitlement changes take effect which
extend free provision to the 40% most
deprived 2 year olds over the period 2013
to 2015.from 15 hours to 30 hours from
September 2017. In Castle Point it is
important to consider that the impact of
this change will be most significant on
Canvey Island due to current insufficient
childcare places. Additionally, they report
the need for flexibility within the supply of
different types of early years and
childcare services and facilities in order to
respond to the different needs of families
as their economic and working
arrangements change.”
“15.51 In addition to nurseries and preschools, children’s centres play an
important role within the early years and
childcare service. They provide the

ECC recommends changes
for clarification to reflect the
latest ECC evidence base for
the provision of EYCC
services (2016 Sufficiency
data); as follows:
Change Paragraphs 15.50
and 15.51 to read as follows:
“15.50 The Essex Early
Years and Childcare service
report a likely increase in the
demand for the provision of
spaces in nurseries and preschools as entitlement
changes take effect which
extend free provision to the
40% most deprived 2 year
olds over the period 2013 to
2015.from 15 hours to 30
hours from September 2017.
In Castle Point it is important
to consider that the impact of
this change will be most
significant on Canvey Island
due to current insufficient
childcare places.
Additionally, they report the
need for flexibility within the
supply of different types of
early years and childcare

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Soundness Comments

opportunity for families to access services
and support that assist in ensuring the
well-being of children and young people
within the community.”

NLPPS1332

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1333

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

15.51

15.53

Y

ECC recommends changes for
clarification to reflect the latest ECC
evidence base for the provision of EYCC
services (2016 Sufficiency data); as
follows:
Change Paragraphs 15.50 and 15.51 to
read as follows:
“15.50 The Essex Early Years and
Childcare service report a likely increase
in the demand for the provision of spaces
in nurseries and pre-schools as
entitlement changes take effect which
extend free provision to the 40% most
deprived 2 year olds over the period 2013
to 2015.from 15 hours to 30 hours from
September 2017. In Castle Point it is
important to consider that the impact of
this change will be most significant on
Canvey Island due to current insufficient
childcare places. Additionally, they report
the need for flexibility within the supply of
different types of early years and
childcare services and facilities in order to
respond to the different needs of families
as their economic and working
arrangements change.”
“15.51 In addition to nurseries and preschools, children’s centres play an
important role within the early years and
childcare service. They provide the
opportunity for families to access services
and support that assist in ensuring the
well-being of children and young people
within the community.”

Y

ECC welcome the approach to library
provision as outlined in paragraph 15.53,
and the recognition of the existing libraries
as part of the “education facilities” within
policy HC4 (4), as part of community
infrastructure.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

services and facilities in
order to respond to the
different needs of families as
their economic and working
arrangements change.”
“15.51 In addition to
nurseries and pre-schools,
children’s centres play an
important role within the early
years and childcare service.
They provide the opportunity
for families to access
services and support that
assist in ensuring the wellbeing of children and young
people within the
community.”

ECC recommends changes
for clarification to reflect the
latest ECC evidence base for
the provision of EYCC
services (2016 Sufficiency
data); as follows:
Change Paragraphs 15.50
and 15.51 to read as follows:
“15.50 The Essex Early
Years and Childcare service
report a likely increase in the
demand for the provision of
spaces in nurseries and preschools as entitlement
changes take effect which
extend free provision to the
40% most deprived 2 year
olds over the period 2013 to
2015.from 15 hours to 30
hours from September 2017.
In Castle Point it is important
to consider that the impact of
this change will be most
significant on Canvey Island
due to current insufficient
childcare places.
Additionally, they report the
need for flexibility within the
supply of different types of
early years and childcare
services and facilities in
order to respond to the
different needs of families as
their economic and working
arrangements change.”
“15.51 In addition to
nurseries and pre-schools,
children’s centres play an
important role within the early
years and childcare service.
They provide the opportunity
for families to access
services and support that
assist in ensuring the wellbeing of children and young
people within the
community.”

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1334

NLPPS1335

NLPPS1336

NLPPS1337

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

HC 4

HC 5

15.75

GB 1

N

Soundness Comments

Whilst ECC welcomes the principles
within Policy HC4, especially in respect of
Education within points 1, 2 and 3, which
seek to improve the quality and choice of
education and learning opportunities
whilst providing parental choice; ECC
maintains an overall objection to the
Policy and supporting evidence.
ECC would welcome the opportunity to
work with CPBC to develop the evidence
base, and would need to be satisfied the
evidence is in place to optimise the
appropriate community infrastructure
funding, in accordance with ECC’s
Developer Guide.

ECC seeks the following
amendments:
• The preparation of up to
date evidence base to
demonstrate the viability and
deliverability of the Local
Plan; including (but not
limited to)
- A Viability Assessment of
the whole Pre-Submission
Plan (as proposed);
- An Infrastructure Delivery
Plan to clearly demonstrate
what is required, by when,
who by and how much the
projects would cost; having
regard to ECC’s Developers
Guide (see comment to
paragraph 15.37 above)
• Policy HC4 inclusion of and
reference to “Employment
Development”, to provide
contributions, which is
relevant to the provision of
Early Years and Childcare.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Y

ECC support the principles of Policy HC5
and Strategic Objective 3 “To protect and
enhance the range of services that
support healthy and active communities
within Castle Point”.
ECC seek clarification and updates to the
evidence base; please refer to ECC’s
earlier comments under Policy HC1.

ECC support the principles of
Policy HC5 and Strategic
Objective 3 “To protect and
enhance the range of
services that support healthy
and active communities
within Castle Point”.
ECC seek clarification and
updates to the evidence
base; please refer to ECC’s
earlier comments under
Policy HC1.

Yes

N

Whilst ECC supports the principles of this
section and Policy HC11, ECC objects to
the out of date evidence base, which has
not been updated since the 2014 Plan
and does not reflect the significant
reduction in housing provision within the
New Plan.

For example the Community
Infrastructure Needs
Assessment 2013, should be
updated, to clearly state the
requirements commensurate
to the proposals. (See ECC
comments to Policy HC1 and
sections 5.1 – 5.16 and
Policy HC2)

Yes

N

ECC object to lack of clarification and an
inconsistent use of the evidence base for
the selection of development sites
contrary to the Green Belt Review was
published in 2013. No new evidence has
been provided to support the retention of
99% of the Green Belt as defined in the
adopted 1998 Local Plan; or to justify the
change since 2014, which proposed the
retention of 92% of the Green Belt

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1338

NLPPS1339

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1340

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1341

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NLPPS1342

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

GB 2

16.13

16.14

TS 1

17 - Meeting
the
challenges of
climate
change,
flooding and
coastal
change

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

N

ECC object to lack of clarification and an
inconsistent use of the evidence base for
the selection of development sites
contrary to the Green Belt Review was
published in 2013. No new evidence has
been provided to support the retention of
99% of the Green Belt as defined in the
adopted 1998 Local Plan; or to justify the
change since 2014, which proposed the
retention of 92% of the Green Belt

Yes

N

ECC object to lack of clarification and an
inconsistent use of the evidence base for
the selection of development sites
contrary to the Green Belt Review was
published in 2013. No new evidence has
been provided to support the retention of
99% of the Green Belt as defined in the
adopted 1998 Local Plan; or to justify the
change since 2014, which proposed the
retention of 92% of the Green Belt

Yes

N

ECC object to lack of clarification and an
inconsistent use of the evidence base for
the selection of development sites
contrary to the Green Belt Review was
published in 2013. No new evidence has
been provided to support the retention of
99% of the Green Belt as defined in the
adopted 1998 Local Plan; or to justify the
change since 2014, which proposed the
retention of 92% of the Green Belt

Yes

Y

ECC Schools Service is supportive of the
policy that would require Gypsy and
Traveller accommodation to be “located in
order to ensure good access to healthcare
and schools”.

Y

Overall ECC welcomes the policies within
this Chapter. However ECC notes
comments from 2014, in respect of
policies CC1, CC7 and CC8 have not
been taking into account.

ECC seek clarification on
how these comments were
addressed and consider the
comments to be relevant.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1343

NLPPS1344

NLPPS1345

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Appendix 4 Local Wildlife
Sites - Table
3.1

17.7

Constraints
Map

Soundness Comments

Y

ECC seeks changes to the terminology
within Paragraph 18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34
2nd bullet and throughout the New Plan
(paragraphs 3.20, policy NE8 (3d) and
Appendix 4) the update is for consistency
with the national terminology and the
NPPF
The use of the terms ‘Priority Species’
and ‘Priority Habitats’ would be consistent
with the NPPF.
ECC recommend the following
designation is added to the list of “Local
wildlife Sites” within Appendix 4:
• Special Roadside Verge “SE2: Poors
Lane North”,
This is for clarification and completeness

Y

ECC welcome and support the policy,
however recommend a minor
modification, to include reference to the
mitigation of the increased risk of flooding
due to climate change as a policy goal.
ECC recommend the amendment to for
clarification purposes.
ECC recommends the following minor
amendment to the end of paragraph 17.7
for consistency with paragraph 13.7.
The requirements of policies contained in
Chapter 17: Meeting the challenge of
climate change, flooding and coastal
change need to be considered in the
identification of development locations
and their design to ensure the integration
of sustainable design and construction
principles. This will seek to ensure new
developments minimise the pressure on
the natural environment, and the
vulnerability posed to communities by
climate change.

Y

ECC recommends the following
designations should be included within the
Constraints Map, for completeness
• Local Nature Reserves
• Living Landscapes
• Special Roadside Verge
• Greater Thames Marshes NIA
• Local Wildlife Sites
• Other areas of priority habitat.

ECC seeks changes to the
terminology within Paragraph
18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34 2nd
bullet and throughout the
New Plan (paragraphs 3.20,
policy NE8 (3d) and
Appendix 4) the update is for
consistency with the national
terminology and the NPPF,
as follows:
- UK Biodiversity Action Plan
(BAP)’ should be replaced
with “UK post-2010
Biodiversity Framework”;
- “species and habitats”
should now be referred to as
‘Species of Principal
Importance’ and ‘Habitats of
Principal Importance’ (from
Section 41 of the Natural
Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006), or
‘Priority Species’ and ‘Priority
Habitats’.
ECC recommend the
following designation is
added to the list of “Local
wildlife Sites” within
Appendix 4:
• Special Roadside Verge
“SE2: Poors Lane North”,
ECC welcome and support
the policy, however
recommend a minor
modification, to include
reference to the mitigation of
the increased risk of flooding
due to climate change as a
policy goal. ECC
recommend the amendment
to for clarification purposes.
ECC recommends the
following minor amendment
to the end of paragraph 17.7
for consistency with
paragraph 13.7.
The requirements of policies
contained in Chapter 17:
Meeting the challenge of
climate change, flooding and
coastal change, need to be
considered in the
identification of development
locations and their design to
ensure the integration of
sustainable design and
construction principles. This
will seek to ensure new
developments minimise the
pressure on the natural
environment, and the
vulnerability posed to
communities by climate
change.
ECC recommends the
following designations should
be included within the
Constraints Map, for
completeness
• Local Nature Reserves
• Living Landscapes
• Special Roadside Verge
• Greater Thames Marshes
NIA
• Local Wildlife Sites
• Other areas of priority
habitat.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination
with the Duty to Cooperate

NLPPS1346

NLPPS1347

NLPPS1348

NLPPS1349

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

CC 1

17.4

17.53

CC 6

Y

Y

ECC welcome and support the policy,
however recommend the following
additional minor addition, to include
recognition of the role of planning (as set
out in paragraphs 17.2 & 17.5).

ECC support the principle and welcome
the reference to the SE SWMP, however,
this section should be updated and
expanded to clarify the position in light of
the recent change to the EA’s policy
position in 2016, relating to the effect of
climate change on rainfall. ECC’s
interpretation of this guidance requires all
new development to allow for a 40%
increase in rainfall events for most
developments. ECC recommend that this
is referenced within this paragraph to
clarify the most up to date position.

Y

ECC welcome and support the principle,
however while water re-use is considered
important to manage water excess and
scarcity, it should be noted that small
scale measures such as water butts (i.e.
for irrigation) should not be counted
towards to overall storage requirement of
a development, due the lack of certainty
regarding the use and availability of space
within such features. ECC recommended
further clarification is provided.

Y

ECC welcome the policy and recommend
the following addition to the end of point 4
“…and should include sufficient measures
to mitigate water pollution from the
development.” This is suggested for
clarification purposes.
Please note there is an inconsistency
between the headings for CC6 section
and policy.
Section CC6: Fluvial and surface Water
Flood Management;
Policy CC6 Non-Tidal Flood Risk
Management

ECC welcome and support
the policy, however
recommend the following
additional minor addition, to
include recognition of the role
of planning (as set out in
paragraphs 17.2 & 17.5).

ECC support the principle
and welcome the reference
to the SE SWMP, however,
this section should be
updated and expanded to
clarify the position in light of
the recent change to the
EA’s policy position in 2016,
relating to the effect of
climate change on rainfall.
ECC’s interpretation of this
guidance requires all new
development to allow for a
40% increase in rainfall
events for most
developments. ECC
recommend that this is
referenced within this
paragraph to clarify the most
up to date position.
ECC welcome and support
the principle, however while
water re-use is considered
important to manage water
excess and scarcity, it should
be noted that small scale
measures such as water
butts (i.e. for irrigation)
should not be counted
towards to overall storage
requirement of a
development, due the lack of
certainty regarding the use
and availability of space
within such features. ECC
recommended further
clarification is provided.
ECC welcome the policy and
recommend the following
addition to the end of point 4
“…and should include
sufficient measures to
mitigate water pollution from
the development.” This is
suggested for clarification
purposes.
Please note there is an
inconsistency between the
headings for CC6 section
and policy.
Section CC6: Fluvial and
surface Water Flood

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Management;
Policy CC6 Non-Tidal Flood
Risk Management

NLPPS1350

NLPPS1351

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

CC 7

CC 8

Y

ECC notes the following 2014
consultation comment does not appear to
have been taken into account and this is
repeated below for consideration.
5. Promoting adaptation (and mitigation)
approaches in design for developments
and the public realm, such as the use of
Green infrastructure in line with Policy
NE1.
ECC as MWPA welcome the references
within Policies CC7 & CC8 to
decentralised energy space being made
available within the site to enable
segregated waste storage for that waste
arising from the proposed use of the
development and the sustainable use of
aggregate including the recycling of
material on-site.

Y

ECC notes the following 2014
consultation comment does not appear to
have been taken into account and this is
repeated below for consideration.
5. Promoting adaptation (and mitigation)
approaches in design for developments
and the public realm, such as the use of
Green infrastructure in line with Policy
NE1.
ECC as MWPA welcome the references
within Policies CC7 & CC8 to
decentralised energy space being made
available within the site to enable
segregated waste storage for that waste
arising from the proposed use of the
development and the sustainable use of
aggregate including the recycling of
material on-site.

ECC notes the following
2014 consultation comment
does not appear to have
been taken into account and
this is repeated below for
consideration.
5. Promoting adaptation (and
mitigation) approaches in
design for developments and
the public realm, such as the
use of Green infrastructure in
line with Policy NE1.
ECC as MWPA welcome the
references within Policies
CC7 & CC8 to decentralised
energy space being made
available within the site to
enable segregated waste
storage for that waste arising
from the proposed use of the
development and the
sustainable use of aggregate
including the recycling of
material on-site.
ECC notes the following
2014 consultation comment
does not appear to have
been taken into account and
this is repeated below for
consideration.
5. Promoting adaptation (and
mitigation) approaches in
design for developments and
the public realm, such as the
use of Green infrastructure in
line with Policy NE1.
ECC as MWPA welcome the
references within Policies
CC7 & CC8 to decentralised
energy space being made
available within the site to
enable segregated waste
storage for that waste arising
from the proposed use of the
development and the
sustainable use of aggregate
including the recycling of
material on-site.

Reasons for
attending
Examination
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1352

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

NE 1

Y

Soundness Comments

ECC recommend the following update
and clarification within paragraphs 18.7,
18.53 and policy NE1 (1) to explicitly refer
to the role and status of the Greater
Thames Marshes Local Nature
Partnership (LNP), which has the same
boundary as the Nature Improvement
Area.
ECC seek the inclusion of reference to the
“Greater Thames Local Nature
Partnership”, in order to seek
opportunities for the LPA to work
collaboratively with the LNP to deliver a
strategic approach to encouraging
biodiversity. This is to ensure consistency
with the PPG Paragraph: 006 (Reference
ID: 9-006-20160519
ECC note and recommend the following 2
Local Nature Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge designations, are
explicitly listed within paragraphs 18.10
and 18.54; and Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves (Belfairs
and Canvey Lake); and
• One Special Roadside Verge (SE2:
Poors Lane North).
ECC recommend the change to highlight
the multifunctional role of the green
spaces for biodiversity, recreation,
amenities connection and for surface
water management and climate change
adaption. ECC consider the protection of
important green spaces and recreational
facilities has the potential to greatly
enhance the attractiveness of the
community; encourage compatible growth
in the future and contribute to community
resilience.

ECC recommend the
following update and
clarification within
paragraphs 18.7, 18.53 and
policy NE1 (1) to explicitly
refer to the role and status of
the Greater Thames Marshes
Local Nature Partnership
(LNP), which has the same
boundary as the Nature
Improvement Area.
ECC seek the inclusion of
reference to the “Greater
Thames Local Nature
Partnership”, in order to seek
opportunities for the LPA to
work collaboratively with the
LNP to deliver a strategic
approach to encouraging
biodiversity. This is to
ensure consistency with the
PPG Paragraph: 006
(Reference ID: 9-00620160519
ECC note and recommend
the following 2 Local Nature
Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge
designations, are explicitly
listed within paragraphs
18.10 and 18.54; and
Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves
(Belfairs and Canvey Lake);
and
• One Special Roadside
Verge (SE2: Poors Lane
North).
ECC recommend the change
to highlight the
multifunctional role of the
green spaces for biodiversity,
recreation, amenities
connection and for surface
water management and
climate change adaption.
ECC consider the protection
of important green spaces
and recreational facilities has
the potential to greatly
enhance the attractiveness of
the community; encourage
compatible growth in the
future and contribute to
community resilience.
ECC suggest the following
additional text to Policy NE1,
for clarification purposes, to
read include the following
text at the end of point 2, to
read as follows:
“Management and
enhancement of existing
habitats and the creation of
new ones to assist with
species migration and to
provide ways to adapt and
mitigate from climate change,
such as shading during
higher temperatures.”

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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NLPPS1353

NLPPS1354

NLPPS1355

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

18.7

18.53

NE 8

Soundness Comments

Y

ECC recommend the following update
and clarification within paragraphs 18.7,
18.53 and policy NE1 (1) to explicitly refer
to the role and status of the Greater
Thames Marshes Local Nature
Partnership (LNP), which has the same
boundary as the Nature Improvement
Area.
ECC seek the inclusion of reference to the
“Greater Thames Local Nature
Partnership”, in order to seek
opportunities for the LPA to work
collaboratively with the LNP to deliver a
strategic approach to encouraging
biodiversity. This is to ensure consistency
with the PPG Paragraph: 006 (Reference
ID: 9-006-20160519

Y

ECC recommend the following update
and clarification within paragraphs 18.7,
18.53 and policy NE1 (1) to explicitly refer
to the role and status of the Greater
Thames Marshes Local Nature
Partnership (LNP), which has the same
boundary as the Nature Improvement
Area.
ECC seek the inclusion of reference to the
“Greater Thames Local Nature
Partnership”, in order to seek
opportunities for the LPA to work
collaboratively with the LNP to deliver a
strategic approach to encouraging
biodiversity. This is to ensure consistency
with the PPG Paragraph: 006 (Reference
ID: 9-006-20160519

Y

ECC note and recommend the following 2
Local Nature Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge designations, are
explicitly listed within paragraphs 18.10
and 18.54; and Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves (Belfairs
and Canvey Lake); and
• One Special Roadside Verge (SE2:
Poors Lane North).
ECC consider proposals likely to have an
adverse effect on Special Protection
Areas (SPAs), Special Areas of
Conservation (SACs) and Ramsar sites
(as shown on the Constraints Map) would
require a full assessment in line with
European legislation.

ECC recommend the
following update and
clarification within
paragraphs 18.7, 18.53 and
policy NE1 (1) to explicitly
refer to the role and status of
the Greater Thames Marshes
Local Nature Partnership
(LNP), which has the same
boundary as the Nature
Improvement Area.
ECC seek the inclusion of
reference to the “Greater
Thames Local Nature
Partnership”, in order to seek
opportunities for the LPA to
work collaboratively with the
LNP to deliver a strategic
approach to encouraging
biodiversity. This is to
ensure consistency with the
PPG Paragraph: 006
(Reference ID: 9-00620160519
ECC recommend the
following update and
clarification within
paragraphs 18.7, 18.53 and
policy NE1 (1) to explicitly
refer to the role and status of
the Greater Thames Marshes
Local Nature Partnership
(LNP), which has the same
boundary as the Nature
Improvement Area.
ECC seek the inclusion of
reference to the “Greater
Thames Local Nature
Partnership”, in order to seek
opportunities for the LPA to
work collaboratively with the
LNP to deliver a strategic
approach to encouraging
biodiversity. This is to
ensure consistency with the
PPG Paragraph: 006
(Reference ID: 9-00620160519
ECC note and recommend
the following 2 Local Nature
Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge
designations, are explicitly
listed within paragraphs
18.10 and 18.54; and
Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves
(Belfairs and Canvey Lake);
and
• One Special Roadside
Verge (SE2: Poors Lane
North).
ECC seeks the following
changes to point 2 of the
Policy, to
• reflect the importance of
European and International
sites, which should be
afforded the highest level of
protection, as stated in
paragraph 18.51; and
• that “‘the benefits of the
development must clearly
outweigh the harm to the
nature conservation value of
the site”.
ECC seeks changes to the
terminology within Paragraph

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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S (Y/N)
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Chapter
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LC (Y/N)
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18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34 2nd
bullet and throughout the
New Plan (paragraphs 3.20,
policy NE8 (3d) and
Appendix 4) the update is for
consistency with the national
terminology and the NPPF.
Please refer to ECC’s earlier
comments under paragraphs
3.20 & 18.52.

NLPPS1356

NLPPS1357

NLPPS1358

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

18.1

18.54

18.23

Y

Y

Y

ECC note and recommend the following 2
Local Nature Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge designations, are
explicitly listed within paragraphs 18.10
and 18.54; and Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves (Belfairs
and Canvey Lake); and
• One Special Roadside Verge (SE2:
Poors Lane North).

ECC note and recommend
the following 2 Local Nature
Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge
designations, are explicitly
listed within paragraphs
18.10 and 18.54; and
Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves
(Belfairs and Canvey Lake);
and
• One Special Roadside
Verge (SE2: Poors Lane
North).

Yes

ECC note and recommend the following 2
Local Nature Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge designations, are
explicitly listed within paragraphs 18.10
and 18.54; and Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves (Belfairs
and Canvey Lake); and
• One Special Roadside Verge (SE2:
Poors Lane North).

ECC note and recommend
the following 2 Local Nature
Reserves and the Special
Roadside Verge
designations, are explicitly
listed within paragraphs
18.10 and 18.54; and
Policies NE1 and NE8 for
completeness:
• Two Local Nature Reserves
(Belfairs and Canvey Lake);
and
• One Special Roadside
Verge (SE2: Poors Lane
North).

Yes

ECC seeks changes to the terminology
within Paragraph 18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34
2nd bullet and throughout the Plan
(paragraphs 3.20, policy NE8 (3d) and
Appendix 4) the update is for consistency
with the national terminology and the
NPPF
The use of the terms ‘Priority Species’
and ‘Priority Habitats’ would be consistent
with the NPPF.

ECC seeks changes to the
terminology within Paragraph
18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34 2nd
bullet and throughout the
Plan (paragraphs 3.20, policy
NE8 (3d) and Appendix 4)
the update is for consistency
with the national terminology
and the NPPF, as follows:
- UK Biodiversity Action Plan
(BAP)’ should be replaced
with “UK post-2010
Biodiversity Framework”;
- “species and habitats”
should now be referred to as
‘Species of Principal
Importance’ and ‘Habitats of
Principal Importance’ (from

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate
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Section 41 of the Natural
Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006), or
‘Priority Species’ and ‘Priority
Habitats’.

NLPPS1359

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

18.34

Y

ECC seeks changes to the terminology
within Paragraph 18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34
2nd bullet and throughout the Plan
(paragraphs 3.20, policy NE8 (3d) and
Appendix 4) the update is for consistency
with the national terminology and the
NPPF
The use of the terms ‘Priority Species’
and ‘Priority Habitats’ would be consistent
with the NPPF.

NLPPS1360

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

18.51

Y

ECC recommend the following
amendment to replace the reference
“Habitats Regulation Assessment
Regulations’ with ‘The Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010’.
ECC request the change to reflect the
transposition of the HRAs as required by
Habitats Directive 1992 (Council Directive
92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural
habitats and of wild fauna and flora) which
has been transposed into UK law through
‘The Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2010’.

NLPPS1361

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

19 Conserving
and
enhancing
the historic
environment

Y

ECC note and welcomes the incorporation
of the majority of the ECC’s comments on
the historic environment in 2014.

NLPPS1362

Lesley
Stenhouse
(Essex
County
Council)

20.1

Y

ECC seek clarification and change to the
date of the publication of National
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites to
August 2015.

ECC seeks changes to the
terminology within Paragraph
18.23 3rd bullet; 18.34 2nd
bullet and throughout the
Plan (paragraphs 3.20, policy
NE8 (3d) and Appendix 4)
the update is for consistency
with the national terminology
and the NPPF, as follows:
- UK Biodiversity Action Plan
(BAP)’ should be replaced
with “UK post-2010
Biodiversity Framework”;
- “species and habitats”
should now be referred to as
‘Species of Principal
Importance’ and ‘Habitats of
Principal Importance’ (from
Section 41 of the Natural
Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006), or
‘Priority Species’ and ‘Priority
Habitats’.
ECC recommend the
following amendment to
replace the reference
“Habitats Regulation
Assessment Regulations’
with ‘The Conservation of
Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010’.
ECC request the change to
reflect the transposition of
the HRAs as required by
Habitats Directive 1992
(Council Directive 92/43/EEC
on the conservation of
natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora) which has
been transposed into UK law
through ‘The Conservation of
Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010’.

ECC seek clarification and
change to the date of the
publication of National
Planning Policy for Traveller
Sites to August 2015.

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
with the Duty to Cooperate

Yes

For the reasons set out in
ECC's consultation
response APPENDIX 1
to EEC Cabinet Member
Action dated 24 June
2016, FP/511/05/16.
ECC response to the
Castel Point New Local
Plan (Pre-submission),
May 2016 (the New Plan)
and in particular ECC's
objections to the Plan on
the grounds that the plan
is not legally compliant
and its failure to comply
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with the Duty to Cooperate

NLPPS1363

NLPPS1364

NLPPS1365

NLPPS1366

Phil Drane
(Brentwood
Borough
Council)

Phil Drane
(Brentwood
Borough
Council)
Phil Drane
(Brentwood
Borough
Council)

Phil Drane
(Brentwood
Borough
Council)

Thank you for inviting Brentwood Borough
Council to provide comments as part of
Castle Point Borough Council’s
consultation on its draft New Local Plan
consultation document. Brentwood
Borough Council is an Essex local
planning authority (LPA) near to Castle
Point Borough Council and there are a
number of strategic issues, such as
housing and infrastructure, which can be
considered at levels greater than a single
LPA area and which concern both
Boroughs. This is particularly the case
because of Brentwood’s proximity to the
Thames Gateway South Essex housing
market area. It is important that such
issues are addressed through
collaborative working and meaningful
discussions in accordance with legislation,
the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and Planning Practice Guidance.
Please note that comments are limited to
high level strategic issues that impact
directly on Brentwood Borough Council.
Generally, Brentwood Borough Council
supports the Vision for the Future within
the draft New Local Plan 2016 and
support the aspiration of the objectives.
Generally, Brentwood Borough Council
supports the Vision for the Future within
the draft New Local Plan 2016 and
support the aspiration of the objectives.

New Local
Plan 2016

6 - Vision for
the Future
7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan

H1

Brentwood Borough Council note the
identified objectively assessed housing
needs range of 326 to 410 new homes
per annum (as a policy off scenario), as
set out in the Thames Gateway South
Essex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (2016) and required to be
identified in the NPPF. Castle Point
consider the lower end to be appropriate
as the plan seeks to achieve a relatively
modest level of employment growth. A
figure of 400 homes per annum, giving
8,000 homes for the period of 2011 to
2031 has been identified.
However, we note that Castle Point
Borough Council is not intending to meet
this need and are proposing a target of
107 homes per annum, a total of 2,140
homes for the period 2011 to 2031,
“reflecting the capacity of the borough to
accommodate growth” and having regard
to the constraints of Green Belt strategic
corridors, the natural environment and
flooding. Brentwood Borough Council
wishes to express concern that this
approach is not in line with the
requirements of the NPPF as it does not
identify sites sufficient to provide the five
year supply of housing to meet its
objectively assessed need and
accordingly may result in an increase in
development pressure on other boroughs.
We also express concern that Castle
Point Borough Council has not confirmed
that the Borough is aiming to meet its full
identified housing development need
within the borough and that no detail has
been provided regarding where the
outstanding need can be met. Brentwood
Borough Council therefore object to the

Brentwood Borough Council note the
identified objectively assessed housing
needs range of 326 to 410 new homes
per annum (as a policy off scenario), as
set out in the Thames Gateway South
Essex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (2016) and required to be
identified in the NPPF. Castle Point
consider the lower end to be appropriate
as the plan seeks to achieve a relatively
modest level of employment growth. A
figure of 400 homes per annum, giving
8,000 homes for the period of 2011 to
2031 has been identified.
However, we note that Castle Point
Borough Council is not intending to meet
this need and are proposing a target of
107 homes per annum, a total of 2,140
homes for the period 2011 to 2031,
“reflecting the capacity of the borough to
accommodate growth” and having regard
to the constraints of Green Belt strategic
corridors, the natural environment and
flooding. Brentwood Borough Council
wishes to express concern that this
approach is not in line with the
requirements of the NPPF as it does not
identify sites sufficient to provide the five
year supply of housing to meet its
objectively assessed need and
accordingly may result in an increase in
development pressure on other boroughs.
We also express concern that Castle
Point Borough Council has not confirmed
that the Borough is aiming to meet its full
identified housing development need
within the borough and that no detail has
been provided regarding where the
outstanding need can be met. Brentwood
Borough Council therefore object to the
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Castle Point draft New Local Plan.
Brentwood Borough is not able to meet
development needs of other surrounding
boroughs, as Brentwood lies entirely
within the Metropolitan Green Belt, with
89% of the borough currently being
designated Green Belt. However,
Brentwood Borough Council has made a
commitment through preparation of its
own Local Plan to meet local needs in full
despite several constraining factors.
Brentwood Borough Council will continue
to object to the Castle Point Borough New
Local Plan 2016 on this basis if
commitment to meet all identified
development need is not made, without
providing identification of where this can
be met.

NLPPS1367

Phil Drane
(Brentwood
Borough
Council)

NLPPS1368

Phil Drane
(Brentwood
Borough
Council)

NLPPS1369

Matthew
Thomas
(Southendon-Sea
Borough
Council)

Essex Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople Accommodation
Assessment, (ORS, 2014) identifies a
need for 5 additional Gypsy and Traveller
and Travelling Showpeople pitches within
the period of the Castle Point New Local
Plan 2016. Whilst it is acknowledged that
this is a small number, the new sites
should be identified within the New Castle
Point Local Plan 2016 as without this
information the Plan is contrary to the
requirements of the NPPF and the
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, DCLG
August 2015.

20 - Traveller
Sites

General Comments

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Castle Point draft New Local Plan.
Brentwood Borough is not able to meet
development needs of other surrounding
boroughs, as Brentwood lies entirely
within the Metropolitan Green Belt, with
89% of the borough currently being
designated Green Belt. However,
Brentwood Borough Council has made a
commitment through preparation of its
own Local Plan to meet local needs in full
despite several constraining factors.
Brentwood Borough Council will continue
to object to the Castle Point Borough New
Local Plan 2016 on this basis if
commitment to meet all identified
development need is not made, without
providing identification of where this can
be met.

Essex Gypsy and Traveller
and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation
Assessment, (ORS, 2014)
identifies a need for 5
additional Gypsy and
Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople pitches within
the period of the Castle Point
New Local Plan 2016. Whilst
it is acknowledged that this is
a small number, the new
sites should be identified
within the New Castle Point
Local Plan 2016 as without
this information the Plan is
contrary to the requirements
of the NPPF and the
Planning Policy for Traveller
Sites, DCLG August 2015.
Brentwood Borough Council welcomes
the opportunity to continue to work with
Castle Point Borough Council and
partners in the Thames Gateway South
Essex housing market area so that local
plans can be progressed on an ongoing
basis and in line with the duty to
cooperate.

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Y

We would consider the Plan to be legally
compliant at this stage, but not fully
complying with the test of 'soundness' or
the fully complying with the duty to cooperate based on the representation
made.
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Matthew
Thomas
(Southendon-Sea
Borough
Council)

H1

Soundness Comments

N

Southend Borough Council notes that the
South Essex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) prepared by Turley
Associates (2016), included in the
evidence base, concludes that the
objectively assessed need for housing in
Castle Point falls within a range of
between 326 and 410 dwellings per
annum over the plan period from 2014 to
2037. It is noted that Policy H1 Housing
Strategy proposes that only 200 homes
are planned to be delivered between 2011
and 2031 owing to capacity issues
highlighted in the Housing Capacity Topic
Paper. It is noted in paragraph 13.22 that
the Borough Council recognises that the
target in Policy H1 does not represent
objectively assessed need, but reflect the
capacity of the Borough to accommodate
growth. Although Southend Borough
Council acknowledges that Castle Point
may have apparent sustainable intentions
for coming to this conclusion over a
housing figure, it will result in there being
unmet need, and may result in added
pressure on limited resources in Southend
and elsewhere in the housing market area
to compensate for this, and as such it is
not possible to support that approach.
Southend Borough Council notes that the
Castle Point Borough Council Green Belt
Review was carried out in 2013, prior to
publication of the new South Essex
SHMA, and would query whether a new
assessment may be necessary to
consider the green belt again in light of
this new objectively assessed need figure.
Castle Point Borough Council would need
to robustly demonstrate at examination
that it cannot meet its need within its own
boundary, and that it has explored all
potential sites including green belt to meet
that need, before it discusses, under the
duty to cooperate, whether other South
Essex authorities or beyond may be able
to assist with meeting this unmet need
that would arise.
Southend Borough Council would raise
concerns as to whether this proposed
housing requirement would be considered
as truly sustainable, in line with the
National Planning Policy Framework, as it
falls short of meeting even the minimum
full objectively assessed need for Castle
Point, especially with regards to realising
the wider economic potential of South
Essex. In addition, Southend Borough
Council would also raise concern that the
draft Local Plan does not make any
provision or does not appear to
acknowledge that Castle Point may need
to assist other more constrained
neighbouring authorities within the
housing market area to meet their unmet
housing need, in accordance with national
policy and guidance.
To this effect Southend Borough Council
is concerned that the Castle Point
Borough Council’s Local Plan will not
support a level of housing growth that
would enable the objectively assessed
housing need of the south Essex housing
market area to be met. The Plan should
be more open and responsive to the need
to deliver, if required, a greater level of
housing provision to meet its own need,
and additional numbers as a
consequence of neighbouring authorities
being unable to legitimately meet their
own needs, under the legal duty to

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

N

Southend Borough Council notes that the
South Essex Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) prepared by Turley
Associates (2016), included in the
evidence base, concludes that the
objectively assessed need for housing in
Castle Point falls within a range of
between 326 and 410 dwellings per
annum over the plan period from 2014 to
2037. It is noted that Policy H1 Housing
Strategy proposes that only 200 homes
are planned to be delivered between 2011
and 2031 owing to capacity issues
highlighted in the Housing Capacity Topic
Paper. It is noted in paragraph 13.22 that
the Borough Council recognises that the
target in Policy H1 does not represent
objectively assessed need, but reflect the
capacity of the Borough to accommodate
growth. Although Southend Borough
Council acknowledges that Castle Point
may have apparent sustainable intentions
for coming to this conclusion over a
housing figure, it will result in there being
unmet need, and may result in added
pressure on limited resources in Southend
and elsewhere in the housing market area
to compensate for this, and as such it is
not possible to support that approach.
Southend Borough Council notes that the
Castle Point Borough Council Green Belt
Review was carried out in 2013, prior to
publication of the new South Essex
SHMA, and would query whether a new
assessment may be necessary to
consider the green belt again in light of
this new objectively assessed need figure.
Castle Point Borough Council would need
to robustly demonstrate at examination
that it cannot meet its need within its own
boundary, and that it has explored all
potential sites including green belt to meet
that need, before it discusses, under the
duty to cooperate, whether other South
Essex authorities or beyond may be able
to assist with meeting this unmet need
that would arise.
Southend Borough Council would raise
concerns as to whether this proposed
housing requirement would be considered
as truly sustainable, in line with the
National Planning Policy Framework, as it
falls short of meeting even the minimum
full objectively assessed need for Castle
Point, especially with regards to realising
the wider economic potential of South
Essex. In addition, Southend Borough
Council would also raise concern that the
draft Local Plan does not make any
provision or does not appear to
acknowledge that Castle Point may need
to assist other more constrained
neighbouring authorities within the
housing market area to meet their unmet
housing need, in accordance with national
policy and guidance.
To this effect Southend Borough Council
is concerned that the Castle Point
Borough Council’s Local Plan will not
support a level of housing growth that
would enable the objectively assessed
housing need of the south Essex housing
market area to be met. The Plan should
be more open and responsive to the need
to deliver, if required, a greater level of
housing provision to meet its own need,
and additional numbers as a
consequence of neighbouring authorities
being unable to legitimately meet their
own needs, under the legal duty to

Southend Borough Council welcomes the
preparation of the draft Castle Point Local
Plan, and understands the need to
produce a sound and up to date Plan to
meet sustainable development needs.
Southend Borough Council at this stage of
plan preparation has no specific
comments to make about any particular
policy areas other than housing, and
specifically delivery of homes and the
meeting of objectively assessed housing
need.
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cooperate.
The duty to cooperate provides a
mechanism for strategic matters to be
addressed to ensure that development
needs are planned for on a wider than
local basis. Moreover it enables local
authorities that are confronted by
particular environmental and geographic
constraints to address their development
needs. Castle Point Borough Council will
be aware that it is not sufficient for local
planning authorities to demonstrate that
they have discussed or considered the
issues without there being a practical
result or meaningful outcome.
All Councils within the South Essex
housing market area are, and will be
faced, therefore, with a inextricably
interwoven challenge, where they will
need to have demonstrated that in
preparing their respective Plans, that they
have exhausted the route of cooperative
planning through the Duty to Cooperate,
before submitting a Plan that doesn’t meet
in full its objective assessed housing need
or considered the needs of neighbouring
authorities, which cannot meet their own
need. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states
that ‘the plans should consider unmet
requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable
development’.
In summary, national policy and guidance
is clear that a local plan should:
• prepare a SHMA to assess full housing
needs
• provide a delivery strategy that is clear in
terms of where, when and how housing
need will be delivered over the full plan
period
• meet full, objectively assessed housing
need for market and affordable housing
• meet the legal duty to cooperate and
incorporate allowances for unmet
requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so;
and
• boost significantly the supply of housing
and ensure a deliverable five year
housing land supply with an appropriate
buffer can be maintained at all times.
As there is a pressing need for housing
within South Essex and beyond, it would
seem appropriate that a comprehensive
housing strategy is developed and agreed
as to where and how housing need may
be sustainably met and delivered across
the sub-region, and to understand the
best strategic approach to achieve this, so
that any potential unmet housing need is
addressed holistically and cohesively, and
the duty to cooperate effectively
dispatched across the housing market
area.

NLPPS1371

Sam Petrie
(London
Southend
Airport)

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS1372

Sam Petrie
(London
Southend
Airport)

Constraints
Map
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cooperate.
The duty to cooperate provides a
mechanism for strategic matters to be
addressed to ensure that development
needs are planned for on a wider than
local basis. Moreover it enables local
authorities that are confronted by
particular environmental and geographic
constraints to address their development
needs. Castle Point Borough Council will
be aware that it is not sufficient for local
planning authorities to demonstrate that
they have discussed or considered the
issues without there being a practical
result or meaningful outcome.
All Councils within the South Essex
housing market area are, and will be
faced, therefore, with a inextricably
interwoven challenge, where they will
need to have demonstrated that in
preparing their respective Plans, that they
have exhausted the route of cooperative
planning through the Duty to Cooperate,
before submitting a Plan that doesn’t meet
in full its objective assessed housing need
or considered the needs of neighbouring
authorities, which cannot meet their own
need. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states
that ‘the plans should consider unmet
requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable
development’.
In summary, national policy and guidance
is clear that a local plan should:
• prepare a SHMA to assess full housing
needs
• provide a delivery strategy that is clear in
terms of where, when and how housing
need will be delivered over the full plan
period
• meet full, objectively assessed housing
need for market and affordable housing
• meet the legal duty to cooperate and
incorporate allowances for unmet
requirements from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so;
and
• boost significantly the supply of housing
and ensure a deliverable five year
housing land supply with an appropriate
buffer can be maintained at all times.
As there is a pressing need for housing
within South Essex and beyond, it would
seem appropriate that a comprehensive
housing strategy is developed and agreed
as to where and how housing need may
be sustainably met and delivered across
the sub-region, and to understand the
best strategic approach to achieve this, so
that any potential unmet housing need is
addressed holistically and cohesively, and
the duty to cooperate effectively
dispatched across the housing market
area.
We would want any development in the
borough to be compliant with our
safeguarding criteria. We are obliged to
comply with EASA Requirements
http://www.easa.europa.eu/system/files/df
u/CS-ADRDSN%20%20Issue%202%20to%20EDD
%202015-001R%20v1%20%28corrected%29.pdf
We would want any development in the
borough to be compliant with our
safeguarding criteria. We are obliged to
comply with EASA Requirements
http://www.easa.europa.eu/system/files/df
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

u/CS-ADRDSN%20%20Issue%202%20to%20EDD
%202015-001R%20v1%20%28corrected%29.pdf

NLPPS1373

NLPPS1374

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

New Local
Plan 2016

9 - Building a
strong,
competitive
economy

N

N

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.
Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.

Yes

Yes
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NLPPS1375

NLPPS1376

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

13 Delivering a
wide choice
of high
quality
homes

N

N

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

Soundness Comments

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.
Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Yes
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NLPPS1377

NLPPS1378

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

16 Protecting
the Green
Belt

17 - Meeting
the
challenges of
climate
change,
flooding and
coastal
change

N

N

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

Soundness Comments

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.
Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Yes
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NLPPS1379

NLPPS1380

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

4 - Spatial
Potrait

18 Conserving
and
enhancing
the natural
environment

N

N

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

Soundness Comments

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.
Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Yes
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NLPPS1381

NLPPS1382

NLPPS1383

NLPPS1384

Stephen
Sawkins &
Graham
Bracci on
behalf of
Canvey
Green Belt
Campaign
(CGBC)

Peter
Jolley

Simon Hart

Irene
Hayes

15 Promoting
healthy
communities

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

N

N

Y

A realistic approach to Plan preparation
has not been historically demonstrated.
The Plan is inconsistent with EU Directive
Seveso III. Evidence of Cross Boundary
issues in respect to Housing Supply has
not been published so as to make
Consultation submission comments.

The reasons I consider the Local Plan to
be unsound are thus:- For "Unsound" I'll
include "Unsafe". Unsafe for many
reasons. Firstly, I believe the number of
residence on Canvey island total far more
than our Council own up to. I have it on
fairly reliable evidence that the present
population is in excess of 50,000.
Therefore with an average of 3 people in
each new house, over 2,000 extra people
will reside on an already overcrowded
island. Our roads cannot cope now, the
new homes will produce at least another
1,000 vehicles. Dr's appointments,
Dentists, Schools will all suffer.
Depending on the mood of the
Government & Ministers of the day our
plan is considered will depend on if it is
seen as sound or not. This Local Plan is
different from previous Local Plans
(Officer lead) as in much that it
considered the residents of Castle Point
who in the previous consultation stated
with over 90% + of the returned forms to
want to protect our green open spaces
and green belt with improvements to the
internal infrastructure. The aim was to
create a plan reflecting residents desires
based on Cllr Dick's motion at Full
Council, but was distorted by Officers to
create this plan, by not including parts of
H11 with the exclusion of a possible 2000
homes, hence yes and no to soundness.
The idea for this plan was to utilise the
available brown field sites as well as the
previously developed green belt land in
order to protect the "virgin" Green Field
Land and woodland of Castle Point.
Highways infrastructure by exiting mostly
on to the A127/A130 and adjoining
Road/slip Roads.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

I am a Canvey Island
resident, like thousands of
similar residents, many of
whom are retired how on
earth would most, if not all,
would be able to determine
just what is necessary to
make this plan legally
compliant? Surely this is
why we have a Planning
Inspector to make any
necessary modifications.

Include the site identified as
H11 but leaving a large gap
between the existing
development. This site could
accommodate a large
number of properties 2000+
with associated public
facilities. This addition at the
start of the plan would bring
the projected numbers up to
officers recommended target
which is stated as
sustainable and sound.
Essex County Council will
have to co-operate with the
highway matters. But this
site would be mainly
previously developed green
belt land.

Soundness Comments

N

Local Plan is considered to be Unsound
by failing to be:
Positively Prepared: The Local Plan Task
and Finish group failed to complete their
work on, a) Reviewing all Consultation
responses to the draft New Local Plan,
and b) failed to complete their work
considering Housing constraint issues.
Justified: Throughout the Plan making
process the Housing Strategy has failed
to consistently seek to develop the most
appropriate sustainable areas outside of
the Flood Zone. The method of
application of the Sequential Test to
support site selection, is in need of
Justification.
Consistent with National Policy: The plan
is inconsistence with EU Directive Seveso
III. The Plan makes no provisions for
Paragraph 172 NPPF.

By addressing the issues
indicated and as addressed
within our accompanying
Consultation Submission
document.

N

The reasons I consider the Local Plan to
be unsound are thus:- For "Unsound" I'll
include "Unsafe". Unsafe for many
reasons. Firstly, I believe the number of
residence on Canvey island total far more
than our Council own up to. I have it on
fairly reliable evidence that the present
population is in excess of 50,000.
Therefore with an average of 3 people in
each new house, over 2,000 extra people
will reside on an already overcrowded
island. Our roads cannot cope now, the
new homes will produce at least another
1,000 vehicles. Dr's appointments,
Dentists, Schools will all suffer.

I am a Canvey Island
resident, like thousands of
similar residents, many of
whom are retired how on
earth would most, if not all,
would be able to determine
just what is necessary to
make this plan legally
compliant? Surely this is
why we have a Planning
Inspector to make any
necessary modifications.

N

Ministers of the day our plan is
considered will depend on if it is seen as
sound or not. This Local Plan is different
from previous Local Plans (Officer lead)
as in much that it considered the residents
of Castle Point who in the previous
consultation stated with over 90% + of the
returned forms to want to protect our
green open spaces and green belt with
improvements to the internal
infrastructure. The aim was to create a
plan reflecting residents desires based on
Cllr Dick's motion at Full Council, but was
distorted by Officers to create this plan, by
not including parts of H11 with the
exclusion of a possible 2000 homes,
hence yes and no to soundness. The
idea for this plan was to utilise the
available brown field sites as well as the
previously developed green belt land in
order to protect the "virgin" Green Field
Land and woodland of Castle Point.
Highways infrastructure by exiting mostly
on to the A127/A130 and adjoining
Road/slip Roads.

Include the site identified as
H11 but leaving a large gap
between the existing
development. This site could
accommodate a large
number of properties 2000+
with associated public
facilities. This addition at the
start of the plan would bring
the projected numbers up to
officers recommended target
which is stated as
sustainable and sound.
Essex County Council will
have to co-operate with the
highway matters. But this
site would be mainly
previously developed green
belt land.

N

N

Y

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Fail.
CPBC have entered into various
partnerships with neighbouring authorities
regarding cross boundary matters such as
South East Local Enterprise Partnership,
South Essex Flood Management, and
Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership.
However little evidence has been
published in regards approaching
neighbouring authorities in regards the
sharing of Housing Supply.
A single response from Essex County
Council regarding Highway access to
Housing development Area H11 has been
published via the LP2016 Task and Finish
group meeting Minutes, however the
original CPBC approach enquiry to ECC
regarding this, has not been published.
CPBC’s policy, in line with the
community’s aspirations, has been to
endeavour to protect selective areas of
Green Belt from development. It would
not be unreasonable to expect to have
available records of communication, via
Annual Monitoring Reports, of cooperative
measures, negotiations and outcomes
with other local authorities, so as to be
able to make an informed Consultation
Submission comment.
The reasons I consider the Local Plan to
be unsound are thus:- For "Unsound" I'll
include "Unsafe". Unsafe for many
reasons. Firstly, I believe the number of
residence on Canvey island total far more
than our Council own up to. I have it on
fairly reliable evidence that the present
population is in excess of 50,000.
Therefore with an average of 3 people in
each new house, over 2,000 extra people
will reside on an already overcrowded
island. Our roads cannot cope now, the
new homes will produce at least another
1,000 vehicles. Dr's appointments,
Dentists, Schools will all suffer.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Ministers of the day our plan is considered
will depend on if it is seen as sound or
not. This Local Plan is different from
previous Local Plans (Officer lead) as in
much that it considered the residents of
Castle Point who in the previous
consultation stated with over 90% + of the
returned forms to want to protect our
green open spaces and green belt with
improvements to the internal
infrastructure. The aim was to create a
plan reflecting residents desires based on
Cllr Dick's motion at Full Council, but was
distorted by Officers to create this plan, by
not including parts of H11 with the
exclusion of a possible 2000 homes,
hence yes and no to soundness. The
idea for this plan was to utilise the
available brown field sites as well as the
previously developed green belt land in
order to protect the "virgin" Green Field
Land and woodland of Castle Point.
Highways infrastructure by exiting mostly
on to the A127/A130 and adjoining
Road/slip Roads.

No

If the oral examination is
for the public to attend,
when and where will this
be held?

Yes

To offer an informed
opinion from an elected
member who has lived
locally for 50 years and
has been involved in the
local plan process as a
resident and as a local
Castle Point Councillor.

I don't belong to any organisation as such.
I belong to the common sense party. I
and a lot of people who live on the island,
who have to get off of it, in their cars or
public transport in the morning and back
on in the evening. Continued know that it
will be a lot worse if any more houses are
built on Canvey. Let’s start with getting
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

the present infrastructure "Right". Get the
flooding situation fixed as for the third
road off the Island (that’s could cuckoo
land). the only people that will benefit (I
won’t finish this as in don't fancy being
sued)

NLPPS1385

NLPPS1386

NLPPS1387

Jean
Watson

Karen
Terry

Stuart
Findlay

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

0

N

N

Y

The Local Plan is not legally compliant,
sound and does not comply with the Duty
to co-operate because of the following:You are not providing enough homes for
the local areas as demanded by the
Government. (General migration from
London to Essex). You are being short
sighted in the long term. If you do not put
forward a proper plan that has a
reasonable chance of being agreed to,
then you are letting the public down and
doing them a great disservice. Too much
attention is being paid to pressure groups
who do not want planning to effectively
move forward. Their view is 'Not in my
back yard'. This is a short sighted vision If you do not proceed in a proper manner
then the power will be taken away from
you. Unfortunately the Councillors have
been obstructive. For example, the sites
at Holland Ave and Bowers Road have
been removed from the new local plan
even though the proposed presentation of
potential homes was sympathetic to the
area and enhanced the area by providing
quality homes to various age groups.

N

N

The total lack of infrastructure on Canvey
island coupled with the unsuitable
drainage system males this plan totally
unsound. We have been promised a 3rd
road off the Island which has not and
never will come to fruition. Given that the
land of Thorney Bay is already noted as a
Zone 3 flood plain which government
have already stated should not be built on
- yet local authority has passed plans in
principle to build on. This is in complete
contradiction. There should be a blanket
ban on all development on Canvey Island
until the drainage system and traffic
issues have been resolved.
The Local Plan is not legally compliant,
sound and does not comply with the Duty
to co-operate because of the following:You are not providing enough homes for
the local areas as demanded by the
Government. (General migration from
London to Essex). You are being short
sighted in the long term. If you do not put
forward a proper plan that has a
reasonable chance of being agreed to,
then you are letting the public down and
doing them a great disservice. Too much
attention is being paid to pressure groups
who do not want planning to effectively
move forward. Their view is 'Not in my
back yard'. This is a short sighted vision If you do not proceed in a proper manner
then the power will be taken away from
you. Unfortunately the Councillors have
been obstructive. For example, the sites
at Holland Ave and Bowers Road have
been removed from the new local plan
even though the proposed presentation of
potential homes was sympathetic to the
area and enhanced the area by providing
quality homes to various age groups.
There are about 30,600 dwellings in
Castle point. Every year, I see dwellings
being demolished and replaced by two or
three new. I see retail units converted to
dwellings or demolished and replaced by
retail units with flats above. This activity
must be included in the plan. One such
application per week for the next 15 years
would result in a minimum of 780 new
dwellings or 40% of the proposed total.
780 dwellings are about 2.5% of the total
dwellings in Castle point. I think this is
conservative and considerably more
individual properties could be identified.
Castle point must think much more "out of
the box" to fulfil their duty of care to the
"Green Belt". England is one of the most
densely populated countries in Europe.
The projected density for England is
increasing at a faster rate than most large
countries in Europe. Only Belgium is
projecting a higher rate of increase but
from a smaller base. Building on "Green
Belt" is neither the solution nor
acceptable. I have set out many of these
comments in the earlier consultation. My
comments appear to have been ignored.
Please let me know if you need
clarification of the figures I have used.

No

N

I propose all existing
dwellings and retail units are
included in the plan and
summary are shown in
Orange on the plan as H12
(1 to 6): Existing residential
and retail throughout Castle
point - 780 new homes on
brown field sites. I believe
the above proposal will mean
that there will be no need to
build on any Green Belt land
in Castle point. I therefore
propose that all Green Belt
land is removed from the
plan. If my belief is wrong
then I propose that all Green
Belt sites are reduced
proportionately.

N

The Local Plan is not legally compliant,
sound and does not comply with the Duty
to co-operate because of the following:You are not providing enough homes for
the local areas as demanded by the
Government. (General migration from
London to Essex). You are being short
sighted in the long term. If you do not put
forward a proper plan that has a
reasonable chance of being agreed to,
then you are letting the public down and
doing them a great disservice. Too much
attention is being paid to pressure groups
who do not want planning to effectively
move forward. Their view is 'Not in my
back yard'. This is a short sighted vision If you do not proceed in a proper manner
then the power will be taken away from
you. Unfortunately the Councillors have
been obstructive. For example, the sites
at Holland Ave and Bowers Road have
been removed from the new local plan
even though the proposed presentation of
potential homes was sympathetic to the
area and enhanced the area by providing
quality homes to various age groups.
There are about 30,600 dwellings in
Castle point. Every year, I see dwellings
being demolished and replaced by two or
three new. I see retail units converted to
dwellings or demolished and replaced by
retail units with flats above. This activity
must be included in the plan. One such
application per week for the next 15 years
would result in a minimum of 780 new
dwellings or 40% of the proposed total.
780 dwellings are about 2.5% of the total
dwellings in Castle point. I think this is
conservative and considerably more
individual properties could be identified.
Castle point must think much more "out of
the box" to fulfil their duty of care to the
"Green Belt". England is one of the most
densely populated countries in Europe.
The projected density for England is
increasing at a faster rate than most large
countries in Europe. Only Belgium is
projecting a higher rate of increase but
from a smaller base. Building on "Green
Belt" is neither the solution nor
acceptable. I have set out many of these
comments in the earlier consultation. My
comments appear to have been ignored.
Please let me know if you need
clarification of the figures I have used.

No

Yes

Just to check that I have
not been ignored.
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NLPPS1388

Wayne
Fessey

H9

N

NLPPS1389

Wayne
Fessey

H11

N

NLPPS1390

E F Joslin

New Local
Plan 2016

Lack of consultation and clear notification
of plans to local residents impacted by the
development (e.g. circulation of unmarked
map). Increase in traffic onto roads that
are providing an insufficient infrastructure
to cope with the additional vehicles. No
account taken of the developments
significant contribution to increasing the
risk of flooding in the immediate area.
Lack of consultation and clear notification
of plans to local residents impacted by the
development (e.g. circulation of unmarked
map). Increase in traffic onto roads that
are providing an insufficient infrastructure
to cope with the additional vehicles. No
account taken of the developments
significant contribution to increasing the
risk of flooding in the immediate area.

Cancellation of the
development in are H9.

N

Cancellation of the
development in are H9.

N

Soundness Comments

Lack of consultation and clear notification
of plans to local residents impacted by the
development (e.g. circulation of unmarked
map). Increase in traffic onto roads that
are providing an insufficient infrastructure
to cope with the additional vehicles. No
account taken of the developments
significant contribution to increasing the
risk of flooding in the immediate area.
Lack of consultation and clear notification
of plans to local residents impacted by the
development (e.g. circulation of unmarked
map). Increase in traffic onto roads that
are providing an insufficient infrastructure
to cope with the additional vehicles. No
account taken of the developments
significant contribution to increasing the
risk of flooding in the immediate area.

Cancellation of the
development in area H9

N

Cancellation of the
development in area H9

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Lack of consultation and clear notification
of plans to local residents impacted by the
development (e.g. circulation of unmarked
map). Increase in traffic onto roads that
are providing an insufficient infrastructure
to cope with the additional vehicles. No
account taken of the developments
significant contribution to increasing the
risk of flooding in the immediate area.
Lack of consultation and clear notification
of plans to local residents impacted by the
development (e.g. circulation of unmarked
map). Increase in traffic onto roads that
are providing an insufficient infrastructure
to cope with the additional vehicles. No
account taken of the developments
significant contribution to increasing the
risk of flooding in the immediate area.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Yes

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
complaint with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To have a say" as
is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP which gives protection
to and seeks to preserve Greenbelt in our
Borough, I include both Canvey Island
and the Mainland in this. I am very
pleased that the Council has finally
listened to its Residents and has voted to
put Local people first. The overwhelming
response to the consultation on the
previous Draft New Local Plan told you
that we treasure our Green spaces and
drew particular attention to the Greenbelt
which we consider very precious to us.
Not only does it perform several of the
functions of the Greenbelt as set out in
various Government Policies and
Guidance, but it performs a vital role in
mitigating the effects of Air Pollution in
and around our towns. We have a right to
breathe clean air. Allowing development
of Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2 would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1, This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn’t matter how many
lanes there are, when the road is closed
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

there is nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the County and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (Shell Haven DP
World Port at Stanford-Le-Hope
developments). Crucially, such a route
may also form an alternative evacuation
route from Canvey Island in the event of
an emergency. 2. In addition, not taken
into consideration, are the hundreds of
trees planted along this route and paid for
by Residents in memory of loved ones,
which would be ripped up to make way for
the dualling. How does the Council plan
to address this? Government Policy
provides Castle Point Borough Council
and its Officers with the Tools to protect
our Greenbelt and save it from any
development. The Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, RT Hon.Brandon
Lewis MP, has made it clear that this is so
and has written to the Council and to the
Planning inspector to hammer this home.
What is required from your offices is the
will and conviction to see this through. In
order to secure the future of our Borough,
I urge the Council to do everything in its
power to make sure this plan does pass
all three tests above to meet the approval
of the inspector.

NLPPS1391

NLPPS1392

Kelly
Norman

Michael
Morris

NLPPS1393

Max Hart

NLPPS1394

Caitline
Hart

NLPPS1395

Beverley
Hart

H4

New Local
Plan 2016

16 Protecting
the Green
Belt
16 Protecting
the Green
Belt
16 Protecting
the Green
Belt

N

How are King John and Deanes
Secondary schools planning on coping
with the additional 496 homes potentially
within catchment? Traffic from Vic House
roundabout to Rayleigh Weir is awful,
what will be done to ease congestion?
We do not need any more homes on
Canvey because it is overpopulated
already. It takes you far too long to get on
and off already as everybody meets at
one roundabout to get off. In an
emergency it would be impossible to get
off. Get the new road built first. The
drains and sewers can't take any more
properties as we flood every time it rains
now. If you lived on Canvey you would
feel the same, not on the Main land. I
was born here in 1948 so I know what I
am talking about.

No

N

We do not need any more homes on
Canvey because it is overpopulated
already. It takes you far too long to get on
and off already as everybody meets at
one roundabout to get off. In an
emergency it would be impossible to get
off. Get the new road built first. The
drains and sewers can't take any more
properties as we flood every time it rains
now. If you lived on Canvey you would
feel the same, not on the Main land. I
was born here in 1948 so I know what I
am talking about.

N

Y

The greenbelt in Castle Point is important
and should be protected these plans
protect this.

Y

The green belt in Castle Point is important
and should be protected these plans
protect this.

No

Y

I would like to protect the greenbelt in
Castle Point these plans do that therefore
I am happy with them

Y

I would like to protect the greenbelt in
Castle Point these plans do that therefore
in am happy with them

No

Y

I feel strongly that we should keep our
green belt and protect our green open
spaces.

Y

I feel strongly that we should keep our
green belt and protect our green open
spaces.

N

Y

We do not need any more homes on
Canvey because it is overpopulated
already. It takes you far too long to get on
and off already as everybody meets at
one roundabout to get off. In an
emergency it would be impossible to get
off. Get the new road built first. The
drains and sewers can't take any more
properties as we flood every time it rains
now. If you lived on Canvey you would
feel the same, not on the Main land. I
was born here in 1948 so I know what I
am talking about.

I feel strongly that we should keep our
green belt and protect our green open
spaces.

No

No
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NLPPS1397

NLPPS1398

Colin Riley

Liam
Heatherso
n

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

H 11 (3 & 4)

H1

H 14

N

No full consideration to bring the H11 site
forward.

To bring forward H11 3&4
into the period up to 2031.
ECC highways have ignored
repeated requests for
consideration to provide an
access onto the A127 slip
road down to the Fairglen
junction and a proposal to
link onto the Rayleigh spur
A130 roundabout.

N

The plan is not legally compliant because
local councillors, civil servants, and
general public of Castle Point have not
been able to have not declared their
interests regarding the plan. It fails to cooperate as in would find it hard to believe
a single resident of Castle Point would
have any desire to see more houses built
in their area. Instead it seems this
decision pleases those higher up alone,
who want to see this go through merely
for political reasons and council tax. This
plan goes completely against the wishes
of Castle Point's residents without
listening to them at all; it seems the
consensus is unanimously anti-housing
development. This is not only because
developments benefits those outside the
area alone (for us locals it only ruins the
landscape) but it is not logistically sound
such as creating more traffic on Canvey
Island. This was once a quiet area, but
because of housing development it will
only become more built up. I dread how
Castle Point will look in 50 years time if
this continues.

Because the local
Councillors, Civic Servants
and public of Castle Point
have not declared their
interests (it feels very much
like this plan was advanced
by politicians 'on the quiet'
with disregard for the public)
the very plan itself is not
legally compliant and
definitely does not cooperate, except for with a few
members of society behind
closed doors clearly
detached from the concerns
of the locals. Therefore I am
completely against going
through with any part of the
development proposed in the
plan. Nobody living here has
any need for more houses,
and I know I speak on behalf
of the majority.

Soundness Comments

N

This reduces the homes numbers by 800
in the period to 2031.

To bring forward H11 3&4
into the period up to 2031.
ECC highways have ignored
repeated requests for
consideration to provide an
access onto the A127 slip
road down to the Fairglen
junction and a proposal to
link onto the Rayleigh spur
A130 roundabout.

N

The plan is not legally compliant because
local councillors, civil servants, and
general public of Castle Point have not
been able to have not declared their
interests regarding the plan. It fails to cooperate as in would find it hard to believe
a single resident of Castle Point would
have any desire to see more houses built
in their area. Instead it seems this
decision pleases those higher up alone,
who want to see this go through merely
for political reasons and council tax. This
plan goes completely against the wishes
of Castle Point's residents without
listening to them at all; it seems the
consensus is unanimously anti-housing
development. This is not only because
developments benefits those outside the
area alone (for us locals it only ruins the
landscape) but it is not logistically sound
such as creating more traffic on Canvey
Island. This was once a quiet area, but
because of housing development it will
only become more built up. I dread how
Castle Point will look in 50 years time if
this continues.

N

This representation relates to Policy H14,
which is concerned with affordable
housing, and seeks to ensure that the
proposed policy is consistent with
Government policy as regards the effect
of viability on affordable housing delivery.
Government policy makes clear that
affordable housing requirements should
not be set at levels that prejudice delivery.
It is important therefore that all policies
relating to affordable housing delivery
recognise the impact that viability
considerations may have, if they are to be
effective in securing affordable housing.

Because the local
Councillors, Civic Servants
and public of Castle Point
have not declared their
interests (it feels very much
like this plan was advanced
by politicians 'on the quiet'
with disregard for the public)
the very plan itself is not
legally compliant and
definitely does not cooperate, except for with a few
members of society behind
closed doors clearly
detached from the concerns
of the locals. Therefore I am
completely against going
through with any part of the
development proposed in the
plan. Nobody living here has
any need for more houses,
and I know I speak on behalf
of the majority.

We therefore consider Policy
H14 should be amended as
follows:
“In order to improve the
affordability of
accommodation in Castle
Point, all proposals for
housing development, and
mixed use proposals that
include an element of
housing, resulting in 11 or
more net additional homes
will be required to make the
following level of provision of
affordable housing, subject to
viability:”
Following the introduction of
the Housing and Planning
Bill, Part 3 of the Policy and
the supporting text should be
updated to refer to Starter
Homes.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

N

ECC the highways authority have not fully
considered access to the H11 site.

Yes

N

The plan is not legally compliant because
local councillors, civil servants, and
general public of Castle Point have not
been able to have not declared their
interests regarding the plan. It fails to cooperate as in would find it hard to believe
a single resident of Castle Point would
have any desire to see more houses built
in their area. Instead it seems this
decision pleases those higher up alone,
who want to see this go through merely
for political reasons and council tax. This
plan goes completely against the wishes
of Castle Point's residents without
listening to them at all; it seems the
consensus is unanimously anti-housing
development. This is not only because
developments benefits those outside the
area alone (for us locals it only ruins the
landscape) but it is not logistically sound
such as creating more traffic on Canvey
Island. This was once a quiet area, but
because of housing development it will
only become more built up. I dread how
Castle Point will look in 50 years time if
this continues.

No

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination
ECC, the highways
authority have failed to
evaluate fully the site
H11 1 & 2, H11 3 & 4
access needed to exit
onto the A127 slip road
or onto the A130 Raleigh
spur roundabout. Had
they done so the number
of homes would increase
by 8oo in the period to
2031.

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.
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NLPPS1399

NLPPS1400

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

H 11

CC 7

N

N

Soundness Comments

This representation relates to the
proposed ‘area of search’ at North-West
Thundersley.
We note that the Pre-Submission Plan
refers to an ‘area of search’ within the
Green Belt at North-West Thundersley,
albeit paragraph 13.92 raises some
specific concerns regarding the potential
deliverability of development in this
location. We do not intend to comment on
the merits or otherwise of the proposed
‘area of search’, but we note that the
Policy heading refers to “safeguarded
land”.
The term ‘safeguarded land’ has a
particular meaning under paragraph 85 of
the NPPF, and relates to land that is
outside the Green Belt between an
existing urban area and the Green Belt.
It is not clear (e.g. from Part 3 of Policy
H11) whether or not this Plan is removing
the land from the Green Belt, and
allocating it as safeguarded land (in which
case exceptional circumstances would be
required to put it back in the Green Belt if
it transpired that the land were not
suitable for major development), or
maintaining the land in the Green Belt
until such time as investigations as to its
suitability have been concluded, in which
case the term ‘safeguarded land’ is
wrongly applied.
This representation relates to Policy CC7,
which is concerned with sustainable
construction, and whether the proposed
approach is consistent with national
policy.
The Government has made clear,
following the cancellation of the Code for
Sustainable Homes standard, that it
expects national standards for sustainable
construction to be applied, and that the
variety of local policies requiring different
approaches to construction should be
removed.
Part 1 of the proposed policy CC7
explains that for residential development,
proposals should meet building
regulations, but it also includes a
requirement for all new development to
demonstrate how the proposed design
“maximises” opportunities for solar gain,
daylight and decentralised energy
generation.
If a development is meeting building
regulations, there should be no
requirement to demonstrate such
additional measures, let alone show how
they have been maximised. This
requirement should be deleted.
Part 4 of the policy appears to place
additional requirements regarding the
sourcing of materials. Again, this exceeds
the obligations under national standards,
so unless there is compelling local need
for controlling construction materials, this
part of the policy should be deleted.
The same considerations apply to Part 5
of the policy, which is again overly
onerous and unjustified in respect of
national policy, and should also be
removed.

Clarity on the term
‘safeguarded land’ is
therefore required.

Part 1 of policy CC7 explains
that for residential
development, proposals
should meet building
regulations, but it also
includes a requirement for all
new development to
demonstrate how the
proposed design “maximises”
opportunities for solar gain,
daylight and decentralised
energy generation.
If a development is meeting
building regulations, there
should be no requirement to
demonstrate such additional
measures, let alone show
how they have been
maximised. This requirement
should be deleted.
Part 4 of the policy appears
to place additional
requirements regarding the
sourcing of materials. Again,
this exceeds the obligations
under national standards, so
unless there is compelling
local need for controlling
construction materials, this
part of the policy should be
deleted.
The same considerations
apply to Part 5 of the policy,
which is again overly
onerous and unjustified in
respect of national policy,
and should also be removed.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.
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NLPPS1402

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

T6

H9

N

N

Soundness Comments

These representations relate to Policy T6,
in respect of highway congestion.
Part 2 of the Policy T6 notes that
Transport Assessments submitted with
planning applications should examine the
effects of development proposals on the
highway network, and identify appropriate
mitigations measures, having regard to
the test set out in the NPPF that
development proposals should not create
“severe” congestion.
However, Part 3 (a) of the policy appears
to require that all development proposals
should “fully mitigate” any highway
impacts, which is not consistent with the
NPPF, which accepts some adverse
highway impacts so long as the effect is
not ‘severe’, nor is it realistic that every
development proposal will be able to fully
mitigate its effect. By the same token, Part
3(b) of the policy also appears to
introduce a more onerous test that the
NPPF ‘severe’ test, whilst the 2% test in
Part 3(c) similarly appears to place a
restriction on new development in a
manner inconsistent with the NPPF (and
without adequate justification).
As currently drafted, Policy T6 could serve
both to stall proposed development
allocations that, whilst providing mitigation
and meeting the requirements of the
NPPF, may not be able to “fully mitigate”
all highway impacts on all parts of the
network, and secondly could serve to
constrain the supply of smaller
development sites on those parts of the
network that are already congested, and
where individual small sites are not
capable of providing effective mitigation.
For the above reasons (lack of
consistency with national policy, and
justification), it is submitted that Policy T6
is not sound.
Countryside supports the allocation of site
H9 for residential purposes. For the
reasons briefly summarised in the
following section below it is submitted that
the site is appropriately allocated in the
draft Plan, is suitable for the proposed
development, and is available and
achievable. The site has the potential to
make a significant contribution to housing
delivery in the short term (within 5 years).
It will be apparent from the above that
Countryside welcomes both the proposed
allocation and the inclusion of Policy H9
within the Plan. However, there are some
detailed matters of wording in Policy H9
which potentially prejudice the effective
delivery of the site, or which appear to
have been included without full
justification, and for these reasons it is
submitted that there are elements of
Policy H9 which
are unsound.
• Part 1 of the Policy refers to delivery of
“up to” 180 homes. The allocated area is
8.34 ha, which equates to a gross site
density of around 21.5 dph. As the
Council notes in the supporting
justification, there are contextual factors
that may place limits on the form and
density of the eventual development, but
at paragraph 13.78 the Council’s analysis
is that the site is considered to be suitable
for “approximately” 180 homes. Given the
significant shortfall in housing that exists,
and given that the analysis for the site
does not at this stage indicate that 180

The tests in Part 3 of the
policy should be rephrased
with reference to Paragraph
32 of the NPPF.

Part 1 of Policy - We suggest
in the alternative that the
wording should not specify a
maximum i.e. “ … for
residential purposes
(expected to deliver in the
order of 180 new homes,
subject to detailed design, by
2031).”
Part 2 - We propose the
following amendments to (b)
and (d):
(b) “Delivery a landscape and
ecology strategy that
supports the protection and
enhancement of priority
species and priority habitats,
and includes potential for
enhanced habitat
connectivity, for example by
mature planting along the
southern boundary of the site
designed to create a wildlife
corridor between West Wood
to the west and Great Wood
to the east.”
(d) “Manage surface water
on and adjacent to the site,
ensuring no increase in the
risk of surface water flooding
to the site, adjacent land or
nearby properties.”
Part 5 - We propose the
following amendment:
“All proposed areas of open
space must be free from land

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm. The extent of
Countryside’s interest is wider than the
proposed H9 allocation (the extent of
Countryside’s interest is shown in the
document entitled “Landscape and
Ecological Enhancement Strategy”
which is submitted alongside these
representations). Although it is
considered that the definition of the
allocated area east of Daws Heath Road
could logically be extended to include the
site of the current stables, ménage and
associated buildings, which lie adjacent to
the proposed allocation boundary, we do
not seek to suggest as part of these
representations that the boundary of the
proposed allocation as drawn on the
Proposals Map is not sound. These
representations are therefore concerned
only with the specific wording of H9.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the Associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations,
and to respond to any
matters raised by other
parties in respect of
these matters.
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Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

13.77

N

Soundness Comments

homes is a critical maximum that should
not be exceeded, we consider that the
inclusion of the words “up to” is not
justified. It may well be that the case that,
as a result of the consideration of
planning application in due course, that
180 units is the eventual yield, but at this
stage the Local Plan should not be
prescribing that outcome.
• Part 2 – we generally support the
objectives of items (a) to (d), but in
respect of part (b), whilst we agree that
development has the potential to enhance
biodiversity and wildlife corridors, there
are more ways to achieve this then via the
suggested west-east link between West
Wood and Great Wood (for example,
through enhanced linkages between
Pound Wood and Great Wood as set out
in the accompanying document). We
suggest that in order to be effective, part
(b) should not be prescriptive as to the
type of biodiversity outcome. We are also
concerned that part (d) refers to managing
surface water on land “adjacent to the
site”. We assume this is intended to mean
simply that drainage solutions should not
adversely impact adjacent land, but as
drafted, it could be taken to imply a need
to actively manage drainage on 3rd party
land, which would not be appropriate.
• Part 5, the need for open space to be
free from contamination is of course
accepted, but the delivery of open space
may be phased as part of the
development, and therefore the
requirement for all remediation prior to 1st
occupation is not appropriate. Any
planning permission granted will contain
mechanisms for the timing of open space
delivery (whether through an appropriate
condition or s106). Full submission letter
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
Countryside supports the allocation of site
H9 for residential purposes. For the
reasons briefly summarised in the
following section below it is submitted that
the site is appropriately allocated in the
draft Plan, is suitable for the proposed
development, and is available and
achievable. The site has the potential to
make a significant contribution to housing
delivery in the short term (within 5 years).
We note that paragraph 13.77 refers to
the need for a context appraisal to inform
the design approach, which is supported.
The paragraph then goes on to state that
the outcome of that approach should be
that elements of the Arcadia approach
(defined in Appendix 2 of the draft Plan)
should be taken for the southern part of
the site. Given that the emphasis of this
paragraph is that the design should be
driven by a context and evidenced driven
approach, it is inappropriate for the
paragraph to go on and dictate the
outcome of that approach. It may be the
case that elements of Arcadia are utilised,
but the correct design approach should be
a matter to be determined at the
application stage. Full submission letter
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

contamination before that
open space is first used, and
development must be
phased …”

It is suggested that this
sentence be amended to
state “… A context appraisal
should inform the design
approach to be taken for the
site, which may include a
transition in approach from
the northern part of the site
to the southern, in order to
ensure the development
integrates into the existing
environment …”

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm. The extent of
Countryside’s interest is wider than the
proposed H9 allocation (the extent of
Countryside’s interest is shown in the
document entitled “Landscape and
Ecological Enhancement Strategy”
which is submitted alongside these
representations). Although it is
considered that the definition of the
allocated area east of Daws Heath Road
could logically be extended to include the
site of the current stables, ménage and
associated buildings, which lie adjacent to
the proposed allocation boundary, we do
not seek to suggest as part of these
representations that the boundary of the
proposed allocation as drawn on the
Proposals Map is not sound. These
representations are therefore concerned
only with the specific wording of H9.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the Associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations,
and to respond to any
matters raised by other
parties in respect of
these matters.
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Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

NE 2

N

Soundness Comments

Based on further work undertaken by
Essex County Council in 2007, and set
out in the background paper “Essex
Thames Gateway Historic Environment
Characterisation”, the draft Local Plan
seeks to significantly extend these
designations to land adjoining the original
allocations.
The rationale set out in paragraph 18.17
is not in fact wholly consistent with the
actual findings of the 2007
characterisation study.
The inclusion of the zones south of Daws
Heath are not however supported by the
evidence base, and their inclusion creates
an inconsistent application of the
evidence and, fundamentally, dilutes the
rationale for designation.
For the above reasons, it is not
considered that the extension of the Daws
Heath historic landscape to include land
south of Daws Heath is justified, and it is
considered that the Proposals Map should
be amended accordingly.

Proposals Map should be
amended accordingly.

Full submission letter and table attached
to Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1405

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

Proposals
Map Historic
Landscape

N

Based on further work undertaken by
Essex County Council in 2007, and set
out in the background paper “Essex
Thames Gateway Historic Environment
Characterisation”, the draft Local Plan
seeks to significantly extend these
designations to land adjoining the original
allocations.
The rationale set out in paragraph 18.17
is not in fact wholly consistent with the
actual findings of the 2007
characterisation study.
The inclusion of the zones south of Daws
Heath are not however supported by the
evidence base, and their inclusion creates
an inconsistent application of the
evidence and, fundamentally, dilutes the
rationale for designation.
For the above reasons, it is not
considered that the extension of the Daws
Heath historic landscape to include land
south of Daws Heath is justified, and it is
considered that the Proposals Map should
be amended accordingly.
Full submission letter and table attached
to Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Proposals Map should be
amended accordingly.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.
These representations relate to land
adjoining the proposed residential site
allocation, which is proposed for
designation as an historic landscape, and
which also forms part of the land within
which Countryside have an interest. It
should be stressed that the proposed NE2
designation does not adversely impact on
Countryside’s proposals for residential
development on the H9 site, since (as
discussed in the accompanying
Landscape and Ecological
Enhancement Strategy), any associated
use of the land south and east of the
proposed H9 allocation would be primarily
for informal open space, ecological
enhancement, and surface water
drainage, which would be compatible with
the requirements of Policy NE2 (in
particular Part 2 of draft Policy NE2).
Notwithstanding the above, these
representations are concerned with
whether or not the evidence base
supports the proposed designation.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.
These representations relate to land
adjoining the proposed residential site
allocation, which is proposed for
designation as an historic landscape, and
which also forms part of the land within
which Countryside have an interest. It
should be stressed that the proposed NE2
designation does not adversely impact on
Countryside’s proposals for residential
development on the H9 site, since (as
discussed in the accompanying
Landscape and Ecological
Enhancement Strategy), any associated
use of the land south and east of the
proposed H9 allocation would be primarily
for informal open space, ecological
enhancement, and surface water
drainage, which would be compatible with
the requirements of Policy NE2 (in
particular Part 2 of draft Policy NE2).
Notwithstanding the above, these
representations are concerned with
whether or not the evidence base
supports the proposed designation.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

H 13

N

Soundness Comments

It is therefore important that, whatever the
preferred mix, Policy H13 is applied on a
contextual basis, with the inherent
flexibility to ensure that the actual housing
mix is compatible with both the design
objectives of the site, and indeed the
viability of development delivery.
In terms of the particular mix set out in
Policy H13, we are concerned that the
SHMA and the requirements of Policy
H13 are not sufficiently aligned, and
therefore we query whether Policy H13 as
currently drafted is justified.
It is also relevant to consider whether or
not it is necessary for all sites to be
contributing equally to all types of supply.
Similarly, with regard to accommodation
for older persons, it is important that the
Policy retains flexibility for different types
of accommodation to be provided.
For all of the above reasons, we do not
consider that the mix as currently set out
in Policy H13 is justified, or that the policy
will be effective in its blanket approach to
housing mix that doesn’t take in to
account the typology of sites to be
developed.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1407

Kevin
Coleman
(Phase 2
Planning &
Developme
nt) on
behalf of
Countrysid
e
Properties
(UK) Ltd

H1

N

Paragraph 13.6 of the draft Plan identifies
two specific forms of environmental
constraint which it is argued serve to
constrain the ability of the Council to meet
housing need, being firstly flood risk, and
secondly nature conservation/landscape
constraints.
The Housing Capacity Topic Paper also
states, however, that protecting the
strategic functions of the Green Belt is
also a constraint, a matter that was
considered in the contemporaneous
Green Belt Boundaries Review. That latter
document identified a greater capacity for
housing need to be met from Green Belt
sites than the Pre-Submission Draft now
proposes, so there is a ‘disconnect’
between the evidence base on the
acceptable level of housing capacity and
the Plan itself, which leads to a concern
that, as currently drafted, the approach to
housing delivery set out in Policy H1 is not
justified.
suggest that the effectiveness of the
policy would be supported if the wording
“at least” were backed up with a positive
statement to ensure that opportunities to
increase supply are taken at the
appropriate decision making stage
We are also concerned that the reference
to 2000 new homes is insufficiently
challenging in the context of the evidence.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

Accordingly, we suggest that
the first part of Policy H13
requires amendment, in the
interests of being effective,
as follows:
“In order to achieve a more
diverse local housing supply
that responds to local
housing need, the following
sizes and types of homes
should be including within the
property mix of housing and
mixed use development
proposals (subject to viability
and consistency with the
overall design approach to
the development):”
If it were accepted that the
evidence base does not, at
present, support the
prescriptive percentages
used in the Policy, or a
review of the SHLAA
suggested a more refined
approach, then the Policy
could be revised to refer to
the Council’s intention to
negotiate an appropriate mix
having regard to the SHMA
and indicative mixes, rather
than the current prescriptive
references to “at least” a
specified percentage..
We therefore consider that
Point 1 should be amended
(on the basis of the need to
be effective and justified) to
state:
“During the period 2011 to
2031 at least 2,472 new
homes will be delivered in
Castle Point. Whenever
planning applications for new
housing are considered, the
Council will seek to ensure
that the maximum number of
new homes is provided,
commensurate with other
relevant policies in this Plan,
with a view to exceeding this
target. These new homes will
respond to the likely needs
…”.
Part 3 of the Policy refers to
the provision of affordable
housing, and cross refers to
the definition of affordable
housing in the NPPF. As the
Housing and Planning Bill
has been enacted, and this
will lead to the inclusion of
starter homes as part of the
definition of affordable
housing, it is suggested that
in order to ensure
consistency with Government
policy, the second sentence
of Part 3 should be deleted.
Indeed, given that Policy H14
relates to affordable housing
delivery, and appears to
contradict Part 3 by setting
out different percentages, it
may be better to delete Part
3 from Policy H1 altogether.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.
This representation relates to Policy H13,
which is concerned with housing mix, and
whether the evidence base from the
SHMA and the SHLAA supports the
proposed approach.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters

Yes

Countryside Properties
have an interest in one of
the limited number of
large scale residential
sites proposed for
allocation in the Local
Plan (site H9). Given the
significance of the
allocation to the Plan (in
the absence of sufficient
land for housing), the
Company wishes to
participate in the
Examination, both in
respect of site specific
matters and related
policy issues, so that it
can respond directly to
any queries the Inspector
may have regarding
either the delivery of the
site, or the associated
policy matters raised in
Countryside's
representations, and to
respond to any matters
raised by other parties in
respect of these matters.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Countryside Properties (UK) Ltd has an
interest in part of the land proposed for
residential development under Policy H9,
specifically that part of the allocation
which lies east of Daws Heath Road,
known as Brook Farm.
Countryside supports the allocation of site
H9 for residential purposes. It is submitted
that the site is
appropriately allocated in the draft Plan, is
suitable for the proposed development,
and is available and achievable. The site
has the potential to make a significant
contribution to housing delivery in the
short term (within 5 years).
However, concerns are raised as regards
the wider housing strategy set out under
Policy H1, and the shortfall in land being
allocated to contribute towards meeting
objectively assessed housing need, as set
out in the representations.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Page 428 of 487

NLPPS1408

NLPPS1409

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

H1

N

N

Soundness Comments

This represents an unmet need of up to
6,000 dwellings against the recognised
OAN target (400dpa), and a reduction of
2,000 dwellings from the previous DNLP
(2014) consultation (200dpa).
There has been no change in
circumstance that justifies this change
under the NPPF.
It is evident that the Council is not
prepared to proactively meet its housing
need and is artificially using the Green
Belt as justification to resist meeting this
need.
Policy H1 is therefore unsound and it is
recommended that the full OAN housing
requirement of 400dpa is met.
Policy H1: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘positively prepared’ or ‘consistent with
national policy’ and has not undertaken
the appropriate Duty to Co -operate.

H4

N

N

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
We object to the inclusion of this site to
meet the current local Plan housing
target. The area covered by Policy H4 in
the NLP 2016 already benefits from
Planning Consent and is under
construction by two separate developers
(David Wilson Homes and Redrow
Homes).
We recommend that the previous extent
of Policy H4 contained in the DNLP
(2014) document is reinstated by the
Council and that there should be no
artificial ‘safeguarding’ constraints to bring
forward the whole of the allocation now.
Policy H4: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘positively prepared’, ‘consistent with
national policy’, ‘justified ’ or ‘effective’.

It is recommended that the
full OAN housing
requirement of 400dpa is
met.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

We recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4
We recommend that the
previous extent of Policy H4
contained in the DNLP
(2014) document is
reinstated by the Council and
that there should be no
artificial ‘safeguarding’
constraints to bring forward
the whole of the allocation
now.
It is considered that the
housing target is unsound
and needs to increase.

N

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
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NLPPS1410

NLPPS1411

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

H5

H6

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
Policy H5: Land at Thorney Bay Caravan
Park, Canvey Island
This site already benefits from planning
permission which was resolved to grant in
September 2012 – some 4 years ago. The
site is currently a Caravan Park and has
not yet been delivered.
It is therefore questionable whether the
site is truly available.
Policy H5: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘justified’.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
Policy H6: Land at Point Road, Canvey
Island
This site was a previous allocation in the
1998 Local Plan and has not come
forward for development. It should not be
considered suitable or available and is an
unsound allocation.
Policy H6: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘justified’.

It is considered that the
housing target is unsound
and needs to increase.
we recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

It is considered that the
housing target is unsound
and needs to increase.
we recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4

N

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

NLPPS1412

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

H7

N

N

Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
Policy H7 – Land off Scrub Lane
This site was a previous allocation in the
1998 Local Plan and has not come
forward for development. It should not be
considered suitable or available and is an
unsound allocation.
Policy H7: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘justified’.

It is considered that the
housing target is unsound
and needs to increase.
we recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4

N

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
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NLPPS1413

NLPPS1414

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

H8

H9

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
Policy H8 –Land between 396 and 408
London Road, Benfleet
We understand that a proportion of this
emerging policy allocation has received
planning permissions, however it is noted
that the southern section of this site
remains as GB and has been included
within the allocation. We would query why
it is considered justified for CPBC to
release this area of land from GB over
and above alternative current parcels of
land within the GB (such as our Clients
Site). In our view, further justification is
required to provide a comparison of the
relative merits of releasing selective sites
from GB over and above equally or more
suitable sites.
Policy H8: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘justified’.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
Policy H9 – Land South of Daws Heath,
Hadleigh
There is no clear justification within the
Officers Report to Ordinary Council on 23

It is considered that the
housing target is unsound
and needs to increase.
we recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

It is considered that the
housing target is unsound
and needs to increase.
We recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4.

N

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

March 2016 as to the reasoning behind
Policy H9 being included within the NLP
over other emerging housing policy
allocations which were removed from the
NLP. We consider that further clarification
on this matter is provided to ensure a
consistent and robust approach is used to
allocate sites within GB for housing.
Policy H9: Object/Unsound. Is not being
‘justified’
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

NLPPS1415

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

GB 2

N

N

By retaining the majority of strategic
Green Belt in Castle Point and
consequently not seeking to meet the full
OAN through GB review, the Borough
Council’s Policy in respect of extent of
Green Belt (Policy GB2), is therefore at
present also unsound.
The NLP para. 13.20 clearly sets out that
in order to seek to meet the housing need
of the Borough, sustainable GB boundary
amendment (as assessed by the GBBR)
should be undertaken as part of the local
plan process.
Policy GB2 Green Belt Extent is therefore
unsound and further amendments to the
Green Belt are required to redefine the
extent of the Green Belt to facilitate the
release of land for housing.
Policy GB2: Object/Unsound. GB is
necessary in Castle Point and is
supported however the extent of the GB
boundary is not ‘justified’ or ‘effective’.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Further amendments to the
Green Belt are required to
redefine the extent of the
Green Belt to facilitate the
release of land for housing.

N

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Page 433 of 487

NLPPS1416

NLPPS1417

Andrew
Wilford
(Barton
Willmore)
on behalf
of
Caneleigh
Ltd

Ray
Houghton
(Bidwells
LLP) on
behalf of
Thundersle
y
Investment
s Ltd

Proposals
Map Housing
allocations

H4

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Notwithstanding that we consider that the
DNLP 2014 allocations should be
reinstated to meet a more appropriate
housing target, we also have concerns
over the sites currently relied upon within
the NLP 2016 and whether they
themselves can be considered
appropriate to be taken forward in this
current Plan period. This is on the basis
that many of the sites identified were
previous allocated sites in the Adopted
Castel Point Borough Local Plan 1998
and are therefore not ‘new’ as suggested
within the NLP. This is mis-leading.
In conclusion, it is considered that the
housing target is unsound and needs to
increase. This increase will require the
allocation of additional land and we
recommend that all previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy H4. This is
in the light that the sites currently relied
upon by the Council are flawed as they
benefit from an existing consent or they
are existing allocations left over from the
1998 plan (18 years ago) and have not
come forward to date.
We object to the NLP removing previously
identified sites which have been
recommended by the GBBR 2013 as
being suitable for release from the Green
Belt.
Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.
The housing strategy identified in Policy
H1 of the DLP has not been positively
prepared.
The proposed housing figure does not
appear to be based on need of the area
and therefore cannot be considered to be
prepared positively.
The DLP cannot therefore be considered
to be positively prepared as the identified
objectively assessed housing need will
not be met within the Borough and
consideration has not been given to the
needs of adjoining Boroughs.
The proposed housing strategy has not
been prepared in a positive manner and
the resulting allocations of specific sites is
therefore not considered to be justified.
The site subject to these representations
is considered to represent sustainable
development and is available to be
developed within the next 5 years.
The Councils own evidence base
therefore supports that further housing
could be delivered on land that no longer
fulfils a Green Belt function.
In the case of Castle Point, despite the
evidence of housing need, the acceptance
that the objectively assessed housing
need cannot be met, the Green Belt
boundary needs to be reviewed, sites
have been identified that do not fulfil a
strategic Green Belt purpose; the Council
has failed to provide a strategy that meets
this need. The site the subject of these
representations is considered to be critical
in terms of Castle Point meeting their
housing needs.
The DLP is therefore considered to be
unsound.
The Housing strategy proposed in the
DLP is not effective. To be effective it
must be deliverable over the plan period
and be based on effective joint working.
The DLP fails to meet the objectively

We recommend that all
previous GB sites are
reinstated – especially Policy
H4.
Further amendments to the
Green Belt are required to
redefine the extent of the
Green Belt to facilitate the
release of land for housing.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

We do not consider the Duty to Cooperate has been met. There is no
evidence presented which demonstrates
how the Council expects its unmet need
of 6,000 dwellings to be met by its
neighbouring Authorities.
Furthermore, there is a lack of any
evidence of the Council successfully
undertaking the Duty to Co-operate.
There is no evidence base demonstrating
how in electing to proceed with a figure of
107dpa, the unmet housing need (400500dpa) is being accommodated in
neighbouring authorities (as required by
the NPPF and NPPG).
There is no ‘effective’ agreement as to
how Castle Point Borough Council’s
unmet need will be met by others.
We consider this to be both an unsound
matter and one of legal compliance.

Caneleigh Limited has land interest
throughout the Borough and specifically a
site in Thundersley known as ‘242-248
Hart Road, Thundersley’ (herein referred
to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1).
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and
considered to be able to accommodate
circa 35 dwellings and associated open
space and infrastructure.
The Site was previously included within
the Draft New Local Plan [DNLP] which
was consulted on in March 2014 as part
of the proposed New Housing Allocation
at ‘Land o ff Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the DNLP. The Site was identified as part
of the 8Ha of land that was proposed to
be safeguarded for meeting the housing
need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 & 2
attached to Rep form included in schedule
of supporting documents.

The current failing could be
addressed if the Council reconsidered the evidence
base and modified its
housing strategy and
released Green Belt sites
including the subject of these
representations as a housing
allocation. This would assist
in providing more housing
and in sustainable locations.
We confirm that the site is
suitable, achievable and
available for residential
development in the next 5
years.
If the Council amends the
housing strategy to address
the objectively assessed
need and includes previous
sites for residential
development that were
considered not to contribute
to the strategic Green Belt
function, this would go a long
way to increasing the
housing need in the Borough.
Additional new housing
development, would also
provide the opportunity to
contribute to the provision of
affordable housing and other
specialist housing in the area
and meet the planning
requirements of the NPPF.

N

The Council’s evidence base and initial
recommendations for meeting its
objectively housing need were reversed at
a Full Council Meeting in February 2016.
The current housing strategy
acknowledges the need will not be met
but there does not appear to be a
satisfactory justification for this stance or
how other adjoining authorities will meet
the additional need that may arise from
Castle Point. This failure to produce an
effective and robust strategy in
communication with other key authorities
within the housing market area can only
lead to failure in the duty to co-operate.
We appreciate, that if the Inspector
agrees with these representations, this
element of the process cannot be rectified
at the Examination.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

We consider that the
matters set out within our
Representations to the
New Local Plan are of a
complex nature and
require further discussion
at the Examination in
Public.

Yes

In its current form the
draft Local Plan is
considered unsound.
The Plan is
fundamentally flawed as
it fails to reflect the
Council's own evidence
base relating to
objectively assessed
housing need. I consider
it necessary to attend the
examination to
encourage a modified
housing strategy.

Full submission letter & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

This representation is submitted by
Bidwells LLP on behalf of Thundersley
Investments Ltd in respect of the Castle
Point Borough Council Draft Local Plan
Consultation 2016 (DLP). The
representations relate to land to the north
of Kiln Road, Thundersley, which is
identified on a site location plan attached
at Appendix 1.
Full submission statement & Appendix
1 & 2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Full submission statement & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Full submission statement
& Appendix 1 & 2 attached
to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting
documents.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
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assessed housing need, identifies sites
for development within high risk flood
zones where clear alternatives exist in
Flood Zone 1. The Council does not
appear to have a robust strategy in place
to ensure the unmet housing need can be
accommodated elsewhere in the housing
market area.
The DLP is therefore not effective and is
not sound.
Whilst the Council has identified the
housing need, it has not responded
positively to growth or allocated sufficient
land to meet this need.
Despite acknowledging the need to review
the Green Belt boundary, in the
subsequent assessment, the Council fails
to amend the Green Belt boundary in
accordance with Paragraph 85 that states
land should not remain in the Green Belt
un-necessarily. The Council has only
allocated a minimum number of sites
without providing sufficient justification as
to why sites that were previously
considered acceptable are no longer
proposed for allocation. This restriction on
housing growth will also have a knock on
effect in terms of other areas of
sustainable development in the Borough
and in neighbouring jurisdictions.
Full submission statement & Appendix 1 &
2 attached to Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

NLPPS1418

Sam
Hollingwort
h (Strutt &
Parker
LLP) on
behalf of
Redrow
Homes Ltd

New Local
Plan 2016

N

It is submitted that the Draft Local Plan
(DLP) fails to meet the requirements of
the Environmental Assessment of Plans
and Programmes Regulations (2004), and
is therefore not legally compliant.
There is no evidence within the SA/SEA
published alongside the Draft Local Plan
for consultation that the potential
allocation of land east of Central Avenue,
Hadleigh has been considered and
assessed. There is no explanation as to
why the potential allocation of this site
was rejected.
Sites proposed to be allocated are
considered within the SA/SEA published
alongside the Draft Local Plan, but
alternatives are not.
The judgments in the cases of Heard v
Broadland District Council, South Norfolk
District Council, Norwich City Council
[2012] and Save Historic Newmarket Ltd
v. Forest Heath District Council [2011]
confirm the need for the public to be
presented with an accurate picture of the
reasonable alternatives at an early stage;
for these alternatives to be subject to
appraisal; and for reasons for their
rejection / selection to be explained within
the Environmental Report.
The Council has, to date, failed to meet
these requirements in the case of the
Local Plan.
We are concerned that the Council has
failed to take steps to bring the SA/SEA
published alongside the Draft Local Plan
to the attention of persons who are
affected or likely to be affected by, or
have an interest in the decisions involved
in the plan; and to give the public effective
opportunity to express their opinion on
accompanying SA/SEA.
It is submitted that the above failings in
respect of consultation, together with
those in relation to the consideration of

There is still opportunity for
deficiencies in the SEA/SA of
the Local Plan to be cured.
However, this will require
alternatives – including land
east of Central Avenue,
Hadleigh – to be assessed in
detail, and for the results of
this assessment to be fed
into the decision-making
process.
These failings could
potentially be cured through
appropriate consideration
and assessment of
alternatives; appropriate
public consultation on this
and the SA/SEA in its
entirety; and amendments to
the Draft Local Plan to reflect
the findings of these.

This representation is submitted by Strutt
and Parker LLP on behalf of our clients,
Redrow Homes, and in relation to land
east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Yes

My clients, Redrow
Homes Ltd, have an
interest in the
development of land
within the Borough.
We have significant
concerns in respect of
the Draft Local Plan as it
is currently worded and
feel it is important to
discuss these, and
potential modifications to
address issues, with
the Inspector at the oral
part of the examination.
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alternatives, are such that adoption of the
plan in its current form would not be
legally compliant.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1419

Sam
Hollingwort
h (Strutt &
Parker
LLP) on
behalf of
Redrow
Homes Ltd

New Local
Plan 2016

N

It is submitted that the Local Planning
Authority has not engaged constructively
or effectively with neighbouring authorities
to maximise the effectives of the
preparation of the Draft Local Plan (DLP).
Consequently, the duty to cooperate has
not been met.
One of the key cross boundary strategic
matters relevant to the DLP is housing
need in the housing market area and the
distribution of this need.
As such, we would have expected to see
substantial evidence that Castle Point
Borough Council has engaged
constructively and effectively with other
Local Authorities within the housing
market area as to how housing need will
be allocated between administrative
areas, and to discuss the potential
ramifications of the DLP’s proposed
housing strategy on neighbouring areas.
However, there is no evidence such
discussions have taken place, let alone
that these have been constructive and
effective.
Further, there is no evidence to suggest
that any of the neighbouring authorities
are in a position to accommodate some of
the residual housing need which would
result from delivery of the DLP as
currently proposed. Indeed, it is
understood that the SHMA has identified
objectively assessed housing needs for a
number of other local authorities within
the housing market area which greatly
exceed their current housing trajectories.
Such authorities may themselves have
unmet housing needs and DLP should be
exploring whether any of this need can be
met through development in Castle Point
Borough.
In summary, it is submitted that the duty
to cooperate has not been met, given the
DLP’s proposed housing strategy – and in
particular its failure to meet objectively
assessed housing needs in full – and the
lack of effective or constructive
engagement with neighbouring authorities
in respect of this and its consequences for
the housing market area.

This representation is submitted by Strutt
and Parker LLP on behalf of our clients,
Redrow Homes, and in relation to land
east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh.
My clients, Redrow Homes Ltd, have an
interest in the development of land within
the Borough.
We have significant concerns in respect of
the Draft Local Plan as it is currently
worded and feel it is important to discuss
these, and potential modifications to
address issues, with the Inspector at the
oral part of the examination.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
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Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1420

Sam
Hollingwort
h (Strutt &
Parker
LLP) on
behalf of
Redrow
Homes Ltd

E1

N

The Draft Local Plan (DLP) as currently
proposed is not positively prepared,
justified or consistent with national policy
as set out in the NPPF in relation to its
proposed approach to economic
development.
Policy E1 of the DLP states the Borough’s
economy will be enhanced through the
delivery of at least 2,100 jobs and
increased levels of productivity.
However, the DLP proposes a housing
growth figure of only 100 dwellings per
year between 2011 and 2031 through
Policy H1. Policies E1 and H1 are clearly
at odds with one another, with the latter
significantly undermining the prospects of
the former being achieved. Indeed, rather
than help support economic growth in the
Borough, the proposed approach in the
DLP to housing delivery is likely to result
in a negative impact on the Borough’s
economy (given the findings of the
Council’s Employment & Retail Needs
Assessment), contrary to both the NPPF
and to aspirations set out within the DLP.
Without changes to the housing growth
strategy proposed in the DLP, Policy E1
of the DLP is not deliverable and therefore
the plan is not effective.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The economic strategy could
potentially be amended to
complement the housing
strategy as currently
proposed in the DLP by
acknowledging the job losses
likely to occur, and proposing
a strategy for how the
Council will react to this.
However, it is unclear how
such a strategy could be
effective, justified compared
to potential alternatives, or
be consistent with the
NPPF’s requirement to
deliver net social, economic
and environmental gains.
Accordingly, it is considered
the only realistic way Policy
E1 and the proposed
economic development
strategy could be made
sound is through changes to
the housing strategy, such
that it is aligned – a the very
least – with the lower end of
the employment growth
range.

This representation is submitted by Strutt
and Parker LLP on behalf of our clients,
Redrow Homes, and in relation to land
east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Yes

My clients, Redrow
Homes Ltd, have an
interest in the
development of land
within the Borough.
We have significant
concerns in respect of
the Draft Local Plan as it
is currently worded and
feel it is important to
discuss these, and
potential modifications to
address issues, with the
Inspector at the oral part
of the examination.

Full submission statement
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1421

Sam
Hollingwort
h (Strutt &
Parker
LLP) on
behalf of
Redrow
Homes Ltd

H1

N

Soundness Comments

The Castle Point Draft Local Plan (DLP)
as currently proposed is not positively
prepared, justified, effective or consistent
with national policy as set out in the NPPF
in relation to its proposed approach to the
delivery of housing and the identification
of specific sites for housing development.
In short, the Council would appear to be
seeking to justify the lower levels of
housing need due on the basis of
proposed low employment growth; and at
the same time seeking to justify lower
levels of employment growth on the basis
that low levels of housing growth are
proposed. This approach is considered to
be far from sound.
We have made representations in respect
of Policy E1, and expressed our concerns
that the proposed approach to housing in
the DLP will undermine the economic
objectives outlined elsewhere within the
DLP.
As such, the effectiveness of the housing
strategy is questioned, as well as the
justification for the subsequent allocation
of specific sites. It is notable, for example,
that despite being identified as a key
settlement in the Borough with a town
centre in need of regeneration, only two
sites are proposed to be allocated for
Hadleigh (sites H7 and H9), which the
DLP proposes will only deliver up to 244
dwellings by 2031.
The DLP proposes allocation of specific
sites for residential development.
Notwithstanding the merits of allocating
land east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh for
residential development, the DLP fails to
do so. We have significant concerns
regarding the process by which sites have
been identified, including the justification
for the selection and rejection of sites;
consistency of the proposed approach
with national policy; and whether the
proposed approach is effective.
It is clear that land east of Central
Avenue, Hadleigh is a potential option for
allocation for residential development. As
such, and having regard to the above, its
rejection in favour of alternative sites must
be justified
The justification as to why sites within
Flood Zone 1 such as land east of Central
Avenue, Hadleigh have been rejected
whilst others in Flood Zone 3 are
proposed to be allocated is unclear,
particular as sites such as land east of
Central Avenue have been identified by
the Council as being developable.
In summary, it is clear that the DLP fails to
allocate sufficient sites for housing. In
respect of those sites that are proposed to
be allocated, the justification and
effectiveness of them to as housing
development sites is questionable. Land
east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh has
been identified as being a suitable,
sustainable site that can make a
contribution towards housing need and
there is no justification for rejecting the
allocation of it for development.

Changes to the Local Plan
should include the allocation
of this site [land east of
Central Avenue, Hadleigh]
for residential development
to help meet housing need.
Full submission statement
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

This representation is submitted by Strutt
and Parker LLP on behalf of our clients,
Redrow Homes, and in relation to land
east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh (site
plan provided as Appendix 1).
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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My clients, Redrow
Homes Ltd, have an
interest in the
development of land
within the Borough.
We have significant
concerns in respect of
the Draft Local Plan as it
is currently worded and
feel it is important to
discuss these, and
potential modifications to
address issues, with the
Inspector at the oral part
of the examination.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1422

Sam
Hollingwort
h (Strutt &
Parker
LLP) on
behalf of
Redrow
Homes Ltd

H1

N

Soundness Comments

N

The Draft Local Plan (DLP) is considered
unsound in relation to its proposed
housing strategy (Policy H1) and the
subsequent proposed allocation of
specific sites that follow on from this.
Strong objection is raised to the plan in its
current form. As set out within this
representation, there are a number of
flaws and strong concern is raised to the
housing numbers and approach of the
plan. In particular the removal of site H9
land between Felstead Road and
Catherine Road is not supported in
planning terms. This site was previously
demonstrated to be a sustainable,
suitable and deliverable and is one of a
very limited number of sites that can be
developed without compromising the
wider objectives of the Green Belt.
The DLP’s proposed housing strategy is
not positively prepared.
It is clear that the DLP will not meet
objectively assessed housing needs for
the Borough. Furthermore, there is no
indication as to whether the residual
housing need which will result from the
DLP can be accommodated elsewhere
within the housing market area, whether
neighbouring Local Authorities are
planning to accommodate this need, or
whether discussions with neighbouring
areas on this issue have taken place.
Accordingly, the DLP cannot be
considered positively prepared.
The proposed housing strategy – and the
allocation of specific sites resulting from it
is not justified.
The DLP proposes to fail to meet
objectively assessed housing need. In
addition to this rendering the plan
unsound in that it is not positively
prepared, it is submitted that no adequate
justification for this suggested approach
has been provided.
It is clear from the Council’s evidence
base that suitable sites are available to
deliver a great quantum of dwellings than
proposed, and increase the opportunity
for objectively assessed housing needs in
the Borough to be met. Yet, such sites –
including land between Felstead Road
and Catherine Road, Benfleet – are not
proposed to be allocated.
In summary, the Council’s SHLAA (2015)
identifies the site as suitable, available
and achievable; the SA/SEA that
accompanied the 2014 Draft New Local
Plan confirmed the site is sustainable for
residential development; the decision in
respect of planning application
CPT/602/13/FUL confirms the Council
had no in-principle objections to the
residential development of the site at this
time. It is also one of a minimal number of
sites that can be developed without
compromising the wider objectives of the
Green Belt. The woodland adjacent to
Catherine Road provides a clear and
defensible boundary to the Green Belt
and the partially developed nature of the
site is also significant in terms of
minimising the impact of the development.
Nevertheless, the DLP does not propose
allocation of the site for residential
development. No clear planning
justification has been provided to
demonstrate, why this site, which is
critical in terms of Castle Point BC
meeting their housing needs and can be
developed without compromising the

However, there is potential
for these current failings to
be cured. There is no reason
why the Council housing
strategy could not be
amended to seek to meet a
significantly greater number
of homes.
It is notable that there are
sites (including land between
Felstead Road and Catherine
Road, Benfleet) that were
proposed to be allocated for
housing development
through a previous iteration
of the Local Plan (Draft New
Local Plan 2014) but which,
without justification, are no
longer proposed. By
amending the Local Plan to
include the allocation of
these sites for residential
development not only will this
result in a more sustainable
and effective strategy, more
in-keeping with the
requirements of national
policy; it will also mitigate a
number of concerns set out
within this statement in
respect of the justification for
the approach currently
proposed through the DLP.
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This representation is submitted by Strutt
and Parker LLP on behalf of our clients,
Redrow Homes and the landowners in
relation to land between Felstead Road
and Catherine Road, Benfleet (site plan
provided as Appendix 1).
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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objectives of the Green Belt has been
removed from the draft Local Plan.
Furthermore, it does not propose to meet
objectively assessed housing need, and
claims that the Borough is unable to do
so. This position and approach is clearly
not justified.
The DLP proposes to fail to meet
objectively assessed housing need. In
fact, it proposes to meet approximately a
mere quarter of the Borough’s need. This
will result in unmet housing need within
the housing market area. We would
expect there to be a strategy in place to
ensure this unmet need is met elsewhere
within the housing market area, or at the
very least for there to be evidence that
every effort had been made to secure the
necessary cooperation on such matters,
as required by the duty to cooperate (PPG
Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 9-00120140306). However, there is no
evidence of this. Land between Felstead
Road and Catherine Road is a key site
that could meet this need.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The Plan only proposes to meet one third
of the objectively assessed needs (OAN)
for the Castle Point Borough as identified
in the recently published South Essex
SHMA 2016, identifying the Green Belt as
the primary constraint to meeting OAN.
The same Green Belt evidence was
previously used to inform the Draft New
Local Plan (2014) which aimed to provide
over 4,000 houses, or 63% of OAN. This
brings into question the credibility of the
justification for only providing 2,100
houses in the plan period and Basildon
Council considers this to be an unsound
approach.

NLPPS1423

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H1

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Basildon Council notes that there are a
number of sites that have been assessed
as part of the Castle Point Green Belt
Boundaries Review (Nov 2013), which are
considered possible to remove from the
Green Belt with either a minimal impact
on the openness or strategic function of
the Green Belt, or, through the retention
and enhancement of landscape features,
the impact of development on the
character and openness of the wider area
could be appropriately mitigated.
Therefore, if Castle Point Borough Council
was to be more flexible in terms of the
range of sites that could come forward in
Green Belt areas, and by applying the
evidence which it has prepared, there
would not be such a high level of unmet
housing need that would be expected to
be accommodated outside Castle Point
Borough.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

Paragraph 16.13 of the Castle Point
Borough New Local Plan states that the
plan will retain 99% of the Green Belt
extent so that it will continue to serve its
purpose of keeping land permanently
open and maintaining clear visual
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separation between towns. However, in
doing so the New Local Plan ignores the
recommendations of its own evidence
base which advises that it is in fact
possible for development to occur in some
parts of the current extent of the Green
Belt in Castle Point without diminishing its
purpose. There is not therefore a robust
justification for retaining such a high
proportion. This is contrary to paragraph
85 of the NPPF and would not represent a
sound approach to a Green Belt review,
or to meeting OAN within the Castle Point
Borough.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1424

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H4

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Kiln Road site – This site is allocated for
residential purposes in Policy H4 to
deliver 235 new homes by 2031, despite
the sustainability appraisal recommending
an allocation of up to 600 new homes by
2031. The delivery of 235 homes would
only require land already allocated in the
previously adopted Plan from 1998,
despite the Green Belt Review stating that
the site does not meet Green Belt
purpose at all. Therefore, the
recommended policy for approx. 600
additional homes is a more sustainable
option than Policy H4 selected in the New
Local Plan.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1425

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H5

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1426

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H6

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.

NLPPS1427

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H7

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.

Soundness Comments

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.

N

Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.

N

Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.
Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.
Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.
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NLPPS1428

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H8

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Soundness Comments

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.

N

Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1429

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H9

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Housing Policy H9 proposes to allocate
land at Daws Heath for approximately 180
new homes by 2031. This is a curious
decision as the recommendations of the
Sustainability Assessment is for only 140
new homes. There is not anything which
states clearly that there is evidence to
support the uplift, and there are a number
of other sites that perform better in terms
of the results of the Sustainability
Appraisal that have not otherwise been
selected. This would suggest that the
allocated sites within the Castle Point
New Local Plan have not been chosen
based on the sustainability evidence
produced to inform the plan. Therefore the
New Local Plan cannot be considered to
contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development and is contrary
to the requirements of the NPPF.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1430

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H 10

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Soundness Comments

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.

N

Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Yes

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1431

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

H 11

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

The sustainability appraisal report should
help to integrate different areas of
evidence and to demonstrate why the
proposals in the Local Plan are the most
appropriate. The results of the
sustainability appraisal also raises
questions regarding the sites allocated
within the Local Plan, as it states that the
removal of a number of sites from the
original draft local plan, all of which were
green belt sites, has resulted in “a
negative impact on the sustainability of
the plan”.
The New Local Plan also proposes to
allocate an “area of search for housing”
provision in the period up to 2031 on land
in North West Thundersley. This site has
access issues, could potentially
compromise junction improvements to the
Fairglen Interchange on the Basildon
Borough/Rochford District/ Castle Point
Borough boundary and would potentially
include unsafe access onto or from the
A127. The results of the sustainability
appraisal in regards to this site are not
positive in comparison with other sites
appraised. The site is not considered to
be deliverable due to the issues of access
to the site, and the fact that this site has
been allocated for development suggests
that the chosen locations for development
in the New Local Plan are not based on
the professional evidence produced to
support the Local Plan.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1432

Matthew
Winslow
(Basildon
Borough
Council)

TS 1

N

Basildon Borough Council is concerned
that Castle Point Borough Council has not
addressed some of the main tests for
legal compliance in the production of its
New Local Plan. In order for a Local Plan
to be legally compliant it must identify
significant cross-boundary and interauthority issues and ensure that the plan
rests on a credible evidence base.

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Soundness Comments

In paragraphs 20.7 and 20.8 of the Castle
Point New Local Plan, it is stated that the
Essex Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople Accommodation Assessment
(ORS, 2014) indicates a very low demand
for gypsy and traveller accommodation in
Castle Point. The plan also states that the
evidence indicated that gypsies and
travellers have a preference for sites on
the urban periphery and in rural locations
and therefore can be ruled out due to the
fact that this would have a potential
impact on the Green Belt in Castle Point.
Basildon Borough Council would question
the credibility of this justification in light of
the results of the Green Belt Review and
the fact that the requirements of the Duty
to Co-operate have not been met in terms
of how the Basildon Borough unmet gypsy
& traveller needs will be addressed.
By submitting the Local Plan for
publication, Castle Point Borough Council
is not allowing sufficient time for the issue
to be resolved in accordance with the
requirements of the Duty to Co-operate.

In respects of the evidence
irregularities, the New Local
Plan should show how it has
taken these matters into
account, even if that results
in a different New Local Plan
being prepared in terms of
sites and capacities.

N

Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Basildon Borough Council does not
believe that Castle Point Borough Council
will be able to submit comprehensive and
robust evidence to show the efforts it has
made to co-operate as it only approached
Basildon Council in a response to its Draft
Local Plan on 21 March 2016. It should
have had undertaken this more than two
days in advance of taking the decision to
publish its New Local Plan which relies on
such co-operation as part of its housing
need strategy. It should have also sought
to reach a consensus as to how the
Councils would work together to address
cross boundary issues beyond the
existing sharing of evidence base work,
which is valued cooperation, but needs to
be extended where issues of un-met
development needs arise.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The matters raised in this
consultation response
are significant cross
boundary matters that
require careful
examination, and to
which Basildon Borough
Council can contribute in
terms of discussion at the
examination.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of supporting
documents.

NLPPS1433

NLPPS1434

NLPPS1435

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

H5

H 11

TS 1

N

It is understood that there are
uncertainties regarding the future of this
site in terms of the numbers it can
contribute to housing supply and in
particular about the amount of net housing
that can be delivered from this site, how
many existing permanent households are
existing on site and how many caravans
will be retained.

N

Thurrock Council could support the
proposal for development in this location
to assist in the delivery of the Castle Point
Local Plan housing supply targets.
However Castle Point Borough Council
needs to be satisfied that development in
this location can come forward and be
delivered to the scale and phasing as
suggested.

N

It is considered a premature and flawed
approach of the Castle Point draft New
Local Plan to presuppose and allocate no
pitches and plots without taking into
account any need arising from the Essexwide Gypsy and Travellers
Accommodation Assessment and without
consideration of an agreed process of
engagement regarding the distribution of
Gypsy and Travelling showpeople across
the Essex local authorities.
Technical work on both the Basildon and
the Essex-wide GTAAs is not complete at
this stage. In addition the Thurrock
Showpeople assessment and any issues
arising from this evidence needs to be
considered as part the Essex GTAA. As
the technical work base figures and
methodology are not finally published and
any distribution arising will need to be
agreed and subject to further engagement
between authorities.
It is noted the Castle Point draft New
Local Plan makes no further provision for
Gypsy or Travelling Showpeople need.
Thurrock Council considers the
exceptional circumstances that apply to
accommodating other forms of growth

Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of the site
currently proposed in the
plan should be addressed
before the submission of the
plan to examination in order
to clarify the planned housing
supply from the site, delivery
and to ensure other suitable
alternatives have not been
excluded.
Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of the site
currently proposed in the
plan should be addressed
before the submission of the
plan to examination in to
order clarify the plan housing
supply from the site, delivery
and to ensure other suitable
alternatives have not been
excluded.

Castle Point Council needs
to consider further the
evidence and approach to
distribution of Gypsy and
Travelling showpeople
across Essex based on the
Basildon and Essex GTAAs.
Castle Point Council should
undertake an appropriate
approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is
legal compliance on these
matters.

No

No

N

It is considered a premature and flawed
approach of the Castle Point draft New
Local Plan to presuppose and allocate no
pitches and plots without taking into
account any need arising from the Essexwide Gypsy and Travellers
Accommodation Assessment and without
consideration of an agreed process of
engagement regarding the distribution of
Gypsy and Travelling showpeople across
the Essex local authorities.
Technical work on both the Basildon and
the Essex-wide GTAAs is not complete at
this stage. In addition the Thurrock
Showpeople assessment and any issues
arising from this evidence needs to be
considered as part the Essex GTAA. As
the technical work base figures and
methodology are not finally published and
any distribution arising will need to be
agreed and subject to further engagement
between authorities.
It is noted the Castle Point draft New
Local Plan makes no further provision for
Gypsy or Travelling Showpeople need.
Thurrock Council considers the
exceptional circumstances that apply to
accommodating other forms of growth

Yes

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.
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NLPPS1436

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

GB 1

N

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

should also be used to accommodate
Gypsy and Traveller need. The
implications of not accommodating Gypsy
and Traveller need through the Green Belt
reviews would be that other authorities in
Essex may have to review their Green
Belts to accommodate all this need.

should also be used to accommodate
Gypsy and Traveller need. The
implications of not accommodating Gypsy
and Traveller need through the Green Belt
reviews would be that other authorities in
Essex may have to review their Green
Belts to accommodate all this need.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle
Point Borough Council needs to ensure
that the local plan strategy and policies
are evidenced on reasonable growth
scenarios and evidence is based on a
sound and robust objectively assessed
evidence and methodology.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to
demonstrate it has properly addressed the
national policy approach on this issue to
ensure soundness and legal compliance
of the New Local Plan. It is considered
that the current pre-submission version of
the plan has not been positively prepared
and is not the most appropriate or
sustainable strategy.
Thurrock Council recognises that due to
environmental, viability and infrastructure
considerations that Castle Point Borough
may not be able to accommodate all of
the currently identified Objectively
Assessed Need subject to any revisions
and further consideration of the
robustness of the evidence base.
However Thurrock Council objects to the
Policy H1 of the Castle Point PreSubmission New Local Plan and in
particular the failure to provide adequate
housing and properly address the
implications of not meeting the Objectively
Assessed Need within the approach and
wording of the policy. The Pre-submission
New Local Plan only makes provision for
2,000 dwellings between 2011 to 2031 (a
target of 100 homes per year) which is
only half the proposed target of the 2014
draft New Local Plan (200 dwellings a
year) and less than a quarter of the
recommended higher range of the
objectively assessed need for Castle
Point in the 2016 South Essex SHMA.
Council Point Council has placed greater
emphasis on protecting the Green Belt
than meeting the housing requirements
despite Government Policy and ministerial
statements placing great emphasis on the
need to increase housing supply. Indeed
Castle Point Council has reduced the
planned housing provision in the PreSubmission 2016 version of the Draft
Local Plan compared to 2014 consultation

1. It is considered the
housing supply period for the
Castle Point New Local Plan
needs to be extended
otherwise the local plan is
likely to require an early
review to align with other
local plans and strategies.
2. Castle Point Borough
Council should ensure that it
has carried out a
comprehensive and robust
assessment of housing
supply and Green Belt review
to ensure that the housing
target identified in the policy
represents the most robust
allocation and target subject
to any review. Any
uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently
proposed in the plan should
be addressed before the
submission of the plan in
order to clarify the plan target
and before any outstanding
need is identified and
considered for possible
distribution to other
authorities.
3. Castle Point Council
should undertake an
appropriate approach to the
Duty To Cooperate to ensure
there is legal compliance on
these matters.

N

It is considered that the Castle Point New
Local Plan fails to meet the requirements
of the Duty to Cooperate.
Although local authorities in South Essex
have been engaged in joint Duty to
Cooperate matters these are ongoing and
have not reached a stage where there is
any agreement in principle on housing
distribution, Green Belt and other strategic
matters such as Gypsy and Travellers and
transport infrastructure.
In addition the Pre-submission version of
the new Local Plan fails to address how
Duty to Cooperate matters have
progressed. There is no detailed
reference in the local plan or supporting
documents on setting out the outcomes of
such discussion. Indeed the Castle Point
draft New Local Plan does not set out how
issues of failure to meet housing provision
within Castle Point or options for new
access off Canvey Island are to be
progressed and resolved.
Thurrock Council can confirm there have
been no detailed discussions between the
two local authorities on housing and
transport and other strategic matters.
Thurrock Council is therefore very
concerned and objects that there has
been no recent direct engagement and
communication by Castle Point Borough
Council with Thurrock on strategic matters
prior to publication of the pre-submission
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

version of the local plan by removing
nearly all housing sites proposed for
Green Belt release. This approach was
agreed following a series of Council
meetings in early 2016 and the changes
to the draft local plan incorporated into the
published pre-submission plan.
Furthermore by pursuing a strategy of
protecting the Green Belt over assessed
need the Council may not be able to
achieve the support and funding for some
of the other infrastructure requirements
identified in the plan.
Castle Point Borough Council should
ensure that it has carried out a
comprehensive and robust assessment of
housing supply and Green Belt review to
ensure that the housing target identified in
the policy represents the most robust
allocation and target subject to any
review. Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently proposed in
the plan should be addressed before the
submission of the plan in order to clarify
the plan target and before any
outstanding need is identified and
considered for possible distribution to
other authorities.
Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

NLPPS1437

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

GB 2

N

Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle
Point Borough Council needs to ensure
that the local plan strategy and policies
are evidenced on reasonable growth
scenarios and evidence is based on a
sound and robust objectively assessed
evidence and methodology.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to
demonstrate it has properly addressed the
national policy approach on this issue to
ensure soundness and legal compliance
of the New Local Plan. It is considered
that the current pre-submission version of
the plan has not been positively prepared
and is not the most appropriate or
sustainable strategy.
Thurrock Council recognises that due to
environmental, viability and infrastructure
considerations that Castle Point Borough
may not be able to accommodate all of
the currently identified Objectively
Assessed Need subject to any revisions
and further consideration of the
robustness of the evidence base.
However Thurrock Council objects to the
Policy H1 of the Castle Point PreSubmission New Local Plan and in
particular the failure to provide adequate
housing and properly address the
implications of not meeting the Objectively
Assessed Need within the approach and
wording of the policy. The Pre-submission
New Local Plan only makes provision for
2,000 dwellings between 2011 to 2031 (a
target of 100 homes per year) which is
only half the proposed target of the 2014
draft New Local Plan (200 dwellings a
year) and less than a quarter of the
recommended higher range of the
objectively assessed need for Castle
Point in the 2016 South Essex SHMA.
Council Point Council has placed greater
emphasis on protecting the Green Belt
than meeting the housing requirements
despite Government Policy and ministerial
statements placing great emphasis on the
need to increase housing supply. Indeed

1. It is considered the
housing supply period for the
Castle Point New Local Plan
needs to be extended
otherwise the local plan is
likely to require an early
review to align with other
local plans and strategies.
2. Castle Point Borough
Council should ensure that it
has carried out a
comprehensive and robust
assessment of housing
supply and Green Belt review
to ensure that the housing
target identified in the policy
represents the most robust
allocation and target subject
to any review. Any
uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently
proposed in the plan should
be addressed before the
submission of the plan in
order to clarify the plan target
and before any outstanding
need is identified and
considered for possible
distribution to other
authorities.
3. Castle Point Council
should undertake an
appropriate approach to the
Duty To Cooperate to ensure
there is legal compliance on
these matters.

N

It is considered that the Castle Point New
Local Plan fails to meet the requirements
of the Duty to Cooperate.
Although local authorities in South Essex
have been engaged in joint Duty to
Cooperate matters these are ongoing and
have not reached a stage where there is
any agreement in principle on housing
distribution, Green Belt and other strategic
matters such as Gypsy and Travellers and
transport infrastructure.
In addition the Pre-submission version of
the new Local Plan fails to address how
Duty to Cooperate matters have
progressed. There is no detailed
reference in the local plan or supporting
documents on setting out the outcomes of
such discussion. Indeed the Castle Point
draft New Local Plan does not set out how
issues of failure to meet housing provision
within Castle Point or options for new
access off Canvey Island are to be
progressed and resolved.
Thurrock Council can confirm there have
been no detailed discussions between the
two local authorities on housing and
transport and other strategic matters.
Thurrock Council is therefore very
concerned and objects that there has
been no recent direct engagement and
communication by Castle Point Borough
Council with Thurrock on strategic matters
prior to publication of the pre-submission
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers.

Yes

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
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Castle Point Council has reduced the
planned housing provision in the PreSubmission 2016 version of the Draft
Local Plan compared to 2014 consultation
version of the local plan by removing
nearly all housing sites proposed for
Green Belt release. This approach was
agreed following a series of Council
meetings in early 2016 and the changes
to the draft local plan incorporated into the
published pre-submission plan.
Furthermore by pursuing a strategy of
protecting the Green Belt over assessed
need the Council may not be able to
achieve the support and funding for some
of the other infrastructure requirements
identified in the plan.
Castle Point Borough Council should
ensure that it has carried out a
comprehensive and robust assessment of
housing supply and Green Belt review to
ensure that the housing target identified in
the policy represents the most robust
allocation and target subject to any
review. Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently proposed in
the plan should be addressed before the
submission of the plan in order to clarify
the plan target and before any
outstanding need is identified and
considered for possible distribution to
other authorities.

NLPPS1438

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

H1

N

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle
Point Borough Council needs to ensure
that the local plan strategy and policies
are evidenced on reasonable growth
scenarios and evidence is based on a
sound and robust objectively assessed
evidence and methodology.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to
demonstrate it has properly addressed the
national policy approach on this issue to
ensure soundness and legal compliance
of the New Local Plan. It is considered
that the current pre-submission version of
the plan has not been positively prepared
and is not the most appropriate or
sustainable strategy.
Thurrock Council recognises that due to
environmental, viability and infrastructure
considerations that Castle Point Borough
may not be able to accommodate all of
the currently identified Objectively
Assessed Need subject to any revisions
and further consideration of the
robustness of the evidence base.
However Thurrock Council objects to the
Policy H1 of the Castle Point PreSubmission New Local Plan and in
particular the failure to provide adequate
housing and properly address the
implications of not meeting the Objectively
Assessed Need within the approach and
wording of the policy. The Pre-submission
New Local Plan only makes provision for
2,000 dwellings between 2011 to 2031 (a
target of 100 homes per year) which is
only half the proposed target of the 2014
draft New Local Plan (200 dwellings a
year) and less than a quarter of the
recommended higher range of the
objectively assessed need for Castle
Point in the 2016 South Essex SHMA.
Council Point Council has placed greater
emphasis on protecting the Green Belt
than meeting the housing requirements

1. The Castle Point New
Local Plan should be further
reviewed and amended to
take into account the
implications of the latest
South Essex Strategic
Housing Market assessment
of 2016 and any implications
of recent Government
published projections.
2. It is considered the
housing supply period for the
Castle Point New Local Plan
needs to be extended
otherwise the local plan is
likely to require an early
review to align with other
local plans and strategies.
3. Castle Point Borough
Council should ensure that it
has carried out a
comprehensive and robust
assessment of housing
supply and Green Belt review
to ensure that the housing
target identified in the policy
represents the most robust
allocation and target subject
to any review. Any
uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently
proposed in the plan should
be addressed before the
submission of the plan in
order to clarify the plan target
and before any outstanding
need is identified and
considered for possible
distribution to other
authorities.
4. Castle Point Council
should review the evidence
of the previous Strategic
Housing Land Availability

N

It is considered that the Castle Point New
Local Plan fails to meet the requirements
of the Duty to Cooperate.
Although local authorities in South Essex
have been engaged in joint Duty to
Cooperate matters these are ongoing and
have not reached a stage where there is
any agreement in principle on housing
distribution, Green Belt and other strategic
matters such as Gypsy and Travellers and
transport infrastructure.
In addition the Pre-submission version of
the new Local Plan fails to address how
Duty to Cooperate matters have
progressed. There is no detailed
reference in the local plan or supporting
documents on setting out the outcomes of
such discussion. Indeed the Castle Point
draft New Local Plan does not set out how
issues of failure to meet housing provision
within Castle Point or options for new
access off Canvey Island are to be
progressed and resolved.
Thurrock Council can confirm there have
been no detailed discussions between the
two local authorities on housing and
transport and other strategic matters.
Thurrock Council is therefore very
concerned and objects that there has
been no recent direct engagement and
communication by Castle Point Borough
Council with Thurrock on strategic matters
prior to publication of the pre-submission
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers.

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
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despite Government Policy and ministerial
statements placing great emphasis on the
need to increase housing supply. Indeed
Castle Point Council has reduced the
planned housing provision in the PreSubmission 2016 version of the Draft
Local Plan compared to 2014 consultation
version of the local plan by removing
nearly all housing sites proposed for
Green Belt release. This approach was
agreed following a series of Council
meetings in early 2016 and the changes
to the draft local plan incorporated into the
published pre-submission plan.
Furthermore by pursuing a strategy of
protecting the Green Belt over assessed
need the Council may not be able to
achieve the support and funding for some
of the other infrastructure requirements
identified in the plan.
Castle Point Borough Council should
ensure that it has carried out a
comprehensive and robust assessment of
housing supply and Green Belt review to
ensure that the housing target identified in
the policy represents the most robust
allocation and target subject to any
review. Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently proposed in
the plan should be addressed before the
submission of the plan in order to clarify
the plan target and before any
outstanding need is identified and
considered for possible distribution to
other authorities.

NLPPS1439

NLPPS1440

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

Richard

13.9

13.1

N

N

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle
Point Borough Council needs to ensure
that the local plan strategy and policies
are evidenced on reasonable growth
scenarios and evidence is based on a
sound and robust objectively assessed
evidence and methodology.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to
demonstrate it has properly addressed the
national policy approach on this issue to
ensure soundness and legal compliance
of the New Local Plan. It is considered
that the current pre-submission version of
the plan has not been positively prepared
and is not the most appropriate or
sustainable strategy.
It is considered the current Presubmission draft Local Plan is not based
upon the most up to date objectively
assessed need which is the published
2016 South Essex Strategic Housing
Market Assessment which identifies an
OAN range for Castle point of between
326- 410 dwellings a year for 2014 to
2037 based upon a number of
demographic and economic forecasts
adjusted to take account of market signals
and other market factors.
The Council will also be aware that the
Government has recently published the
2014 based Sub–National Population
Projections and intends to publish the
2014 based Household projections in the
summer of 2016. The implications of
these projections and how they relate to
current evidence in the 2016 South Essex
SHMA should also be considered.
Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
See Rep NLPPS1439
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Assessment and Green Belt
studies that other sites (since
removed from the plan) are
suitable to release from the
Green Belt without
fundamentally impact on its
purposes
5. Castle Point Council
should undertake an
appropriate approach to the
Duty To Cooperate to ensure
there is legal compliance on
this matter.

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.

The Castle Point New Local
Plan should be further
reviewed and amended to
take into account the
implications of the latest
South Essex Strategic
Housing Market assessment
of 2016 and any implications
of recent Government
published projections.

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.

See Rep NLPPS1439
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NLPPS1441

NLPPS1442

NLPPS1443

NLPPS1444

NLPPS1445

NLPPS1446

NLPPS1447

NLPPS1448

NLPPS1449

Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

DTC Y/N)

Soundness Comments

13.11

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.12

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.13

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.14

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.15

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.16

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.17

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

13.18

N

See Rep NLPPS1439

See Rep NLPPS1439

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1439

N

Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle
Point Borough Council needs to ensure
that the local plan strategy and policies
are evidenced on reasonable growth
scenarios and evidence is based on a
sound and robust objectively assessed
evidence and methodology.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to
demonstrate it has properly addressed the
national policy approach on this issue to
ensure soundness and legal compliance
of the New Local Plan. It is considered
that the current pre-submission version of
the plan has not been positively prepared
and is not the most appropriate or
sustainable strategy.
Thurrock Council recognises that due to
environmental, viability and infrastructure
considerations that Castle Point Borough
may not be able to accommodate all of
the currently identified Objectively
Assessed Need subject to any revisions
and further consideration of the
robustness of the evidence base.
However Thurrock Council objects to the
Policy H1 of the Castle Point PreSubmission New Local Plan and in
particular the failure to provide adequate
housing and properly address the
implications of not meeting the Objectively
Assessed Need within the approach and
wording of the policy. The Pre-submission
New Local Plan only makes provision for
2,000 dwellings between 2011 to 2031 (a
target of 100 homes per year) which is
only half the proposed target of the 2014
draft New Local Plan (200 dwellings a
year) and less than a quarter of the
recommended higher range of the
objectively assessed need for Castle
Point in the 2016 South Essex SHMA.
Council Point Council has placed greater
emphasis on protecting the Green Belt
than meeting the housing requirements

7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan
(Objective 6)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

1. The Castle Point New
Local Plan should be further
reviewed and amended to
take into account the
implications of the latest
South Essex Strategic
Housing Market assessment
of 2016 and any implications
of recent Government
published projections.
2. It is considered the
housing supply period for the
Castle Point New Local Plan
needs to be extended
otherwise the local plan is
likely to require an early
review to align with other
local plans and strategies.
3. Castle Point Borough
Council should ensure that it
has carried out a
comprehensive and robust
assessment of housing
supply and Green Belt review
to ensure that the housing
target identified in the policy
represents the most robust
allocation and target subject
to any review. Any
uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently
proposed in the plan should
be addressed before the
submission of the plan in
order to clarify the plan target
and before any outstanding
need is identified and
considered for possible
distribution to other
authorities.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

It is considered that the Castle Point New
Local Plan fails to meet the requirements
of the Duty to Cooperate.
Although local authorities in South Essex
have been engaged in joint Duty to
Cooperate matters these are ongoing and
have not reached a stage where there is
any agreement in principle on housing
distribution, Green Belt and other strategic
matters such as Gypsy and Travellers and
transport infrastructure.
In addition the Pre-submission version of
the new Local Plan fails to address how
Duty to Cooperate matters have
progressed. There is no detailed
reference in the local plan or supporting
documents on setting out the outcomes of
such discussion. Indeed the Castle Point
draft New Local Plan does not set out how
issues of failure to meet housing provision
within Castle Point or options for new
access off Canvey Island are to be
progressed and resolved.
Thurrock Council can confirm there have
been no detailed discussions between the
two local authorities on housing and
transport and other strategic matters.
Thurrock Council is therefore very
concerned and objects that there has
been no recent direct engagement and
communication by Castle Point Borough
Council with Thurrock on strategic matters
prior to publication of the pre-submission
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers.

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
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(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
Compliant
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despite Government Policy and ministerial
statements placing great emphasis on the
need to increase housing supply. Indeed
Castle Point Council has reduced the
planned housing provision in the PreSubmission 2016 version of the Draft
Local Plan compared to 2014 consultation
version of the local plan by removing
nearly all housing sites proposed for
Green Belt release. This approach was
agreed following a series of Council
meetings in early 2016 and the changes
to the draft local plan incorporated into the
published pre-submission plan.
Furthermore by pursuing a strategy of
protecting the Green Belt over assessed
need the Council may not be able to
achieve the support and funding for some
of the other infrastructure requirements
identified in the plan.
Castle Point Borough Council should
ensure that it has carried out a
comprehensive and robust assessment of
housing supply and Green Belt review to
ensure that the housing target identified in
the policy represents the most robust
allocation and target subject to any
review. Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently proposed in
the plan should be addressed before the
submission of the plan in order to clarify
the plan target and before any
outstanding need is identified and
considered for possible distribution to
other authorities.

NLPPS1450

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

6 - Vision for
the Future

N

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle
Point Borough Council needs to ensure
that the local plan strategy and policies
are evidenced on reasonable growth
scenarios and evidence is based on a
sound and robust objectively assessed
evidence and methodology.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to
demonstrate it has properly addressed the
national policy approach on this issue to
ensure soundness and legal compliance
of the New Local Plan. It is considered
that the current pre-submission version of
the plan has not been positively prepared
and is not the most appropriate or
sustainable strategy.
Thurrock Council recognises that due to
environmental, viability and infrastructure
considerations that Castle Point Borough
may not be able to accommodate all of
the currently identified Objectively
Assessed Need subject to any revisions
and further consideration of the
robustness of the evidence base.
However Thurrock Council objects to the
Policy H1 of the Castle Point PreSubmission New Local Plan and in
particular the failure to provide adequate
housing and properly address the
implications of not meeting the Objectively
Assessed Need within the approach and
wording of the policy. The Pre-submission
New Local Plan only makes provision for
2,000 dwellings between 2011 to 2031 (a
target of 100 homes per year) which is
only half the proposed target of the 2014
draft New Local Plan (200 dwellings a
year) and less than a quarter of the
recommended higher range of the
objectively assessed need for Castle
Point in the 2016 South Essex SHMA.

1. The Castle Point New
Local Plan should be further
reviewed and amended to
take into account the
implications of the latest
South Essex Strategic
Housing Market assessment
of 2016 and any implications
of recent Government
published projections.
2. It is considered the
housing supply period for the
Castle Point New Local Plan
needs to be extended
otherwise the local plan is
likely to require an early
review to align with other
local plans and strategies.
3. Castle Point Borough
Council should ensure that it
has carried out a
comprehensive and robust
assessment of housing
supply and Green Belt review
to ensure that the housing
target identified in the policy
represents the most robust
allocation and target subject
to any review. Any
uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently
proposed in the plan should
be addressed before the
submission of the plan in
order to clarify the plan target
and before any outstanding
need is identified and
considered for possible
distribution to other

N

It is considered that the Castle Point New
Local Plan fails to meet the requirements
of the Duty to Cooperate.
Although local authorities in South Essex
have been engaged in joint Duty to
Cooperate matters these are ongoing and
have not reached a stage where there is
any agreement in principle on housing
distribution, Green Belt and other strategic
matters such as Gypsy and Travellers and
transport infrastructure.
In addition the Pre-submission version of
the new Local Plan fails to address how
Duty to Cooperate matters have
progressed. There is no detailed
reference in the local plan or supporting
documents on setting out the outcomes of
such discussion. Indeed the Castle Point
draft New Local Plan does not set out how
issues of failure to meet housing provision
within Castle Point or options for new
access off Canvey Island are to be
progressed and resolved.
Thurrock Council can confirm there have
been no detailed discussions between the
two local authorities on housing and
transport and other strategic matters.
Thurrock Council is therefore very
concerned and objects that there has
been no recent direct engagement and
communication by Castle Point Borough
Council with Thurrock on strategic matters
prior to publication of the pre-submission
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers.

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.

Full submission on Rep form included in

Page 451 of 487

Soundness Comments

Council Point Council has placed greater
emphasis on protecting the Green Belt
than meeting the housing requirements
despite Government Policy and ministerial
statements placing great emphasis on the
need to increase housing supply. Indeed
Castle Point Council has reduced the
planned housing provision in the PreSubmission 2016 version of the Draft
Local Plan compared to 2014 consultation
version of the local plan by removing
nearly all housing sites proposed for
Green Belt release. This approach was
agreed following a series of Council
meetings in early 2016 and the changes
to the draft local plan incorporated into the
published pre-submission plan.
Furthermore by pursuing a strategy of
protecting the Green Belt over assessed
need the Council may not be able to
achieve the support and funding for some
of the other infrastructure requirements
identified in the plan.
Castle Point Borough Council should
ensure that it has carried out a
comprehensive and robust assessment of
housing supply and Green Belt review to
ensure that the housing target identified in
the policy represents the most robust
allocation and target subject to any
review. Any uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently proposed in
the plan should be addressed before the
submission of the plan in order to clarify
the plan target and before any
outstanding need is identified and
considered for possible distribution to
other authorities.

NLPPS1451

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

T2

N

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
Thurrock Council strongly objects to the
continued proposal for a North Thames
Link Road as referenced as an option in
the pre-submission New Local Plan.
There is no evidence to support such a
proposal or similar access route option
and Thurrock Council has consistently
objected to such a proposal due to the
impact being unacceptable.
Thurrock Council also strongly objected to
the inclusion of a proposal for a Canvey
Island to Thurrock link road also referred
to as the North Thames Link Road and
referenced in paragraphs 3.34, 11.2,
11.15 to 11.18, Policy T2 and Policy T5
and draft Proposal Map of the Castle
Point draft New Local Plan of 2014. It is
noted the on publication of the Presubmission local Plan the North Thames
link Road has been removed as a
proposal in the plan but is still included as
an aspirational option to be considered at
some stage during the plan period.
1. Lack of evidence.
Thurrock Council objects to the lack of
sufficient technical evidence and transport
modelling with regard to the transport
measures for the proposed road link or
option for such a route. The proposals for
a link would be large-scale and potentially
have significant impact on Thurrock’s
main highway network and local road
network. The traffic impacts of such a
road link and its impact on Thurrock
highway network do not appear to have
been taken into account in existing
transport studies for Castle Point.
2. Deliverability and Programming

Duty to Co-operate Comments

authorities.

schedule of supporting documents.

There should be no
reference included in the
Castle Point New Local Plan
including Policy T2 and
supporting text to the North
Thames Link Road and any
access route to Thurrock.
Thurrock Council objects
fundamentally to a new
Thames Link Road providing
access from Canvey Island
to Thurrock. Thurrock
Council remains very
concerned about the lack of
detail on impact, location,
delivery and phasing of such
a link road as referenced in
the Castle Point New Local
Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any
reference to the North
Thames Link Road
(Northwick Road, Canvey
Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or
any similar reference or route
is removed from the Castle
Point New Local Plan and
Proposals Map.
Castle Point Council should
undertake an appropriate
approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is
legal compliance on this
matter.

Thurrock Council is very concerned and
strongly objects that there has been no
recent engagement and consultation by
Castle Point Borough Council on this
matter prior to inclusion the emerging
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers. This has
not occurred to date on the North Thames
Link Road or any Canvey Island–
Manorway link road option even though
Thurrock Council objects to the proposal.
The National Planning Policy Framework
states that Local Planning Authorities
should identify and protect, where there is
robust evidence, sites and routes which
could be critical in developing
infrastructure to widen transport choice.
Thurrock Council would contend that no
robust evidence has been put forward to
allow the safeguarding of the North
Thames Link Road in the Castle Point
New Local Plan.
Thurrock Council remains very concerned
about the lack of detail on impact,
location, delivery and phasing of such a
link road as referenced in the Castle Point
New Local Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any reference to
the North Thames Link Road (Northwick
Road, Canvey Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or any similar
reference or route is removed from the
Castle Point New Local Plan and
Proposal Map.

N

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)
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Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.
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There is no evidence that the proposal for
the North Thames Link Road as
referenced in the Castle Point New Local
Plan is ever realistically going to come
forward and be delivered and, therefore,
there is no case for Castle Point Council
to reference the route as an option or
safeguard the route in the plan especially
due to the potential environmental impact
in Thurrock if such a route was developed
and the planning blight that safeguarding
such a route will have.
Thurrock Council has never supported the
provision of a Canvey Island–Manorway
link road and has not included such a
proposal in any of the existing adopted,
current draft or previous Thurrock Local
Plans. There is no proposal for the
element of the route for the North Thames
Link Road which would cross land in
Thurrock to be included in any proposal in
the Thurrock Local Plans or transport
strategy.
3. Impact of a North Thames Link road to
Thurrock and Manorway (A1014) in) Impact on Local Roads and Main
Highway Network
ii) Impact on the Environment
iii) Air Quality
iv) Impact on Green Belt
v) Landscape Impact
vi) Sustainability Appraisal

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Castle Point Council should undertake an
appropriate approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is legal
compliance on this matter.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

NLPPS1452

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

11.15

N

Thurrock Council strongly objects to the
continued proposal for a North Thames
Link Road as referenced as an option in
the pre-submission New Local Plan.
There is no evidence to support such a
proposal or similar access route option
and Thurrock Council has consistently
objected to such a proposal due to the
impact being unacceptable.
Thurrock Council also strongly objected to
the inclusion of a proposal for a Canvey
Island to Thurrock link road also referred
to as the North Thames Link Road and
referenced in paragraphs 3.34, 11.2,
11.15 to 11.18, Policy T2 and Policy T5
and draft Proposal Map of the Castle
Point draft New Local Plan of 2014. It is
noted the on publication of the Presubmission local Plan the North Thames
link Road has been removed as a
proposal in the plan but is still included as
an aspirational option to be considered at
some stage during the plan period.
1. Lack of evidence.
Thurrock Council objects to the lack of
sufficient technical evidence and transport
modelling with regard to the transport
measures for the proposed road link or
option for such a route. The proposals for
a link would be large-scale and potentially
have significant impact on Thurrock’s
main highway network and local road
network. The traffic impacts of such a
road link and its impact on Thurrock
highway network do not appear to have
been taken into account in existing
transport studies for Castle Point.
2. Deliverability and Programming
There is no evidence that the proposal for
the North Thames Link Road as
referenced in the Castle Point New Local
Plan is ever realistically going to come
forward and be delivered and, therefore,
there is no case for Castle Point Council

There should be no
reference included in the
Castle Point New Local Plan
including Policy T2 and
supporting text to the North
Thames Link Road and any
access route to Thurrock.
Thurrock Council objects
fundamentally to a new
Thames Link Road providing
access from Canvey Island
to Thurrock. Thurrock
Council remains very
concerned about the lack of
detail on impact, location,
delivery and phasing of such
a link road as referenced in
the Castle Point New Local
Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any
reference to the North
Thames Link Road
(Northwick Road, Canvey
Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or
any similar reference or route
is removed from the Castle
Point New Local Plan and
Proposals Map.
Castle Point Council should
undertake an appropriate
approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is
legal compliance on this
matter.

N

Thurrock Council is very concerned and
strongly objects that there has been no
recent engagement and consultation by
Castle Point Borough Council on this
matter prior to inclusion the emerging
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers. This has
not occurred to date on the North Thames
Link Road or any Canvey Island–
Manorway link road option even though
Thurrock Council objects to the proposal.
The National Planning Policy Framework
states that Local Planning Authorities
should identify and protect, where there is
robust evidence, sites and routes which
could be critical in developing
infrastructure to widen transport choice.
Thurrock Council would contend that no
robust evidence has been put forward to
allow the safeguarding of the North
Thames Link Road in the Castle Point
New Local Plan.
Thurrock Council remains very concerned
about the lack of detail on impact,
location, delivery and phasing of such a
link road as referenced in the Castle Point
New Local Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any reference to
the North Thames Link Road (Northwick
Road, Canvey Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or any similar
reference or route is removed from the
Castle Point New Local Plan and
Proposal Map.
Castle Point Council should undertake an
appropriate approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is legal
compliance on this matter.

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.
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11.16

N

See Rep NLPPS1452

See Rep NLPPS1452

N

See Rep NLPPS1452

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1452

11.17

N

See Rep NLPPS1452

See Rep NLPPS1452

N

See Rep NLPPS1452

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1452

N

Thurrock Council strongly objects to the
continued proposal for a North Thames
Link Road as referenced as an option in
the pre-submission New Local Plan.
There is no evidence to support such a
proposal or similar access route option
and Thurrock Council has consistently
objected to such a proposal due to the
impact being unacceptable.
Thurrock Council also strongly objected to
the inclusion of a proposal for a Canvey
Island to Thurrock link road also referred
to as the North Thames Link Road and
referenced in paragraphs 3.34, 11.2,
11.15 to 11.18, Policy T2 and Policy T5
and draft Proposal Map of the Castle
Point draft New Local Plan of 2014. It is
noted the on publication of the Presubmission local Plan the North Thames
link Road has been removed as a
proposal in the plan but is still included as
an aspirational option to be considered at
some stage during the plan period.
1. Lack of evidence.
Thurrock Council objects to the lack of
sufficient technical evidence and transport
modelling with regard to the transport
measures for the proposed road link or
option for such a route. The proposals for
a link would be large-scale and potentially
have significant impact on Thurrock’s
main highway network and local road
network. The traffic impacts of such a
road link and its impact on Thurrock
highway network do not appear to have
been taken into account in existing

N

Thurrock Council is very concerned and
strongly objects that there has been no
recent engagement and consultation by
Castle Point Borough Council on this
matter prior to inclusion the emerging
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers. This has
not occurred to date on the North Thames
Link Road or any Canvey Island–
Manorway link road option even though
Thurrock Council objects to the proposal.
The National Planning Policy Framework
states that Local Planning Authorities
should identify and protect, where there is
robust evidence, sites and routes which
could be critical in developing
infrastructure to widen transport choice.
Thurrock Council would contend that no
robust evidence has been put forward to
allow the safeguarding of the North
Thames Link Road in the Castle Point
New Local Plan.
Thurrock Council remains very concerned
about the lack of detail on impact,
location, delivery and phasing of such a
link road as referenced in the Castle Point
New Local Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any reference to
the North Thames Link Road (Northwick
Road, Canvey Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or any similar
reference or route is removed from the

Soundness Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Name

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Rep ID

DTC Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

to reference the route as an option or
safeguard the route in the plan especially
due to the potential environmental impact
in Thurrock if such a route was developed
and the planning blight that safeguarding
such a route will have.
Thurrock Council has never supported the
provision of a Canvey Island–Manorway
link road and has not included such a
proposal in any of the existing adopted,
current draft or previous Thurrock Local
Plans. There is no proposal for the
element of the route for the North Thames
Link Road which would cross land in
Thurrock to be included in any proposal in
the Thurrock Local Plans or transport
strategy.
3. Impact of a North Thames Link road to
Thurrock and Manorway (A1014) in) Impact on Local Roads and Main
Highway Network
ii) Impact on the Environment
iii) Air Quality
iv) Impact on Green Belt
v) Landscape Impact
vi) Sustainability Appraisal
Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.

NLPPS1453

NLPPS1454

NLPPS1455

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

T5

There should be no
reference included in the
Castle Point New Local Plan
including Policy T5,
supporting text or Proposals
Map to the North Thames
Link Road and any access
route to Thurrock.
Thurrock Council objects
fundamentally to a new
Thames Link Road providing
access from Canvey Island
to Thurrock. Thurrock
Council remains very
concerned about the lack of
detail on impact, location,
delivery and phasing of such
a link road as referenced in
the Castle Point New Local
Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any
reference to the North
Thames Link Road
(Northwick Road, Canvey
Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or
any similar reference or route
is removed from the Castle
Point New Local Plan and
Proposals Map.

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.
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Soundness Comments

transport studies for Castle Point.
2. Deliverability and Programming
There is no evidence that the proposal for
the North Thames Link Road as
referenced in the Castle Point New Local
Plan is ever realistically going to come
forward and be delivered and, therefore,
there is no case for Castle Point Council
to reference the route as an option or
safeguard the route in the plan especially
due to the potential environmental impact
in Thurrock if such a route was developed
and the planning blight that safeguarding
such a route will have.
Thurrock Council has never supported the
provision of a Canvey Island–Manorway
link road and has not included such a
proposal in any of the existing adopted,
current draft or previous Thurrock Local
Plans. There is no proposal for the
element of the route for the North Thames
Link Road which would cross land in
Thurrock to be included in any proposal in
the Thurrock Local Plans or transport
strategy.
3. Impact of a North Thames Link road to
Thurrock and Manorway (A1014) in) Impact on Local Roads and Main
Highway Network
ii) Impact on the Environment
iii) Air Quality
iv) Impact on Green Belt
v) Landscape Impact
vi) Sustainability Appraisal

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Castle Point New Local Plan.
Castle Point Council should undertake an
appropriate approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is legal
compliance on this matter.

Full submission on Rep form included in
schedule of supporting documents.
NLPPS1456

NLPPS1457

NLPPS1458

NLPPS1459

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)
Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

11.4

N

See Rep NLPPS1455

See Rep NLPPS1455

N

See Rep NLPPS1455

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1455

11.41

N

See Rep NLPPS1455

See Rep NLPPS1455

N

See Rep NLPPS1455

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1455

11.42

N

See Rep NLPPS1455

See Rep NLPPS1455

N

See Rep NLPPS1455

Yes

See Rep NLPPS1455

N

Thurrock Council is very concerned and
strongly objects that there has been no
recent engagement and consultation by
Castle Point Borough Council on this
matter prior to inclusion the emerging
New Local Plan. Government Policy
Practice Guidance clearly states there
should be continual and ongoing
consultation and engagement with other
duty to cooperate authorities including
with both members and officers. This has
not occurred to date on the North Thames
Link Road or any Canvey Island–
Manorway link road option even though
Thurrock Council objects to the proposal.
The National Planning Policy Framework
states that Local Planning Authorities
should identify and protect, where there is
robust evidence, sites and routes which
could be critical in developing
infrastructure to widen transport choice.
Thurrock Council would contend that no
robust evidence has been put forward to
allow the safeguarding of the North
Thames Link Road in the Castle Point
New Local Plan.
Thurrock Council remains very concerned
about the lack of detail on impact,
location, delivery and phasing of such a
link road as referenced in the Castle Point

Proposals
Map Transport
Improvement
Area

N

The North Thames Link Road proposal
appears to be still identified on the
Proposals Map as a Transport
Improvement on Northwick Road and
west to the Borough boundary although it
is not clearly referenced on the draft
Proposal Map that accompanies the
Castle Point New Local Plan and the
notation and key in the current draft are
poorly represented and referenced.

Due to the objections to the
proposed link road it is
requested any notation and
safeguarding should be
deleted from the draft map.

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
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attending
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New Local Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that any reference to
the North Thames Link Road (Northwick
Road, Canvey Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or any similar
reference or route is removed from the
Castle Point New Local Plan.
Castle Point Council should undertake an
appropriate approach to the Duty To
Cooperate to ensure there is legal
compliance on this matter.

NLPPS1460

Richard
Hatter
(Thurrock
Council)

2Introduction

N

See Reps NLPPS1435, NLPPS1438,
NLPPS1451, NLPPS1455, NLPPS1459

1. The Castle Point New
Local Plan should be further
reviewed and amended to
take into account the
implications of the latest
South Essex Strategic
Housing Market assessment
of 2016 and any implications
of recent Government
published projections.
2. It is considered the
housing supply period for the
Castle Point New Local Plan
needs to be extended
otherwise the local plan is
likely to require an early
review to align with other
local plans and strategies.
3. Castle Point Borough
Council should ensure that it
has carried out a
comprehensive and robust
assessment of housing
supply and Green Belt review
to ensure that the housing
target identified in the policy
represents the most robust
allocation and target subject
to any review. Any
uncertainty regarding the
deliverability of sites currently
proposed in the plan should
be addressed before the
submission of the plan in
order to clarify the plan target
and before any outstanding
need is identified and
considered for possible
distribution to other
authorities.
4. Thurrock Council objects
to a new Thames Link Road
providing access from
Canvey Island to Thurrock.
Thurrock Council remains
very concerned about the
lack of detail on impact,
location, delivery and
phasing of such a link road
as referenced in the Castle
Point New Local Plan.
Thurrock Council therefore
requests that any reference

Thurrock Council is very
concerned that the
Castle Point Pre –
Submission Local Plan is
unsound and fails the
Duty to Cooperate.
N

See Reps NLPPS1435, NLPPS1438,
NLPPS1451, NLPPS1455, NLPPS1459

Yes

Due to the fundamental
concerns that Thurrock
Council has with the New
Local Plan on this matter
and as an adjoining local
authority, Thurrock
Council requests to
attend any Examination
sessions on issue.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
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to the North Thames Link
Road (Northwick Road,
Canvey Island to Manorway,
Corringham in Thurrock) or
any similar reference or route
is removed from the Castle
Point New Local Plan and
proposals map.
5. Castle Point Council
should undertake an
appropriate approach to the
Duty To Cooperate to ensure
there is legal compliance on
these matters.

NLPPS1461

NLPPS1462

NLPPS1463

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

2Introduction

6 - Vision for
the Future

7Objectives of
the New
Local Plan
(Objective 6)

N

N

N

N

N

N

Paragraph 2.1, within the introduction to
the plan states that the plan period is
2014 to 2031, whereas Policy H1 refers to
a plan period of 2011-2031. Clarification
on this is important as it provides the
basis for calculating the annualised
housing requirement as well as the
shortfall/surplus since the base date.
Whilst Gladman assume the intended
plan period is 2011-2031, this point needs
clarifying.

The plan needs to be
amended to ensure
consistency throughout.

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Whilst Gladman are supportive of the
general thrust and tone of the vision, it is
highly unlikely that the plan CPBC are
progressing will deliver this vision. The
new Local Plan lacks the ambition and
growth to make this vision a reality.
Whilst Gladman support this positive
vision, the plan has not been prepared in
this context and is not sufficiently growth
orientated to enable Castle Point to play
this ‘pivotal role in the sub region’.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Gladman object to Objective 6 as this is
not an accurate reflection of what the Plan
is seeking to achieve. This state’s “To
provide high quality homes in sustainable
locations that meet the needs of local
people through an appropriate mix of
housing sizes, types and tenures.”
As the Plan is proposing to deliver 2,000
homes, when the identified need is 8,000,
this objective is clearly not a reflection of
the true objectives of the Plan. A
significant amount of housing need within
Castle Point will remain unmet.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

This objective needs to be
revised in order to ensure it
better reflects the actual aims
of the plan.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1464

NLPPS1465

NLPPS1466

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

8 - The
presumption
on favour of
sustainable
development

E1

E3

N

N

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Gladman support the inclusion of Policy
SD1 as it conforms with the Framework
and the recognition of the need to
significantly boost the supply of housing in
sustainable locations. Gladman remind
the Council of the need for consistency in
its approach and specifically the need to
ensure that the policies in the Plan do not
contradict with Policy SD1. Gladman
submit that in its current draft the strategy
of the Local Plan contradicts with Policy
SD1.
The proposed housing requirement in the
current iteration of the Plan is not in the
spirit of this policy as it plans for
significantly less housing than the
evidence base suggests is needed. This
will result in adverse social and economic
consequences such as increased housing
affordability problems and an ageing
labour force.

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

General Comments

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Gladman refer to the Draft Local Plan
Schedule of Representations document,
specifically the Council’s recommended
response and actions in relation to
comment 538 made by Basildon District
Council.
The Councils response stated “It is
proposed that policy E1 is amended to
better reflect the evidence in the
Employment Needs Assessment, and that
arising from the economic modelling in the
Housing Growth Topic Paper and the
SHMA. Part 1a should be amended to
read ‘At least 3,000 additional jobs…’”
Whilst Gladman acknowledge that the
Council’s position on housing has
changed and the proposed housing
requirement has been halved in this latest
iteration of the plan, the evidence base on
economic growth (the Employment Needs
Assessment) has not been updated and
we are unclear why this proposed change
to Policy E1 (which would increase jobs
growth to 3,000) has not been
implemented. The Council through their
response clearly acknowledge that the
proposed jobs growth of 2,100 does not
align with their evidence yet they are
continuing to progress with this reduced
scale of growth.
The economic strategy is not justified by
the evidence and therefore cannot be
considered sound.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Gladman query whether the Council have
the evidence to demonstrate that the
extension to Manor Trading Estate is
deliverable. Gladman note that the
existing trading estate features multiple
low key businesses and employment
opportunities and that there has been little
or no change since 2007.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The Council need to be able
to demonstrate through
robust evidence that this
allocation is capable of being
delivered during the plan
period.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1467

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

E5

N

N

Soundness Comments

Gladman note that this site was allocated
within the 1998 Local Plan, however has
not be developed to date. Gladman are
unclear if there is sufficient justification
and evidential basis for this allocation to
be carried forward in to the new Local
Plan.
Gladman would suggest there is likely to
be a reason that this site has not come
forward and therefore question whether
this site is actually deliverable.
Consequently Gladman submit that this
allocation may not meet the tests of
soundness, specifically that it may not be
effective.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1468

NLPPS1469

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

In general Gladman would caution against
any design policies being too prescriptive
DES 1

DES 6

N

N

N

N

Gladman note that the wording of Policy
DES6 has changed since the previous
iteration of the plan. Despite these
amendments the policy still only seeks to
encourage all applicants to engage in the
Design Review Process. Gladman
therefore reiterate previous submissions
that Policy DES6 does not actually set out
a policy requirement, is more an
aspiration of the Council, and serves little
purpose as a policy.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1470

NLPPS1471

NLPPS1472

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

DES 7

NE 1

NE 2

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Given the viability challenges faced by
many sites in Castle Point and the limited
housing land supply, Gladman suggest
that the requirement to deliver public art
on schemes greater than 25 dwellings
should be removed. This is a nonessential requirement that could have
unnecessary negative implications.

Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).
Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Gladman believe
commentary regarding the
design review process is
better placed within the
supporting text of the Local
Plan.

N

Full submission statement
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Given the viability challenges
faced by many sites in Castle
Point and the limited housing
land supply, Gladman
suggest that the requirement
to deliver public art on
schemes greater than 25
dwellings should be
removed. This is a nonessential requirement that
could have unnecessary
negative implications.

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1473

NLPPS1474

NLPPS1475

NLPPS1476

NLPPS1477

NLPPS1478

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

NE 3

NE 4

NE 5

NE 6

NE 7

NE 8

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).
Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).
Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).
Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).
Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).
Any approach taken to protect and
enhance biodiversity should be in line with
that set out in Section 11 of the
Framework. In particular when formulating
policies on biodiversity and geodiversity,
“distinctions should be made be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance and the contribution that
they make.” (Framework, paragraph 113).

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1479

NLPPS1480

NLPPS1481

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

NE 9

HE 1

HE 2

N

N

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

In terms of landscape character and
visual impact, paragraph 109 of the
Framework sets out that ‘the planning
system should contribute to and enhance
the natural and local environment by
protecting and enhancing valued
landscapes’. Having designated a
particular landscape as being ‘valued’
paragraph 113 of the Framework makes
clear that councils should “set criteria
based policies against which proposals for
any development on or affecting…
landscape areas will be judged,” it also
sets out that “distinctions should be made
between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites, so
that protection is commensurate with their
status and gives appropriate weight to
their importance.”
Paragraph 132 of the Framework makes
clear that great weight should be given to
a heritage asset’s conservation and that
“the more important the asset, the greater
the weight should be.”
In light of the judgment in FODC v.
SSCLG and Gladman Developments Ltd.
[2016] EWHC 421 Admin, Gladman
consider it necessary for the Castle Point
New Local Plan to carry out an
assessment of the potential impact of
proposed development on heritage assets
as set out in paragraph 129 of the
Framework.
Gladman consider that the implications of
the judgment apply equally to both the
decision making process, and the plan
making process. Both decision-taking
and plan-making.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
For designated heritage assets,
paragraph 133 requires that where a
development will cause substantial harm it
is necessary to achieve substantial public
benefits. When the harm is less than
substantial, then paragraph 134 requires
that the “harm should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal.”

CPBC need to ensure that
Policy NE9 aligns with the
requirements set out in the
Framework.

Castle Point New Local Plan
to carry out an assessment
of the potential impact of
proposed development on
heritage assets

The Council need to ensure
policy HE2 and HE3 are in
line with these tests.

N

NLPPS1482

NLPPS1483

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

HE 3

HE 6

N

N

N

N

General Comments

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

For designated heritage assets,
paragraph 133 requires that where a
development will cause substantial harm it
is necessary to achieve substantial public
benefits. When the harm is less than
substantial, then paragraph 134 requires
that the “harm should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal.”

The Council need to ensure
policy HE2 and HE3 are in
line with these tests.

For non-designated heritage assets the
Framework sets out that “a balanced
judgement will be required having regard
to the scale of any harm or loss and the
significance of the heritage asset.”

The council need to ensure
policy HE6 aligns with the
Framework in relation to nondesignated heritage assets.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

N

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1484

NLPPS1485

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

GB 1

GB 2

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Gladman acknowledge both that the
borough is heavily constrained by the
Green Belt and that CPBC has prepared a
Green Belt Boundary Review (November
2013). Notwithstanding this, Gladman
query whether the assessment of sites is
consistent, whether the Green Belt
Review has been adequately considered
in relation to the significant housing need
in the borough and whether the decision
made by the Council and the balance
between protecting the Green Belt and
delivering housing is appropriate. It is
unclear whether the Green Belt Review
has actually informed the decisions made.
Policy GB1 in essence merely reiterates
four of the five purposes of the Green Belt
as outlined within the Framework. The
policy states that the Council will seek to
protect the Green Belt whilst encouraging
positive uses of this.
Policy GB1 does not set any locally
specific requirements and serves little
purpose in the New Local Plan other than
to provide the national planning context
for the Green Belt.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The Council need to be able to clearly
justify the position they are taking in this
respect as they effectively are creating a
shortfall of 6000 houses across the plan
period. The Council have clearly decided
to place significantly greater emphasis on
the environmental aspects of sustainable
development as opposed to the social
dimensions and the need to provide a
sufficient scale of housing to
accommodate the identified need.
Given the scale of unmet need Gladman
query whether the right balance has been
struck and whether CPBC have properly
considered the reasonable alternatives.
Gladman do not believe the plan is
positively prepared or justified.
Furthermore it is preferable that all
necessary amendments to the Green Belt
boundaries are made through the Local
Plan preparation process rather than in an
ad hoc manner throughout the plan
period, therefore making it even more
fundamental that full consideration of the
Green Belt and sufficient amendments to
boundaries made through the plan making
process.
Gladman note that the Green Belt Review
and Housing Capacity Topic Paper
indicate that there are opportunities to
release Green Belt for housing with
limited impacts. The Council do not
appear to have properly considered
Green Belt release options and
consequently the plan has not been
positively prepared.
Gladman remain unconvinced that the
Green Belt Review has actually informed
the decisions made by CPBC.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1486

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

H1

N

Soundness Comments

N

The Council need to have a clear robust
justification for why the New Local Plan is
proposing a target of just 2,000 homes
over the plan period (just 100 dpa).
Gladman note that the previous iteration
of the plan, whilst again proposing a
capacity driven housing requirement that
did not meet the full OAN, was twice the
scale of housing delivery which is being
proposed now. The Council have not
clearly explained why the scale of delivery
has been reduced further.
Gladman do not believe the New Local
Plan, in its current form, is capable of
being found sound; it is not positively
prepared in so far as it does not provide
for the full OAN and the rational for the
lower level of housing provision is not
adequately justified.
Gladman are also objecting to the minimal
evidence provided for this reduction.
Whilst Gladman recognise that the Green
Belt has an important role to play, we
consider that Green Belt release would be
appropriate and sustainable and would
help deliver much needed housing in the
Borough.
Gladman do not believe that the Council
have properly considered the potential of
appropriate Green Belt release. Releasing
land from the Green Belt is the most
obvious means by which the Council
could increase the supply of housing land.
Gladman do not consider the Council are
justified in maintaining the current extent
of the Green Belt in the context of the
significant shortfall in housing land supply.
Gladman believe that if proper
consideration was given to amending
Green Belt boundaries and releasing land
which no longer served a Green Belt
purpose, or serves limited purpose then
the council would be able to increase the
housing requirement in the plan
significantly and address a much greater
proportion of their identified housing
needs. The scale of the unmet need
(6,000 dwellings) is an exceptional
circumstance that justifies the release of
Green Belt land for housing.
Through the previous iteration of the draft
Local Plan Policy H13: New Housing Site
– Land west of Glebelands was proposed
to be allocated for the delivery of 100
dwellings.
The SHLAA Update 2015 again includes
land west of Glebelands as reference
GB07. This more recent assessment of
the site identifies the site as ‘achievable
now’, with a capacity of 140 dwellings and
identifies it as deliverable during the 0-5
year period. The Council obviously
considered this to be an appropriate and
sustainable site for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Plan but provide no explanation or
rationale for its exclusion from this
iteration of the plan.
Following the assessment in the 2013
Green Belt Review the site was included
as a proposed housing allocation in the
2014 version of the New Local Plan,
therefore the Council must have deemed
the site appropriate to be released from
the Green Belt and developed for
housing.
The exclusion of this site is particularly
concerning as the council are only
proposing to deliver such a limited amount
of their OAN leaving an unmet need of

Gladman recommend that
the previously proposed
allocated in reinstated and
recommend the following
policy wording:
‘Land west of Glebelands,
Thundersley as identified in
the Proposals Map, is
allocated for residential
purposes to deliver between
100-150 new homes by
2031. The actual number of
homes will be influenced by
good design principles and
meeting objectives contained
within this Policy.’

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Castle Point forms part of the Thames
Gateway South Essex Housing Market
Area (HMA). As well as Castle Point, this
includes the local planning authorities of
Basildon, Rochford, Southend and
Thurrock.
The Council has failed to demonstrate
that it has explored through the Duty to
Co-operate any means of delivering the
6,000 dwelling shortfall outside of the
Borough. Consequently Gladman do not
believe the Council can demonstrate that
this duty has been met.
The Local Plan provides no commentary
on the Duty to Cooperate, with reference
to the Council’s significant unmet housing
need or any details regarding how this
unmet need may be distributed between
other local planning authorities. It is
therefore unclear if, and to what extent,
the Council has attempted to find a
solution to this significant shortfall in
housing delivery.
The quotes above clearly demonstrates
that the fundamental issues regarding
Castle Point’s unmet needs remains
unresolved and the process currently
undertaken by the Council in terms of
discussions with other local planning
authorities and the possibility of these
boroughs accommodating some of this
unmet need is somewhat limited and
unsatisfactory. No details are provided in
terms of the distribution of this unmet
housing need across the various
authorities within the HMA and outside of
this (in the case of Chelmsford). As it
stands a significant amount of need will
remain unaccounted for. This cannot
represent positive plan-making and is not
in line with the Framework.

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

6000 dwellings across the plan period.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1487

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

H 11

N

N

Whilst Gladman would normally support
the identification of safeguarded land to
ensure that Green Belt boundaries are
capable of enduring for the plan period
and beyond, the context with Castle Point
differs significantly. Gladman object to the
identification of safeguarded land within
the new Local Plan. In light of the
significant scale of unmet need within
Castle Point it is not appropriate for the
plan to be safeguarding 104.2ha of land
for release for the Green Belt for housing
development post 2031 (Policy H11(3)).
This land is needed during the current
plan period.
If this land is appropriate for release from
the Green Belt (which when reviewing the
Green Belt Review 2013 does not appear
to be the case) and provides a
sustainable location for housing growth,
Gladman do not understand why this has
been safeguarded for the period post
2031, as opposed to allocating this land to
help address some of the significant
unmet housing need which the current
plan period is facing. The approach being
progressed is considered to be highly
illogical.
If this land is appropriate and sustainable
then it should be released as part of the
Local Plan in order to help close the gap
between need and supply. Gladman do
not believe the approach being
progressed through Policy H11 (3) is
justified, it is therefore unsound.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1488

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

H 13

N

N

Soundness Comments

Part M - The Local Plan is proposing
minimum requirements in relation to Part
M category 3 and category 2. The policy
refers to a ‘minimum of 1 dwelling on sites
of 0.5ha’ therefore it remains unclear
whether there will be circumstances
where the Council will seek a higher level
of provision. Gladman have not been
able to locate the evidence base which
justifies this policy requirement.
Housing Mix - Gladman believe that
Policy H13 is too prescriptive and needs
greater flexibility. Whilst it is recognised
that certain types of housing may been
needed more than others any policy
setting out the specific mix should be
seen as a guide rather than strict policy
requirement.
Gladman object to the use of rigid
percentage requirements for specific
housing types on sites over a certain size
threshold as proposed through Policy H13
(1b and 1c).
Space Standards - Policy H13 (3) sets out
that the Nationally Described Space
Standards will be applied to all new
housing development.
If the Council wishes to adopt this
standard it should be justified by meeting
the criteria set out in the PPG including
need, viability and impact on affordability.
The Council has not provided sufficient
evidence to justify adoption of either of
these proposed standards.
In the context of Castle Point, where the
Council are only proposing to deliver
housing to meet a quarter of their
identified need, the justification for
applying the optional space standards is
unconvincing.
Viability - Whilst Gladman note that the
Council have prepare a whole plan
viability study (2013) it is unclear whether
this has adequately considered the impact
of all of the elements of policy H13 and
whether this needs updating prior to
submission of the plan to the Secretary of
State, particularly as the housing strategy
has changed significantly in the latest
draft of the Plan.
Specialist accommodation for older
people - Gladman welcome the
recognition of the need to plan for
specialist accommodation for older people
and recognise that through this iteration of
the plan further detail is provided in terms
of the forms that this type of
accommodation could take.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Instead the Council should
be seeking to create a
positive policy framework
that will help to optimise the
number of units that can be
achieved on its limited land
supply, rather than
introducing additional
standards which may act to
restrict development from
coming forwards. Gladman
urge the Council to consider
the wider picture when
setting such policy
requirements and the
implications such policies
may have on delivery.
Gladman recommend that for
clarity a separate policy
dedicated to the provision of
specialist accommodation for
older people is included
within the plan. The Council
need to ensure that they
provide a positive policy
framework to ensure that this
element of specialist housing
need is met.
The following provides an
example of the type of policy
which could be included in
the new Local Plan.
“The provision of purpose
built and/or specialist
accommodation with care for
older people in sustainable
locations will be supported in
Benfleet, Hadleigh,
Thundersley and Canvey
Island. Apartments should be
restricted for occupation by
only those with care needs,
include minimum compulsory
care packages, should also
include age restrictions and
an extensive range of
communal facilities.
Schemes are expected to be
promoted in partnership with
an onsite 24/7 care provider
to safeguard the delivery of
care and support to
residents.
Such schemes fall wholly
within the auspices of C2
use, meet an otherwise
unmet need for specialist
accommodation for older
people, deliver care and
communal facilities and will
not therefore be required to
contribute towards affordable
housing.”

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1489

NLPPS1490

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

H 14

H5

N

N

N

N

Soundness Comments

Gladman support the change in relation to
the threshold for affordable housing
provision as this now aligns with the
recent Court of Appeal judgment.
As per previous submissions Gladman
agree that setting differential affordable
housing requirements based on viability in
different parts of a local planning authority
is an appropriate approach and raise no
specific objections to the current
percentage requirements proposed.
Gladman note paragraph 13.26 of the
consultation document which infers that
the 15% requirement in Canvey Island
combined with the 25% requirement for
the rest of the borough will result in a
borough wide delivery of the order of 20%
affordable housing (40 homes per
annum). Gladman do not believe that it
does necessarily follow that there will be
overall affordable housing delivery of circa
20%, particularly as a larger proportion of
development is focussed on Canvey
Island which is set at a lower percentage
requirement. This therefore is a
misleading statement.
Given the level of shortfall in proposed
housing delivery against the scale of
need, the affordable housing shortfall is
likely to be significant and have serious
implications for the residents of Castle
Point.
As the proposed overall delivery is now
just 2,000 dwellings the affordability
issues will be further heightened.
This will have significant implications in
Castle Point with regards to viability and
the provision of other types of affordable
housing.
Policy H14(2) Gladman welcome this
degree of flexibility as there may be
circumstances or locations where off-site
provision is more appropriate and would
provide the affordable housing in a
location to meet specific needs.
Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Gladman are concerned that a number of
the sites proposed to be allocated within
the plan (included within Policies H4-H9)
may not be deliverable or achievable to
the scale and timescales proposed. The
council need to be realistic about the
scale of delivery achievable on sites and
the timeframes for these coming forward.
In order for the plan to be found sound it
needs to be ‘effective’ therefore the
Council must be able to demonstrate that
the Plan is deliverable and that the sites
proposed are likely to come forward as
planned.
H5 - Land at Thorney Bay Caravan Park –
this allocation was resolved for the
delivery of 600 dwellings within the plan
period (CPT/707/11/OUT). Since the
resolution to grant there has been a
constant extension of time for over 4
years; the latest being to September
2016. The council’s website confirms that
the S.106 for this scheme is still in
abeyance. As such there is a lack of
certainty of whether the scheme is viable
or deliverable.
These two sites make up a significant
proportion of the overall housing
requirement so it is fundamental that they
are viable, and deliverable as proposed.

Gladman note that the policy
will need to be updated to
reflect the implications of the
Housing and Planning Act
2014 and the need to provide
Starter Homes.
Gladman recommend that a
60:40 split is likely to be
more appropriate and that
the policy should also allow
flexibility in tenure mix to
respond to changes in
circumstances such as
identified needs or grant
regimes.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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Exam
(Y/N)
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Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1491

Nicole
Penfold
(Gladman
Developme
nts)

H6

N

N

Gladman are concerned that a number of
the sites proposed to be allocated within
the plan (included within Policies H4-H9)
may not be deliverable or achievable to
the scale and timescales proposed. The
council need to be realistic about the
scale of delivery achievable on sites and
the timeframes for these coming forward.
In order for the plan to be found sound it
needs to be ‘effective’ therefore the
Council must be able to demonstrate that
the Plan is deliverable and that the sites
proposed are likely to come forward as
planned.
H6 – Land at Point Road – this allocation
is for the delivery of 160 dwellings within
the plan period. The Council resolved on
this site to grant for only 99 dwellings
(CPT/214/11/OUT) whilst subject to the
completion of a S106 Agreement. The
scheme was eventually refused by this
Council on the 1st April 2014, citing 10
Reasons. It is evident that there are
serious questions regarding the delivery
of this site.
These two sites make up a significant
proportion of the overall housing
requirement so it is fundamental that they
are viable, and deliverable as proposed.

N

Gladman Developments (and its
associated company – Fox Land and
Property Ltd “FLP”) specialise in the
promotion of strategic land for residential
development

Yes

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission statement attached to
Rep form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

H1

N

Policy H1 of the draft Local Plan seeks to
deliver a minimum of 2,000 new homes
between 2011 and 2031. This amounts to
just 100 dpa across this period. Whether
the relevant OAN is 400 dpa or at least
410 dpa this represents a substantial
shortfall, equating to just 25% of the OAN
figure, which will have significant
implications for the housing market both
within Castle Point and the wider area.
Persimmon Homes objects to this target
as it is not justified by the evidence that
supports the plan, which has identified the
potential for greater housing delivery
across the Borough through the release of
additional Green Belt land. This
additional Green Belt release amounts to
just 10% of the total area of Green Belt in
Castle Point and has already been
identified by the Council as not being
important to the strategic functions of the
Green Belt (see the Housing Growth
Topic Paper, 2013 and the Green Belt
Review, 2013).
Insufficient evidence is provided with the
plan to justify the lower level of housing
that the plan now seeks to provide. The
consequences of this under provision
have not been fully evaluated or
satisfactorily appraised as is discussed
later in these representations.
The Council already has some evidence
regarding the implications of reviewing the
policy constraint of Green Belt in order to
meet its needs. This is set out in the
Council’s Green Belt Review and the
Housing Capacity Topic Paper. This
indicated that additional land could be
released from the Green Belt with limited
impact. This included two sites that
Persimmon Homes has interests in: Land
at Canvey Road, Canvey and Land at
Jotmans Farm, Benfleet.
Persimmon Homes considers that the
Council has not included sufficient
evidence to justify the removal of these
previously identified sites and that they
should be reinstated in to the emerging
Local Plan for residential development.
Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
A Green Belt Boundary Review was
undertaken in 2013. Both sites were
assessed in this document.
Both sites have an ‘amber’ rating and
were assessed as having ‘Medium Green
Belt Impact’ meaning that they “could be
removed from the Green Belt with limited
impact on the strategic function of the
Green Belt”. These two sites were
subsequently included within the draft
Local Plan (2014) for residential
development.
In this latest draft of the plan as it
allocates sites that the Green Belt Review
gave a ‘red’ rating to and yet has deleted
sites that had a lower, ‘amber’ rating
(such as the two Persimmon sites referred
to above).

Preamble to this policy
should include a discussion
about housing supply since
2011 and the anticipated
sources of future supply.
This will assist in the
effective implementation of
Policy H1.
It should make it clear what
the housing target is to be in
the early years of the plan to
address any shortfall in
provision. It is established
practice now that any
shortfall should be addressed
in the first five years of the
plan unless evidence can be
submitted to demonstrate
why this shortfall should be
spread evenly across the
remainder of the plan period.
Furthermore, the preamble
should include some
discussion about the relevant
buffer to be supplied to the
five year requirement in the
early stages of the plan, as
required by paragraph 47 of
the NPPF. Persimmon
Homes considers that the
relevant buffer in this case is
20% because of the historic
and persistent under delivery
of housing in this Borough
since the turn of the century.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Soundness Comments

N

Policy H1 of the draft Local Plan seeks to
deliver a minimum of 2,000 new homes
between 2011 and 2031. This amounts to
just 100 dpa across this period. Whether
the relevant OAN is 400 dpa or at least
410 dpa this represents a substantial
shortfall, equating to just 25% of the OAN
figure, which will have significant
implications for the housing market both
within Castle Point and the wider area.
Persimmon Homes objects to this target
as it is not justified by the evidence that
supports the plan, which has identified the
potential for greater housing delivery
across the Borough through the release of
additional Green Belt land. This
additional Green Belt release amounts to
just 10% of the total area of Green Belt in
Castle Point and has already been
identified by the Council as not being
important to the strategic functions of the
Green Belt (see the Housing Growth
Topic Paper, 2013 and the Green Belt
Review, 2013).
Insufficient evidence is provided with the
plan to justify the lower level of housing
that the plan now seeks to provide. The
consequences of this under provision
have not been fully evaluated or
satisfactorily appraised as is discussed
later in these representations.
The Council already has some evidence
regarding the implications of reviewing the
policy constraint of Green Belt in order to
meet its needs. This is set out in the
Council’s Green Belt Review and the
Housing Capacity Topic Paper. This
indicated that additional land could be
released from the Green Belt with limited
impact. This included two sites that
Persimmon Homes has interests in: Land
at Canvey Road, Canvey and Land at
Jotmans Farm, Benfleet.
Persimmon Homes considers that the
Council has not included sufficient
evidence to justify the removal of these
previously identified sites and that they
should be reinstated in to the emerging
Local Plan for residential development.
Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
A Green Belt Boundary Review was
undertaken in 2013. Both sites were
assessed in this document.
Both sites have an ‘amber’ rating and
were assessed as having ‘Medium Green
Belt Impact’ meaning that they “could be
removed from the Green Belt with limited
impact on the strategic function of the
Green Belt”. These two sites were
subsequently included within the draft
Local Plan (2014) for residential
development.
In this latest draft of the plan as it
allocates sites that the Green Belt Review
gave a ‘red’ rating to and yet has deleted
sites that had a lower, ‘amber’ rating
(such as the two Persimmon sites referred
to above).

Preamble to this policy
should include a discussion
about housing supply since
2011 and the anticipated
sources of future supply.
This will assist in the
effective implementation of
Policy H1.
It should make it clear what
the housing target is to be in
the early years of the plan to
address any shortfall in
provision. It is established
practice now that any
shortfall should be addressed
in the first five years of the
plan unless evidence can be
submitted to demonstrate
why this shortfall should be
spread evenly across the
remainder of the plan period.
Furthermore, the preamble
should include some
discussion about the relevant
buffer to be supplied to the
five year requirement in the
early stages of the plan, as
required by paragraph 47 of
the NPPF. Persimmon
Homes considers that the
relevant buffer in this case is
20% because of the historic
and persistent under delivery
of housing in this Borough
since the turn of the century.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Duty to Co-operate Comments

N

Policy H1 of the draft Local Plan seeks to
deliver a minimum of 2,000 new homes
between 2011 and 2031. This amounts to
just 100 dpa across this period. Whether
the relevant OAN is 400 dpa or at least
410 dpa this represents a substantial
shortfall, equating to just 25% of the OAN
figure, which will have significant
implications for the housing market both
within Castle Point and the wider area.
Persimmon Homes objects to this target
as it is not justified by the evidence that
supports the plan, which has identified the
potential for greater housing delivery
across the Borough through the release of
additional Green Belt land. This
additional Green Belt release amounts to
just 10% of the total area of Green Belt in
Castle Point and has already been
identified by the Council as not being
important to the strategic functions of the
Green Belt (see the Housing Growth
Topic Paper, 2013 and the Green Belt
Review, 2013).
Insufficient evidence is provided with the
plan to justify the lower level of housing
that the plan now seeks to provide. The
consequences of this under provision
have not been fully evaluated or
satisfactorily appraised as is discussed
later in these representations.
The Council already has some evidence
regarding the implications of reviewing the
policy constraint of Green Belt in order to
meet its needs. This is set out in the
Council’s Green Belt Review and the
Housing Capacity Topic Paper. This
indicated that additional land could be
released from the Green Belt with limited
impact. This included two sites that
Persimmon Homes has interests in: Land
at Canvey Road, Canvey and Land at
Jotmans Farm, Benfleet.
Persimmon Homes considers that the
Council has not included sufficient
evidence to justify the removal of these
previously identified sites and that they
should be reinstated in to the emerging
Local Plan for residential development.
Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
A Green Belt Boundary Review was
undertaken in 2013. Both sites were
assessed in this document.
Both sites have an ‘amber’ rating and
were assessed as having ‘Medium Green
Belt Impact’ meaning that they “could be
removed from the Green Belt with limited
impact on the strategic function of the
Green Belt”. These two sites were
subsequently included within the draft
Local Plan (2014) for residential
development.
In this latest draft of the plan as it
allocates sites that the Green Belt Review
gave a ‘red’ rating to and yet has deleted
sites that had a lower, ‘amber’ rating
(such as the two Persimmon sites referred
to above).

General Comments

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS1492

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1493

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

I make particular reference to Policy H10
(Land fronting Canvey Island) and Policy
H11 (Safeguarded land in North West
Thundersley) that had previously been
judged by the Green Belt Review to have
a ‘red’ Green Belt Impact and therefore a
greater harm than the Persimmon sites
referred to above. There is a lack of
evidence to justify this inconsistency.

I make particular reference to Policy H10
(Land fronting Canvey Island) and Policy
H11 (Safeguarded land in North West
Thundersley) that had previously been
judged by the Green Belt Review to have
a ‘red’ Green Belt Impact and therefore a
greater harm than the Persimmon sites
referred to above. There is a lack of
evidence to justify this inconsistency.

I make particular reference to Policy H10
(Land fronting Canvey Island) and Policy
H11 (Safeguarded land in North West
Thundersley) that had previously been
judged by the Green Belt Review to have
a ‘red’ Green Belt Impact and therefore a
greater harm than the Persimmon sites
referred to above. There is a lack of
evidence to justify this inconsistency.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

N

Persimmon Homes does not believe this
requirement has been met when
preparing the draft New Local Plan.
Castle Point forms part of the Thames
Gateway South Essex sub-region along
with Thurrock, Basildon, Rochford and
Southend-on-Sea. The Local Planning
Authorities (LPAs) that make up the South
Essex market area are all in the process
of preparing new Local Plans.
While the plan provides evidence that
neighbouring authorities have worked
together to develop economic and
transport strategies and indeed evidence
on housing need, there is no evidence to
demonstrate that the resultant strategy of
the plan (i.e. to under provide for housing)
is a matter that has been developed in
consultation with neighbouring authorities.
The plan itself makes one brief reference
to the Duty to Cooperate at 3.4 but does
not then go on to confirm whether and
how Castle Point has undertaken this
responsibility or the product of such
discussions.
The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and
Strategic Environmental Assessment,
2016 makes it clear that the Council has
yet to fulfil its obligations under the Duty
to Cooperate. It advises at paragraph
3.6.5 that it believes that as it “can
evidence its capacity issues well … it is
more likely that under provision in Castle
Point can be addressed through the Duty
to Cooperate.”
Committee papers for both Chelmsford
City Council and Basildon Borough
Council indicate that both will be objecting
to your plan on the basis of your proposed
under delivery of housing. This is not
representative of an effective Duty to
Cooperate strategy being in place.

General Comments

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
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General Comments
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Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
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attending
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form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1494

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

H 14

N

In terms of affordable housing, draft Policy
H14 sets a requirement for between 15%
and 25% (depending on location) of new
housing to be delivered as affordable
housing. This would only relate to
qualifying sites (i.e. those of 10 or more
units). Based on the requirement for 2,000
homes in Policy H1 and the requirements
of Policy H14, the draft Local Plan has the
potential to deliver 500 affordable homes
during the plan period. This is less than
20% of the affordable housing need
assessed by the SHMA. This assumes
that affordable housing delivery is not
inhibited by viability issues.
As such, the draft New Local Plan is
currently proposing to fail to meet
affordable housing needs by some
considerable margin, with consequential
adverse social impacts for the people of
Castle Point and potentially a continuation
in the need for caravans to fulfil an
affordable housing need – as has been
the case in recent years.
In light of the Government’s Starter Home
initiative set out in the Housing and
Planning Act 2016, Persimmon Homes
considers that this policy should be
amended to allow for the flexibility of such
provision as part of the affordable housing
requirement.
It is acknowledged that the Government is
yet to confirm that Starter Homes will form
part of the affordable housing requirement
or whether the need to deliver 20% of new
homes at an 80% market discount will be
in addition to affordable housing
requirement. If the latter then this will
clearly have implications on a sites
viability and could result in some sites
being unviable and then undeliverable.
This will have implications for the
Council’s Whole Plan Viability work that
has already been undertaken.
Persimmon Homes supports the inclusion
of Starter Homes as part of the affordable
housing offer and would strongly suggest
that Castle Point include the provision of

In light of the Government’s
Starter Home initiative set
out in the Housing and
Planning Act 2016,
Persimmon Homes considers
that this policy should be
amended to allow for the
flexibility of such provision as
part of the affordable housing
requirement.
Would strongly suggest that
Castle Point include the
provision of Starter Homes
into
For the avoidance of doubt,
the policy should identify that
intermediate housing can
include Starter Homes.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

In terms of affordable housing, draft Policy
H14 sets a requirement for between 15%
and 25% (depending on location) of new
housing to be delivered as affordable
housing. This would only relate to
qualifying sites (i.e. those of 10 or more
units). Based on the requirement for 2,000
homes in Policy H1 and the requirements
of Policy H14, the draft Local Plan has the
potential to deliver 500 affordable homes
during the plan period. This is less than
20% of the affordable housing need
assessed by the SHMA. This assumes
that affordable housing delivery is not
inhibited by viability issues.
As such, the draft New Local Plan is
currently proposing to fail to meet
affordable housing needs by some
considerable margin, with consequential
adverse social impacts for the people of
Castle Point and potentially a continuation
in the need for caravans to fulfil an
affordable housing need – as has been
the case in recent years.
In light of the Government’s Starter Home
initiative set out in the Housing and
Planning Act 2016, Persimmon Homes
considers that this policy should be
amended to allow for the flexibility of such
provision as part of the affordable housing
requirement.
It is acknowledged that the Government is
yet to confirm that Starter Homes will form
part of the affordable housing requirement
or whether the need to deliver 20% of new
homes at an 80% market discount will be
in addition to affordable housing
requirement. If the latter then this will
clearly have implications on a sites
viability and could result in some sites
being unviable and then undeliverable.
This will have implications for the
Council’s Whole Plan Viability work that
has already been undertaken.
Persimmon Homes supports the inclusion
of Starter Homes as part of the affordable
housing offer and would strongly suggest
that Castle Point include the provision of

In light of the Government’s
Starter Home initiative set
out in the Housing and
Planning Act 2016,
Persimmon Homes considers
that this policy should be
amended to allow for the
flexibility of such provision as
part of the affordable housing
requirement.
Would strongly suggest that
Castle Point include the
provision of Starter Homes
into
For the avoidance of doubt,
the policy should identify that
intermediate housing can
include Starter Homes.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

In terms of affordable housing, draft Policy
H14 sets a requirement for between 15%
and 25% (depending on location) of new
housing to be delivered as affordable
housing. This would only relate to
qualifying sites (i.e. those of 10 or more
units). Based on the requirement for 2,000
homes in Policy H1 and the requirements
of Policy H14, the draft Local Plan has the
potential to deliver 500 affordable homes
during the plan period. This is less than
20% of the affordable housing need
assessed by the SHMA. This assumes
that affordable housing delivery is not
inhibited by viability issues.
As such, the draft New Local Plan is
currently proposing to fail to meet
affordable housing needs by some
considerable margin, with consequential
adverse social impacts for the people of
Castle Point and potentially a continuation
in the need for caravans to fulfil an
affordable housing need – as has been
the case in recent years.
In light of the Government’s Starter Home
initiative set out in the Housing and
Planning Act 2016, Persimmon Homes
considers that this policy should be
amended to allow for the flexibility of such
provision as part of the affordable housing
requirement.
It is acknowledged that the Government is
yet to confirm that Starter Homes will form
part of the affordable housing requirement
or whether the need to deliver 20% of new
homes at an 80% market discount will be
in addition to affordable housing
requirement. If the latter then this will
clearly have implications on a sites
viability and could result in some sites
being unviable and then undeliverable.
This will have implications for the
Council’s Whole Plan Viability work that
has already been undertaken.
Persimmon Homes supports the inclusion
of Starter Homes as part of the affordable
housing offer and would strongly suggest
that Castle Point include the provision of

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Yes

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1495

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

9 - Building a
strong,
competitive
economy

N

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Starter Homes into Policy H14 to ensure
that the policy and Local Plan is future
proofed until 2031.
The policy requires 50% of the affordable
housing units to be available for
affordable rent. The remaining affordable
housing units should be made available
for intermediate housing (part 3) and
should correspond with the need identified
in the most up to date SHMA (part 4).
Persimmon Homes supports the flexible
approach to affordable housing and push
towards to delivering more intermediate
housing. For the avoidance of doubt, the
policy should identify that intermediate
housing can include Starter Homes.
Persimmon Homes supports part 6 of this
policy, which acknowledges that
significant weight will be given to this
policy when considering the suitability of
applications for housing development.

Starter Homes into Policy H14 to ensure
that the policy and Local Plan is future
proofed until 2031.
The policy requires 50% of the affordable
housing units to be available for
affordable rent. The remaining affordable
housing units should be made available
for intermediate housing (part 3) and
should correspond with the need identified
in the most up to date SHMA (part 4).
Persimmon Homes supports the flexible
approach to affordable housing and push
towards to delivering more intermediate
housing. For the avoidance of doubt, the
policy should identify that intermediate
housing can include Starter Homes.
Persimmon Homes supports part 6 of this
policy, which acknowledges that
significant weight will be given to this
policy when considering the suitability of
applications for housing development.

Starter Homes into Policy H14 to ensure
that the policy and Local Plan is future
proofed until 2031.
The policy requires 50% of the affordable
housing units to be available for
affordable rent. The remaining affordable
housing units should be made available
for intermediate housing (part 3) and
should correspond with the need identified
in the most up to date SHMA (part 4).
Persimmon Homes supports the flexible
approach to affordable housing and push
towards to delivering more intermediate
housing. For the avoidance of doubt, the
policy should identify that intermediate
housing can include Starter Homes.
Persimmon Homes supports part 6 of this
policy, which acknowledges that
significant weight will be given to this
policy when considering the suitability of
applications for housing development.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The vision for the plan is set out at page
22 and advises that:

The vision for the plan is set out at page
22 and advises that:

The vision for the plan is set out at page
22 and advises that:

“By 2031, Castle Point will play a pivotal
role in the South Essex sub-region by
providing communities where people want
to live, and a high quality environment,
supporting economic growth opportunities
in both Castle Point and neighbouring
districts.”
Persimmon Homes considers that the
current housing strategy of under
provided housing undermines this vision
for the reasons explained above.
Furthermore, it is likely to inhibit the
potential to achieve the planned 2,100
new jobs that policy E1 seeks to deliver
between 2014 and 2031.
The Council’s includes an Employment &
Retail Needs Assessment prepared by
NLP in 2012.
This assessment has not been updated to
assess the consequences of delivering
only half of this target but clearly it would
result in further reductions in local labour
supply.
The NLP work concludes that although
some economic growth is possible with a
housing target of 200 dpa it will be more
difficult to achieve and advises at
paragraph 11.25 that it would have ‘some
significant disbenefits’. Persimmon
Homes considers that it would be even
more difficult to achieve with a target of
just 100 dpa and have even greater
disbenefits.

“By 2031, Castle Point will play a pivotal
role in the South Essex sub-region by
providing communities where people want
to live, and a high quality environment,
supporting economic growth opportunities
in both Castle Point and neighbouring
districts.”
Persimmon Homes considers that the
current housing strategy of under
provided housing undermines this vision
for the reasons explained above.
Furthermore, it is likely to inhibit the
potential to achieve the planned 2,100
new jobs that policy E1 seeks to deliver
between 2014 and 2031.
The Council’s includes an Employment &
Retail Needs Assessment prepared by
NLP in 2012.
This assessment has not been updated to
assess the consequences of delivering
only half of this target but clearly it would
result in further reductions in local labour
supply.
The NLP work concludes that although
some economic growth is possible with a
housing target of 200 dpa it will be more
difficult to achieve and advises at
paragraph 11.25 that it would have ‘some
significant disbenefits’. Persimmon
Homes considers that it would be even
more difficult to achieve with a target of
just 100 dpa and have even greater
disbenefits.

“By 2031, Castle Point will play a pivotal
role in the South Essex sub-region by
providing communities where people want
to live, and a high quality environment,
supporting economic growth opportunities
in both Castle Point and neighbouring
districts.”
Persimmon Homes considers that the
current housing strategy of under
provided housing undermines this vision
for the reasons explained above.
Furthermore, it is likely to inhibit the
potential to achieve the planned 2,100
new jobs that policy E1 seeks to deliver
between 2014 and 2031.
The Council’s includes an Employment &
Retail Needs Assessment prepared by
NLP in 2012.
This assessment has not been updated to
assess the consequences of delivering
only half of this target but clearly it would
result in further reductions in local labour
supply.
The NLP work concludes that although
some economic growth is possible with a
housing target of 200 dpa it will be more
difficult to achieve and advises at
paragraph 11.25 that it would have ‘some
significant disbenefits’. Persimmon
Homes considers that it would be even
more difficult to achieve with a target of
just 100 dpa and have even greater
disbenefits.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

General Comments

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
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Proposed Soundness
Modifications
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Rep ID
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Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
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The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1496

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

11 Promoting
sustainable
transport

N

Persimmon Homes considers that the
proposed housing target delivers
questionable environmental benefits other
than preventing development on
greenfield land. This is best evidenced by
the impact of the plan on transport
movements.
The evidence base demonstrates that
Castle Point has a high commuting level
with residents travelling to reach jobs
outside of the Borough.
The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and
SEA for this plan advises that,
“[Policy H1] would ensure that harm to the
environment was largely avoided, and
there is capacity to accommodate this
level of growth within the drainage
network. However, the Transport
Evidence for the New Local Plan 2016
indicates that congestion will worsen even
with this level of growth, consequently
impacting on air quality. Transport
projections show that there would be an
increase in traffic in Castle Point
regardless of the plan so planning for a
lower number of homes will not allow
transport planning to mitigate congestion.
However, under this level of growth, the
economically active population is likely to
decrease. This may impact positively on
the number of people commuting out of
the borough for work, relieving some peak
time congestion.”
There is no evidence to support that last
assumption. In contrast the NLP report
referred to earlier advises that a
constrained housing target of 200 dpa is
likely to reduce the local labour supply
and increase in-commuting to fill any new
jobs created (pp13.19). This likelihood
can only be increased with an even lower
housing target raising the potential for
increased traffic congestion with
associated environmental consequences.
Policy T1 seeks to manage congestion on
the transport network and increase the
opportunities for non-car modes of
transport from 2014
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Soundness Comments

Persimmon Homes considers that the
proposed housing target delivers
questionable environmental benefits other
than preventing development on
greenfield land. This is best evidenced by
the impact of the plan on transport
movements.
The evidence base demonstrates that
Castle Point has a high commuting level
with residents travelling to reach jobs
outside of the Borough.
The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and
SEA for this plan advises that,
“[Policy H1] would ensure that harm to the
environment was largely avoided, and
there is capacity to accommodate this
level of growth within the drainage
network. However, the Transport
Evidence for the New Local Plan 2016
indicates that congestion will worsen even
with this level of growth, consequently
impacting on air quality. Transport
projections show that there would be an
increase in traffic in Castle Point
regardless of the plan so planning for a
lower number of homes will not allow
transport planning to mitigate congestion.
However, under this level of growth, the
economically active population is likely to
decrease. This may impact positively on
the number of people commuting out of
the borough for work, relieving some peak
time congestion.”
There is no evidence to support that last
assumption. In contrast the NLP report
referred to earlier advises that a
constrained housing target of 200 dpa is
likely to reduce the local labour supply
and increase in-commuting to fill any new
jobs created (pp13.19). This likelihood
can only be increased with an even lower
housing target raising the potential for
increased traffic congestion with
associated environmental consequences.
Policy T1 seeks to manage congestion on
the transport network and increase the
opportunities for non-car modes of
transport from 2014
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Persimmon Homes considers that the
proposed housing target delivers
questionable environmental benefits other
than preventing development on
greenfield land. This is best evidenced by
the impact of the plan on transport
movements.
The evidence base demonstrates that
Castle Point has a high commuting level
with residents travelling to reach jobs
outside of the Borough.
The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and
SEA for this plan advises that,
“[Policy H1] would ensure that harm to the
environment was largely avoided, and
there is capacity to accommodate this
level of growth within the drainage
network. However, the Transport
Evidence for the New Local Plan 2016
indicates that congestion will worsen even
with this level of growth, consequently
impacting on air quality. Transport
projections show that there would be an
increase in traffic in Castle Point
regardless of the plan so planning for a
lower number of homes will not allow
transport planning to mitigate congestion.
However, under this level of growth, the
economically active population is likely to
decrease. This may impact positively on
the number of people commuting out of
the borough for work, relieving some peak
time congestion.”
There is no evidence to support that last
assumption. In contrast the NLP report
referred to earlier advises that a
constrained housing target of 200 dpa is
likely to reduce the local labour supply
and increase in-commuting to fill any new
jobs created (pp13.19). This likelihood
can only be increased with an even lower
housing target raising the potential for
increased traffic congestion with
associated environmental consequences.
Policy T1 seeks to manage congestion on
the transport network and increase the
opportunities for non-car modes of
transport from 2014

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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7Objectives of
the New
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N

In light of all of the above comments,
Persimmon Homes considers that the
planned under provision of housing
allowed for in the draft New Local Plan
2016 will undermine several objectives of
the plan (as set out at 7.1). Those
objectives that are considered to be
compromised by this strategy are:
Objective 1: To promote more sustainable
travel patterns within Castle Point through
the location of development, and the
provision of public transport and cycling
infrastructure to complement the existing
highway network.
Objective 5: To create an environment
that supports business growth, and
creates local job opportunities.
Objective 6: To provide high quality
homes in sustainable locations that meet
the needs of local people through an
appropriate mix of housing sizes, types
and tenures”
There is inadequate robust evidence to
justify why the OAN figure cannot be
substantially met in this instance. Indeed
the previous iteration of the draft Local
Plan (published in 2014) and the Council’s
evidence base assessed and advanced
the delivery of growth of at least 200 dpa.
This is double that of the draft New Local
Plan 2016.
Para 152 of the NPPF places a duty on
the Council to achieve each of the
economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development
and “net gains across all three. Significant
adverse impacts on any of these
dimensions should be avoided”. The draft
Local Plan does not do this.
The Council has attached a
disproportionate importance to minimising
impacts on the Green Belt at the expense
of economic and social objectives and
questionable environmental benefits. The
Council has not reached this decision by
reasoned examination of the possible
options available. Although there is
reference to environmental considerations
and Green Belt Policy accompanying the
draft Local Plan, it does not provide a
sufficient robust and detailed assessment
of how meeting or substantially meeting
objectively assessed housing need would
cause significant and adverse harm to the
Borough.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Soundness Comments

In light of all of the above comments,
Persimmon Homes considers that the
planned under provision of housing
allowed for in the draft New Local Plan
2016 will undermine several objectives of
the plan (as set out at 7.1). Those
objectives that are considered to be
compromised by this strategy are:
Objective 1: To promote more sustainable
travel patterns within Castle Point through
the location of development, and the
provision of public transport and cycling
infrastructure to complement the existing
highway network.
Objective 5: To create an environment
that supports business growth, and
creates local job opportunities.
Objective 6: To provide high quality
homes in sustainable locations that meet
the needs of local people through an
appropriate mix of housing sizes, types
and tenures”
There is inadequate robust evidence to
justify why the OAN figure cannot be
substantially met in this instance. Indeed
the previous iteration of the draft Local
Plan (published in 2014) and the Council’s
evidence base assessed and advanced
the delivery of growth of at least 200 dpa.
This is double that of the draft New Local
Plan 2016.
Para 152 of the NPPF places a duty on
the Council to achieve each of the
economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development
and “net gains across all three. Significant
adverse impacts on any of these
dimensions should be avoided”. The draft
Local Plan does not do this.
The Council has attached a
disproportionate importance to minimising
impacts on the Green Belt at the expense
of economic and social objectives and
questionable environmental benefits. The
Council has not reached this decision by
reasoned examination of the possible
options available. Although there is
reference to environmental considerations
and Green Belt Policy accompanying the
draft Local Plan, it does not provide a
sufficient robust and detailed assessment
of how meeting or substantially meeting
objectively assessed housing need would
cause significant and adverse harm to the
Borough.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

In light of all of the above comments,
Persimmon Homes considers that the
planned under provision of housing
allowed for in the draft New Local Plan
2016 will undermine several objectives of
the plan (as set out at 7.1). Those
objectives that are considered to be
compromised by this strategy are:
Objective 1: To promote more sustainable
travel patterns within Castle Point through
the location of development, and the
provision of public transport and cycling
infrastructure to complement the existing
highway network.
Objective 5: To create an environment
that supports business growth, and
creates local job opportunities.
Objective 6: To provide high quality
homes in sustainable locations that meet
the needs of local people through an
appropriate mix of housing sizes, types
and tenures”
There is inadequate robust evidence to
justify why the OAN figure cannot be
substantially met in this instance. Indeed
the previous iteration of the draft Local
Plan (published in 2014) and the Council’s
evidence base assessed and advanced
the delivery of growth of at least 200 dpa.
This is double that of the draft New Local
Plan 2016.
Para 152 of the NPPF places a duty on
the Council to achieve each of the
economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development
and “net gains across all three. Significant
adverse impacts on any of these
dimensions should be avoided”. The draft
Local Plan does not do this.
The Council has attached a
disproportionate importance to minimising
impacts on the Green Belt at the expense
of economic and social objectives and
questionable environmental benefits. The
Council has not reached this decision by
reasoned examination of the possible
options available. Although there is
reference to environmental considerations
and Green Belt Policy accompanying the
draft Local Plan, it does not provide a
sufficient robust and detailed assessment
of how meeting or substantially meeting
objectively assessed housing need would
cause significant and adverse harm to the
Borough.

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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The site is currently designated as Green
Belt and being proposed for release and
allocated for a 50 bed residential care
unit. The Green Belt Functions
Assessment (2010) identifies the site
(parcel 23) as having a ‘very high’
landscape sensitivity and a ‘high’ visual
sensitivity. The outcomes of the
assessment are reflected in the Green
Belt Boundary Review’s conclusion of the
site which rates is the site having a ‘red’
Green Belt Impact.
The Council are supporting development
despite their own assessments impact
that the site has a ‘very high’ landscape
sensitivity and a ‘high’ visual sensitivity.
This results in an inconsistent approach
between which sites should be protected
and which sites should be released from
the Green Belt for development.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The site is currently designated as Green
Belt. The land to the north beside the
A127 is an area of search for
approximately 400 homes (see paragraph
13.96) and the remainder is safeguarded
for housing after 2031.
The Green Belt Function Assessment
(2010) identifies the whole safeguarded
site (identified as parcel 1) as having a
‘high’ landscape sensitivity and a
‘medium’ visual sensitivity. The outcomes
of the assessment are reflected in the
Green Belt Boundary Review, which
looked at part of the site that H11
identifies as an area of search for housing
during the plan period. The Green Belt
Review identified this part of the site as
having a red rating.
As well as being environmentally
sensitive, the site also presents a number
of significant technical constraints which
could prevent the site being delivered at
all. The SHLAA 2015 does not consider
the site to be suitable, achievable or
deliverable at this moment in time and
states the following:
“[The site has] multiple landowners, some
of which have engaged with a number of
developers for parts of the site. Other
parts of the site have had no engagement.
Utilities infrastructure would need to be
extended into area. Ecological,
contamination issues to resolve”.
The area to be investigated for release
during the plan period involves the
redevelopment of existing low density
industrial units that currently provide an
employment function for the Borough and
possibly the wider area. Neither the plan
nor the evidence base includes any
assessment of the economic impact of the
loss of this existing employment area –
including its impact on the A127
enterprise corridor – and there is no
requirement in the policy to relocate these
uses in order to preserve these existing
jobs. It is considered that this is a major
shortcoming of this policy that will lead to
adverse economic consequences that
have not been fully investigated and that
will undermine the economic strategy of
the plan.
In addition, this part of the site is adjacent
to the A127, which is understood to be
operating at capacity and paragraph

N

In our opinion the entire H11
site should be deleted as it is
unsuitable for development

N

Soundness Comments

The site is currently designated as Green
Belt and being proposed for release and
allocated for a 50 bed residential care
unit. The Green Belt Functions
Assessment (2010) identifies the site
(parcel 23) as having a ‘very high’
landscape sensitivity and a ‘high’ visual
sensitivity. The outcomes of the
assessment are reflected in the Green
Belt Boundary Review’s conclusion of the
site which rates is the site having a ‘red’
Green Belt Impact.
The Council are supporting development
despite their own assessments impact
that the site has a ‘very high’ landscape
sensitivity and a ‘high’ visual sensitivity.
This results in an inconsistent approach
between which sites should be protected
and which sites should be released from
the Green Belt for development.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The site is currently designated as Green
Belt. The land to the north beside the
A127 is an area of search for
approximately 400 homes (see paragraph
13.96) and the remainder is safeguarded
for housing after 2031.
The Green Belt Function Assessment
(2010) identifies the whole safeguarded
site (identified as parcel 1) as having a
‘high’ landscape sensitivity and a
‘medium’ visual sensitivity. The outcomes
of the assessment are reflected in the
Green Belt Boundary Review, which
looked at part of the site that H11
identifies as an area of search for housing
during the plan period. The Green Belt
Review identified this part of the site as
having a red rating.
As well as being environmentally
sensitive, the site also presents a number
of significant technical constraints which
could prevent the site being delivered at
all. The SHLAA 2015 does not consider
the site to be suitable, achievable or
deliverable at this moment in time and
states the following:
“[The site has] multiple landowners, some
of which have engaged with a number of
developers for parts of the site. Other
parts of the site have had no engagement.
Utilities infrastructure would need to be
extended into area. Ecological,
contamination issues to resolve”.
The area to be investigated for release
during the plan period involves the
redevelopment of existing low density
industrial units that currently provide an
employment function for the Borough and
possibly the wider area. Neither the plan
nor the evidence base includes any
assessment of the economic impact of the
loss of this existing employment area –
including its impact on the A127
enterprise corridor – and there is no
requirement in the policy to relocate these
uses in order to preserve these existing
jobs. It is considered that this is a major
shortcoming of this policy that will lead to
adverse economic consequences that
have not been fully investigated and that
will undermine the economic strategy of
the plan.
In addition, this part of the site is adjacent
to the A127, which is understood to be
operating at capacity and paragraph

N

In our opinion the entire H11
site should be deleted as it is
unsuitable for development

N

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

The site is currently designated as Green
Belt and being proposed for release and
allocated for a 50 bed residential care
unit. The Green Belt Functions
Assessment (2010) identifies the site
(parcel 23) as having a ‘very high’
landscape sensitivity and a ‘high’ visual
sensitivity. The outcomes of the
assessment are reflected in the Green
Belt Boundary Review’s conclusion of the
site which rates is the site having a ‘red’
Green Belt Impact.
The Council are supporting development
despite their own assessments impact
that the site has a ‘very high’ landscape
sensitivity and a ‘high’ visual sensitivity.
This results in an inconsistent approach
between which sites should be protected
and which sites should be released from
the Green Belt for development.

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The site is currently designated as Green
Belt. The land to the north beside the
A127 is an area of search for
approximately 400 homes (see paragraph
13.96) and the remainder is safeguarded
for housing after 2031.
The Green Belt Function Assessment
(2010) identifies the whole safeguarded
site (identified as parcel 1) as having a
‘high’ landscape sensitivity and a
‘medium’ visual sensitivity. The outcomes
of the assessment are reflected in the
Green Belt Boundary Review, which
looked at part of the site that H11
identifies as an area of search for housing
during the plan period. The Green Belt
Review identified this part of the site as
having a red rating.
As well as being environmentally
sensitive, the site also presents a number
of significant technical constraints which
could prevent the site being delivered at
all. The SHLAA 2015 does not consider
the site to be suitable, achievable or
deliverable at this moment in time and
states the following:
“[The site has] multiple landowners, some
of which have engaged with a number of
developers for parts of the site. Other
parts of the site have had no engagement.
Utilities infrastructure would need to be
extended into area. Ecological,
contamination issues to resolve”.
The area to be investigated for release
during the plan period involves the
redevelopment of existing low density
industrial units that currently provide an
employment function for the Borough and
possibly the wider area. Neither the plan
nor the evidence base includes any
assessment of the economic impact of the
loss of this existing employment area –
including its impact on the A127
enterprise corridor – and there is no
requirement in the policy to relocate these
uses in order to preserve these existing
jobs. It is considered that this is a major
shortcoming of this policy that will lead to
adverse economic consequences that
have not been fully investigated and that
will undermine the economic strategy of
the plan.
In addition, this part of the site is adjacent
to the A127, which is understood to be
operating at capacity and paragraph
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Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)
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Proposed Legally
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Modifications
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Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Yes

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

11.18 of the plan advises will exceed
capacity due to growth proposed across
South Essex. It is also understood that
the County Council has consistently
objected to development in this location
for that reason. Access opportunities
through residential roads to the south of
the A127 are limited. The SA & SEA
identifies that “This part of the site is
remote from the existing urban area, and
can only be accessed from the current
network of un-made roads” (p144). Given
the known constraints of this site it makes
no sense to include it as an area of
search.
Furthermore, the geographical make-up of
the site adds a further constraint and
potentially hinders the delivery of the site.
This area of Castle Point is in-part
currently ‘plotland’ development and
consequently has a large number of
landowners (in the region of 100). The
ability to assemble a site of this scale is
questionable and, if it could be, the
timescale for delivery could go beyond
2031 in our opinion.
In our opinion the entire H11 site should
be deleted as it is unsuitable for
development (for the reasons set out
above and in the Council’s own evidence
base) and insufficient evidence exists to
demonstrate the contrary.

11.18 of the plan advises will exceed
capacity due to growth proposed across
South Essex. It is also understood that
the County Council has consistently
objected to development in this location
for that reason. Access opportunities
through residential roads to the south of
the A127 are limited. The SA & SEA
identifies that “This part of the site is
remote from the existing urban area, and
can only be accessed from the current
network of un-made roads” (p144). Given
the known constraints of this site it makes
no sense to include it as an area of
search.
Furthermore, the geographical make-up of
the site adds a further constraint and
potentially hinders the delivery of the site.
This area of Castle Point is in-part
currently ‘plotland’ development and
consequently has a large number of
landowners (in the region of 100). The
ability to assemble a site of this scale is
questionable and, if it could be, the
timescale for delivery could go beyond
2031 in our opinion.
In our opinion the entire H11 site should
be deleted as it is unsuitable for
development (for the reasons set out
above and in the Council’s own evidence
base) and insufficient evidence exists to
demonstrate the contrary.

11.18 of the plan advises will exceed
capacity due to growth proposed across
South Essex. It is also understood that
the County Council has consistently
objected to development in this location
for that reason. Access opportunities
through residential roads to the south of
the A127 are limited. The SA & SEA
identifies that “This part of the site is
remote from the existing urban area, and
can only be accessed from the current
network of un-made roads” (p144). Given
the known constraints of this site it makes
no sense to include it as an area of
search.
Furthermore, the geographical make-up of
the site adds a further constraint and
potentially hinders the delivery of the site.
This area of Castle Point is in-part
currently ‘plotland’ development and
consequently has a large number of
landowners (in the region of 100). The
ability to assemble a site of this scale is
questionable and, if it could be, the
timescale for delivery could go beyond
2031 in our opinion.
In our opinion the entire H11 site should
be deleted as it is unsuitable for
development (for the reasons set out
above and in the Council’s own evidence
base) and insufficient evidence exists to
demonstrate the contrary.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
In order to manage congestion on key
routes, this draft policy sets out the
strategy to improve existing transport
infrastructure. It identifies seven projects,
which paragraph 11.12 confirms do not
have funding in place and notes that they
are fundamental to “delivering a wider
choice of sustainable transport modes in
the borough”. It is assumed that these
‘fundamental’ improvements are expected
to be delivered either by developer
contributions or through as yet
unidentified funding sources.
Persimmon Homes considers that the
deliverability of these projects should be
identified in the draft New Local Plan to
ensure that the plan as a whole can
deliver sustainable development. In the
absence of such information it is
considered that this is another reason why
the plan is unsound.
It is highly significant to note that there is
a ceiling at which developments can
contribute or deliver infrastructure and
remain financially viable. Unduly
restricting housing development (as is the
case in this version of the draft plan) will
limit the ability to fund infrastructure. It is
not evident from the draft Local Plan or
the evidence base how the above
infrastructure is to be funded.
Furthermore, it is not clear the level of
contribution sought from development and
whether this would ren
The draft Local Plan fails to conform to
the requirement of the Framework that the
delivery of local plans should not to be
compromised by the cumulative impact of
local policies and standards on
development viability (NPPF, Para 173174).

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
In order to manage congestion on key
routes, this draft policy sets out the
strategy to improve existing transport
infrastructure. It identifies seven projects,
which paragraph 11.12 confirms do not
have funding in place and notes that they
are fundamental to “delivering a wider
choice of sustainable transport modes in
the borough”. It is assumed that these
‘fundamental’ improvements are expected
to be delivered either by developer
contributions or through as yet
unidentified funding sources.
Persimmon Homes considers that the
deliverability of these projects should be
identified in the draft New Local Plan to
ensure that the plan as a whole can
deliver sustainable development. In the
absence of such information it is
considered that this is another reason why
the plan is unsound.
It is highly significant to note that there is
a ceiling at which developments can
contribute or deliver infrastructure and
remain financially viable. Unduly
restricting housing development (as is the
case in this version of the draft plan) will
limit the ability to fund infrastructure. It is
not evident from the draft Local Plan or
the evidence base how the above
infrastructure is to be funded.
Furthermore, it is not clear the level of
contribution sought from development and
whether this would ren
The draft Local Plan fails to conform to
the requirement of the Framework that the
delivery of local plans should not to be
compromised by the cumulative impact of
local policies and standards on
development viability (NPPF, Para 173174).

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
In order to manage congestion on key
routes, this draft policy sets out the
strategy to improve existing transport
infrastructure. It identifies seven projects,
which paragraph 11.12 confirms do not
have funding in place and notes that they
are fundamental to “delivering a wider
choice of sustainable transport modes in
the borough”. It is assumed that these
‘fundamental’ improvements are expected
to be delivered either by developer
contributions or through as yet
unidentified funding sources.
Persimmon Homes considers that the
deliverability of these projects should be
identified in the draft New Local Plan to
ensure that the plan as a whole can
deliver sustainable development. In the
absence of such information it is
considered that this is another reason why
the plan is unsound.
It is highly significant to note that there is
a ceiling at which developments can
contribute or deliver infrastructure and
remain financially viable. Unduly
restricting housing development (as is the
case in this version of the draft plan) will
limit the ability to fund infrastructure. It is
not evident from the draft Local Plan or
the evidence base how the above
infrastructure is to be funded.
Furthermore, it is not clear the level of
contribution sought from development and
whether this would ren
The draft Local Plan fails to conform to
the requirement of the Framework that the
delivery of local plans should not to be
compromised by the cumulative impact of
local policies and standards on
development viability (NPPF, Para 173174).

Full submission letter attached to Rep

Persimmon Homes considers
that the deliverability of these
projects should be identified
in the draft New Local Plan to
ensure that the plan as a
whole can deliver sustainable
development.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Full submission letter attached to Rep

Persimmon Homes considers
that the deliverability of these
projects should be identified
in the draft New Local Plan to
ensure that the plan as a
whole can deliver sustainable
development.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

General Comments

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
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Reasons for
attending
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The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
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NLPPS1501

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

H 13

N

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The new Local Plan will not enable or
support the delivery of the right type, size
and quantum needed to meet the housing
needs of the Borough as it only seeks to
meet 25% of its identified housing needs.
The policy seeks to deliver a minimum of
1 dwellings built to Part M Category 3 –
Wheelchair User Dwellings standard.
This part of the policy is not clear as to
what standards Castle Point will seek to
achieve on developments.
Part 2 of the policy Persimmon Homes supports the flexible
approach to what type and quantum of
specialist accommodation should be
delivered. However, it is suggested that
the sites location and surrounding uses
are taking in to consideration when
agreeing this element of the policy.
Part 3 of this policy Paragraph 13.110 of the new Local Plan
refers to A Space Standards Review
which has been undertaken to determine
whether new homes in Castle Point were
meeting the standard. Although this
report is not part of the published
evidence base, Persimmon Homes has
obtained a copy. It is fairly identified as
being a desk-based study of previous
approved housing schemes.
It appears to identify the need for the
standards as being because the majority
of the units in these previous schemes
failed to meet the new standards. It
identifies that the overall floor area of the
units was acceptable and therefore
meeting the new standards would not
involve greater land take and that the
whole plan availability shows that the
identified sites are viability.
Persimmon Homes does not consider that
this exercise represents the kind of
evidence expected by the NPPG. It is an
overly simplistic exercise that does not
confirm the need for the new standards to
be put in place here or assess the
implications of doing so – the latter is
especially significant for a plan that is only
seeking to provide 25% of its identified
need. It does not consider the
implications of these standards for

The new Local Plan will not enable or
support the delivery of the right type, size
and quantum needed to meet the housing
needs of the Borough as it only seeks to
meet 25% of its identified housing needs.
The policy seeks to deliver a minimum of
1 dwellings built to Part M Category 3 –
Wheelchair User Dwellings standard.
This part of the policy is not clear as to
what standards Castle Point will seek to
achieve on developments.
Part 2 of the policy Persimmon Homes supports the flexible
approach to what type and quantum of
specialist accommodation should be
delivered. However, it is suggested that
the sites location and surrounding uses
are taking in to consideration when
agreeing this element of the policy.
Part 3 of this policy Paragraph 13.110 of the new Local Plan
refers to A Space Standards Review
which has been undertaken to determine
whether new homes in Castle Point were
meeting the standard. Although this
report is not part of the published
evidence base, Persimmon Homes has
obtained a copy. It is fairly identified as
being a desk-based study of previous
approved housing schemes.
It appears to identify the need for the
standards as being because the majority
of the units in these previous schemes
failed to meet the new standards. It
identifies that the overall floor area of the
units was acceptable and therefore
meeting the new standards would not
involve greater land take and that the
whole plan availability shows that the
identified sites are viability.
Persimmon Homes does not consider that
this exercise represents the kind of
evidence expected by the NPPG. It is an
overly simplistic exercise that does not
confirm the need for the new standards to
be put in place here or assess the
implications of doing so – the latter is
especially significant for a plan that is only
seeking to provide 25% of its identified
need. It does not consider the
implications of these standards for

The new Local Plan will not enable or
support the delivery of the right type, size
and quantum needed to meet the housing
needs of the Borough as it only seeks to
meet 25% of its identified housing needs.
The policy seeks to deliver a minimum of
1 dwellings built to Part M Category 3 –
Wheelchair User Dwellings standard.
This part of the policy is not clear as to
what standards Castle Point will seek to
achieve on developments.
Part 2 of the policy Persimmon Homes supports the flexible
approach to what type and quantum of
specialist accommodation should be
delivered. However, it is suggested that
the sites location and surrounding uses
are taking in to consideration when
agreeing this element of the policy.
Part 3 of this policy Paragraph 13.110 of the new Local Plan
refers to A Space Standards Review
which has been undertaken to determine
whether new homes in Castle Point were
meeting the standard. Although this
report is not part of the published
evidence base, Persimmon Homes has
obtained a copy. It is fairly identified as
being a desk-based study of previous
approved housing schemes.
It appears to identify the need for the
standards as being because the majority
of the units in these previous schemes
failed to meet the new standards. It
identifies that the overall floor area of the
units was acceptable and therefore
meeting the new standards would not
involve greater land take and that the
whole plan availability shows that the
identified sites are viability.
Persimmon Homes does not consider that
this exercise represents the kind of
evidence expected by the NPPG. It is an
overly simplistic exercise that does not
confirm the need for the new standards to
be put in place here or assess the
implications of doing so – the latter is
especially significant for a plan that is only
seeking to provide 25% of its identified
need. It does not consider the
implications of these standards for

Part 2 of the policy it is suggested that the sites
location and surrounding
uses are taking in to
consideration when agreeing
this element of the policy.
Part 3 of this policy It is therefore suggested that
part 3 of this policy be
deleted.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

Part 2 of the policy it is suggested that the sites
location and surrounding
uses are taking in to
consideration when agreeing
this element of the policy.
Part 3 of this policy It is therefore suggested that
part 3 of this policy be
deleted.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

N

General Comments

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Yes

Reasons for
attending
Examination

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1502

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

GB 3

N

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

meeting the range of house types that the
policy seeks to deliver. It makes
unsubstantiated claims regarding viability
and does not allow for a transitional
period to reflect the fact that some
schemes may already have been
acquired without factoring in these
standards.
It is therefore suggested that part 3 of this
policy be deleted.

meeting the range of house types that the
policy seeks to deliver. It makes
unsubstantiated claims regarding viability
and does not allow for a transitional
period to reflect the fact that some
schemes may already have been
acquired without factoring in these
standards.
It is therefore suggested that part 3 of this
policy be deleted.

meeting the range of house types that the
policy seeks to deliver. It makes
unsubstantiated claims regarding viability
and does not allow for a transitional
period to reflect the fact that some
schemes may already have been
acquired without factoring in these
standards.
It is therefore suggested that part 3 of this
policy be deleted.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

This policy advises that inappropriate
development in the Green Belt will be
refused unless a specific set of criteria
can be met. For the avoidance of any
doubt Persimmon Homes suggests that
the policy be amended to confirm what
the Council considers to be inappropriate
development with reference to the NPPF,
as appropriate and other Green Belt
policies in the plan.

For the avoidance of any
doubt Persimmon Homes
suggests that the policy be
amended to confirm what the
Council considers to be
inappropriate development
with reference to the NPPF,
as appropriate and other
Green Belt policies in the
plan.

N

This policy advises that inappropriate
development in the Green Belt will be
refused unless a specific set of criteria
can be met. For the avoidance of any
doubt Persimmon Homes suggests that
the policy be amended to confirm what
the Council considers to be inappropriate
development with reference to the NPPF,
as appropriate and other Green Belt
policies in the plan.

For the avoidance of any
doubt Persimmon Homes
suggests that the policy be
amended to confirm what the
Council considers to be
inappropriate development
with reference to the NPPF,
as appropriate and other
Green Belt policies in the
plan.

N

This policy advises that inappropriate
development in the Green Belt will be
refused unless a specific set of criteria
can be met. For the avoidance of any
doubt Persimmon Homes suggests that
the policy be amended to confirm what
the Council considers to be inappropriate
development with reference to the NPPF,
as appropriate and other Green Belt
policies in the plan.

General Comments

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

Yes

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Yes

The new Local Plan
adopts an inconsistent
approach which results in
the Borough only
delivering 25% of their
housing needs. See
representations for
further detail.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

NLPPS1503

Anna
Davies
(Persimmo
n Homes
Essex)

NE 1

N

Draft policy NE1 identifies land west of
Benfleet as being within the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement
Area (NIA). The previous draft Local Plan
2014 did not identify the same designation
and Persimmon Homes suggests that no
evidence has been published or updated
to suggest that the site should be covered
by such designation.
The policy promotes and encourages the
delivery of new projects which extend the
network of Green Infrastructure and
create new habitats, providing links for
wildlife and people to the NIA. Proposals
for land south of Jotmans Lane
(application ref. CPT/122/13/OUT) sought
to meet the requirements of this policy
through the inclusion of a ‘green link’ and
new pedestrian and cycle access to the
site.
The Council must ensure that they adopt
a pragmatic approach to the delivery of
this policy and consider proposals on their
individual merit and benefits to the wider
Greater Thames Marshes NIA.

The Council must ensure that
they adopt a pragmatic
approach to the delivery of
this policy and consider
proposals on their individual
merit and benefits to the
wider Greater Thames
Marshes NIA.

N

Draft policy NE1 identifies land west of
Benfleet as being within the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement
Area (NIA). The previous draft Local Plan
2014 did not identify the same designation
and Persimmon Homes suggests that no
evidence has been published or updated
to suggest that the site should be covered
by such designation.
The policy promotes and encourages the
delivery of new projects which extend the
network of Green Infrastructure and
create new habitats, providing links for
wildlife and people to the NIA. Proposals
for land south of Jotmans Lane
(application ref. CPT/122/13/OUT) sought
to meet the requirements of this policy
through the inclusion of a ‘green link’ and
new pedestrian and cycle access to the
site.
The Council must ensure that they adopt
a pragmatic approach to the delivery of
this policy and consider proposals on their
individual merit and benefits to the wider
Greater Thames Marshes NIA.

The Council must ensure that
they adopt a pragmatic
approach to the delivery of
this policy and consider
proposals on their individual
merit and benefits to the
wider Greater Thames
Marshes NIA.

N

Draft policy NE1 identifies land west of
Benfleet as being within the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement
Area (NIA). The previous draft Local Plan
2014 did not identify the same designation
and Persimmon Homes suggests that no
evidence has been published or updated
to suggest that the site should be covered
by such designation.
The policy promotes and encourages the
delivery of new projects which extend the
network of Green Infrastructure and
create new habitats, providing links for
wildlife and people to the NIA. Proposals
for land south of Jotmans Lane
(application ref. CPT/122/13/OUT) sought
to meet the requirements of this policy
through the inclusion of a ‘green link’ and
new pedestrian and cycle access to the
site.
The Council must ensure that they adopt
a pragmatic approach to the delivery of
this policy and consider proposals on their
individual merit and benefits to the wider
Greater Thames Marshes NIA.

Persimmon Homes has a specific interest
in two sites within the Borough. These
are:
1) Land West of Benfleet
2) Land East of Canvey Road.
Both sites were identified for residential
development in the previous draft of the
Local Plan (published 2014) following a
long history of being considered by the
Council as being suitable for development
either through the failed Core Strategy or
the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessments.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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NLPPS1505

Anthony
Sims

Paul Ware

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Y

I object to every detail of Canvey plans.
Before any consideration for further
building work is granted, alone with the
entire population of Canvey, ask or
demand that the entire road system on
the Island is, not, reviewed, but sorted
out. Yes a third road is uppermost, the
money wasted on Roscommon Way, built
before the land required for the continuity
to Thorney bay, was, and still is not
owned by the Council .and one still has to
follow a cyclist up Long Road, cars have
got bigger, but roads on Canvey are still
built to the old style.

Y

I object to every detail of Canvey plans.
Before any consideration for further
building work is granted, alone with the
entire population of Canvey, ask or
demand that the entire road system on
the Island is, not, reviewed, but sorted
out. Yes a third road is uppermost, the
money wasted on Roscommon Way, built
before the land required for the continuity
to Thorney bay, was, and still is not
owned by the Council .and one still has to
follow a cyclist up Long Road, cars have
got bigger, but roads on Canvey are still
built to the old style.

N

Dear sir, my objection, Canvey Island
needed another road 10 years ago but no
attempt has been made to solve this, don't
ever say no funds because when the
government finds 11 billion to give for
oversea's aid, (so before one house is
built (THE NEW ROAD is built and
finished) and all infrastructure finished to
take 750 new homes. It's disgusting how
residents have to put up with and struggle
with roads that are totally inadequate,
Canvey Island has been blackmailed into
Accepting 750 homes on an over
populated Island FOR A NEW ROAD.

N

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

Duty to Co-operate Comments

Y

I object to every detail of Canvey plans.
Before any consideration for further
building work is granted, alone with the
entire population of Canvey, ask or
demand that the entire road system on
the Island is, not, reviewed, but sorted
out. Yes a third road is uppermost, the
money wasted on Roscommon Way, built
before the land required for the continuity
to Thorney bay, was, and still is not
owned by the Council .and one still has to
follow a cyclist up Long Road, cars have
got bigger, but roads on Canvey are still
built to the old style.

General Comments

Yes

N

NLPPS1506

Alan
Hudson

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS1507

Julie
Wright

New Local
Plan 2016

Too many houses are being built in the
area (or flats). The roads can't cope!
Why are we so over populating the area?

NLPPS1508

NLPPS1509

Len & Judi
Collier

K J Bradley

New Local
Plan 2016

New Local
Plan 2016

Y

N

Because of Road systems to get on & off
the Island I have interests in Corringham
but cannot get off the island between 8.00
and 9.30. If more houses to be built then
there would be no movement on the
island at all.

Y

Reasons for
attending
Examination

Be more transparent

No

As a Councillor, I have played my part, in
operating as directed, not to play a part in
voting on the Local Plan (as I own land
which could be covered by the Local
Plan). I don't feel that I should try to
change my status in any way.

Because of Road systems to get on & off
the Island I have interests in Corringham
but cannot get off the island between 8.00
and 9.30. If more houses to be built then
there would be no movement on the
island at all.

Exam
(Y/N)

Soundness Comments

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

NLPPS1504

Name

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order

Because of Road systems to get on & off
the Island I have interests in Corringham
but cannot get off the island between 8.00
and 9.30. If more houses to be built then
there would be no movement on the
island at all.

No

No

No

I am in receipt of the new Local Plan,
Guidance and Response Form. I certainly
wish to take part but I feel the questions
are not worded to include myself, or any
other member of the general public. I do
not have any legal qualifications, nor am I
versed in the intricate mechanisms of the
planning process, so am at a loss to
understand the questions put to me in the
aforementioned response form.
Therefore I fail to see how I can
reasonably be expected to make
representation as to whether the New
Local Plan (2016) is a) Legally Compliant
b) Sound c) Complies with the Duty to CoOperate. With regards to the last point,
you do not indicate who or what body, you
are referring to when you ask is the NLP
compliant with the Duty to Co-Operate.
So on that point alone, the answer must
surely be that it is not. As a concerned
resident and having made the above
statement, I do wish to "To Have a say"
as is my right as provided by the Localism
Act. Thus, please accept this letter as an
addition to the Response Form, which
accompanies this letter. I support any
revision to the NLP, which gives
protection to and seeks to preserve
Greenbelt in our Borough. I include both
Canvey Island and the Mainland in this. I
am very pleased that the Council has
finally listened to its Residents and has
voted to put Local people first. The

No
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Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

overwhelming response to the
consultation on the previous Draft New
Local Plan told you that we treasure our
Green spaces and drew particular
attention to the Greenbelt which we
consider very precious to us. Not only
does it perform several of the functions of
the Greenbelt as set out in various
Government Policies and Guidance, but
also it performs a vital role in mitigating
the effects of Air Pollution in and around
our towns. We have a right to breathe
clean air. Allowing development of
Greenbelt sites such as Jotmans Farm
and Dutch Village, to name just 2, would
place an unbearable strain on the local
infrastructure and public services. Such a
plan would detract from the Health and
well being of my family and families
throughout the borough and beyond our
boundaries. Dualling of the Northern
Section of the A130 Canvey Way to and
from Sadlers Farm Junction. 1. This
proposal is a waste of Tax payer's money
and will not mitigate traffic issues when
the road is closed due to an accident or
incident. It doesn't matter how many
lanes there are, if the road is closed
there's nowhere else to go. The only
obvious option is the creation of a Third
Road off Canvey Island, which was
investigated thoroughly in 2007/2008
referred to as "The Canvey Regeneration
Link Road". Mouchel Group 14th January
2008 produced for Essex County Council
- Canvey Island has two access roads
(A130 and B1014). Separation of Canvey
Island from the rest of the county and
Thames Gateway currently increases the
potential for socio-economic differentials
between Canvey and the rest of the
region. The potential to attract investment
and development is considered to be
diminishing for Canvey Island as a result
of this separation. As a result, ECC is
keen to investigate the feasibility of an
additional access route to provide the
Canvey Island community with access to
major job opportunities (update Shell
Haven DP World Port at Stanford-LeHope developments). Crucially, such a
route may also form an alternative
evacuation route from Canvey Island in
the event of an emergency. 2. In addition,
not taken into consideration, are the
hundreds of trees planted along this route
and paid for by Residents in memory of
loved ones, which would be ripped up to
make way for the dualling. How does the
Council plan to address this?
Government Policy provides Castle Point
Borough Council and it Officers with the
Tools to protect our Greenbelt and save it
from any development. The Minister of
State for Housing and Planning RT
Hon.Brandon Lewis MP, has made it clear
that this is so and has written to the
Council and to the Planning Inspector to
hammer this home. What is required from
your Officers is the will and conviction to
see this through. In order to secure the
future of our Borough, I urge the Council
to do everything in its power to make sure
this plan does pass all three tests above
to meet the approval of the inspector.
NLPPS1510

Amelia
Smith

New Local
Plan 2016

Y

No building get the infrastructure and
drainage sorted out before you start to
build. We flood all the time with rain. We
don't have GP to cope with more people

No building we are always
flooding with just rain

N

No building get the infrastructure and
drainage sorted out before you start to
build. We flood all the time with rain. We
don't have GP to cope with more people

No building we are always
flooding with just rain

N

No building get the infrastructure and
drainage sorted out before you start to
build. We flood all the time with rain. We
don't have GP to cope with more people

No
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NLPPS1511

Michael
Chittock

H6

Y

NLPPS1512

Michael
Chittock

H5

Y

NLPPS1513

Mark
Burton

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS1514

Wukhas
Khan

New Local
Plan 2016

NLPPS1515

James
Stevens
(Home
Builders
Federation
Ltd)

New Local
Plan 2016

N

Soundness Comments

Duty to Co-operate Comments

on this island.

on this island.

on this island.

Will schools, doctors, dentists and
services be able to cope, as there is no
mention of these. Will the roads cope on
the island with increased population.
Drainage cannot cope now. Will
sewage/drains work far more efficiently
than now. Affordable housing affordable
to whom. £180,000 mortgage will
affordable housing fall into that category.
Will schools, doctors, dentists and
services be able to cope, as there is no
mention of these. Will the roads cope on
the island with increased population.
Drainage cannot cope now. Will
sewage/drains work far more efficiently
than now. Affordable housing affordable
to whom. £180,000 mortgage will
affordable housing fall into that category.
• Canvey Island map does not show
detailed infrastructure details necessary
for adequate transport and emergency
evacuation
• There has been no improvement to flood
defences, including surface water
(floodings are worsening)
• Traffic is consistent queuing every rush
hour and weekends
• No police station within appropriate
distances
• New road needs to be in place before
more building works i.e housing
commences
• No train station on the island causing
chaos leaving via Benfleet
• Rebuild derelict houses & work units, of
which are plotted around the island

Will schools, doctors, dentists and
services be able to cope, as there is no
mention of these. Will the roads cope on
the island with increased population.
Drainage cannot cope now. Will
sewage/drains work far more efficiently
than now. Affordable housing affordable
to whom. £180,000 mortgage will
affordable housing fall into that category.
Will schools, doctors, dentists and
services be able to cope, as there is no
mention of these. Will the roads cope on
the island with increased population.
Drainage cannot cope now. Will
sewage/drains work far more efficiently
than now. Affordable housing affordable
to whom. £180,000 mortgage will
affordable housing fall into that category.
• Canvey Island map does not show
detailed infrastructure details necessary
for adequate transport and emergency
evacuation
• There has been no improvement to flood
defences, including surface water
(floodings are worsening)
• Traffic is consistent queuing every rush
hour and weekends
• No police station within appropriate
distances
• New road needs to be in place before
more building works i.e housing
commences
• No train station on the island causing
chaos leaving via Benfleet
• Rebuild derelict houses & work units, of
which are plotted around the island

Will schools, doctors, dentists and
services be able to cope, as there is no
mention of these. Will the roads cope on
the island with increased population.
Drainage cannot cope now. Will
sewage/drains work far more efficiently
than now. Affordable housing affordable
to whom. £180,000 mortgage will
affordable housing fall into that category.
Will schools, doctors, dentists and
services be able to cope, as there is no
mention of these. Will the roads cope on
the island with increased population.
Drainage cannot cope now. Will
sewage/drains work far more efficiently
than now. Affordable housing affordable
to whom. £180,000 mortgage will
affordable housing fall into that category.
• Canvey Island map does not show
detailed infrastructure details necessary
for adequate transport and emergency
evacuation
• There has been no improvement to flood
defences, including surface water
(floodings are worsening)
• Traffic is consistent queuing every rush
hour and weekends
• No police station within appropriate
distances
• New road needs to be in place before
more building works i.e housing
commences
• No train station on the island causing
chaos leaving via Benfleet
• Rebuild derelict houses & work units, of
which are plotted around the island

N

N

• Third road off Canvey
before any more housing
• Improving flood defences!!!
• Policing to reduce crime
• Road improvements to
main access roads, to reduce
traffic
• Detailed infrastructure
details for adequate transport
& emergency evacuation
• Timeline for works?

N

N

N

• Third road off Canvey
before any more housing
• Improving flood defences!!!
• Policing to reduce crime
• Road improvements to
main access roads, to reduce
traffic
• Detailed infrastructure
details for adequate transport
& emergency evacuation
• Timeline for works?

N

General Comments

Exam
(Y/N)

Legally Compliant Comments

Proposed Soundness
Modifications

DTC Y/N)

Name

Proposed Legally
Compliant
Modifications

S (Y/N)

Rep ID

Paragraph
/ Policy /
Chapter
No.

LC (Y/N)

Schedule of Representations on New Local Plan 2016 – Rep ID No. Order
Reasons for
attending
Examination

No

No

No

No

N

The plan is unsound because the Council
has failed to demonstrate that it has
explored though the mechanism of the
duty to cooperate how its 6,000 dwelling
shortfall will be addressed if not with the
district of Castle Point.
Nor is the plan ‘positively prepared’ or
‘effective’ in showing how it is the product
of effective joint working to accommodate
the unmet housing need.
The Local Plan does not include a specific
section which addresses the duty to
cooperate and what the cross boundary
issues might be in relation to Castle Point
Council.
However, other than the references to the
Thames Gateway South Essex subregion, the Local Plan appears to be silent
on the question of the Council’s unmet
housing need and the extent to which the
Council has attempted to find a resolution
to this problem through the mechanism of
the duty to cooperate.
Clearly the Council would need to work
with its partners because the Council has
a development requirement that cannot
be wholly met within its own
administrative area.
It is impossible, therefore, for interested
parties to understand what the Council
has done to satisfy the duty to cooperate.
It is unclear what Castle Point has done to
try and accommodate the housing
shortfall elsewhere.
We have looked in the AMR for year
2014-2015 but there is no reference to the

The HBF is the principal representative
body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.

No

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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duty even though it is apparent in this
report that there will be a shortfall in
supply relevant to the emerging OAN (see
for example pages 13-14 of the AMR).
We would have expected to see copies of
letters from the Council to the other
authorities in the HMA, and possibly
further afield too, alerting them to Castle
Point’s problem and making a formal
request for assistance.
We recognise that there has been
cooperation in terms of collaboration on a
SHMA for the HMA, and the preparation
of an Economic Growth Strategy under
the auspices of the South East Local
Enterprise Partnership which
encompasses opportunities areas in
Thurrock and on Canvey Island (see
paragraph 3.30 of the Local plan). We
also recognise that cooperation has
occurred on other matters such as the
agreement on a Local Strategic
Partnership with Rochford which relates to
the provision of services. However, the
question of the housing shortfall and how
this will be dealt with is not referred to by
the plan.
Castle Point is located within an HMA that
is made up of Basildon, Rochford,
Southend-on-Sea and Thurrock (see
paragraphs 1-3 of the SHMA Executive
Summary). The Local Plan does not
provide an analysis of how the other
authorities in the HMA are faring with
accommodating their own development
needs and their capacity or inability to
assist with accommodating the shortfall in
Castle Point.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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There is some confusion in the Local Plan
over the plan period. Paragraph 2.1 says
that the plan period is for the period 2014
to 2031 but Policy H1, paragraph 1 says
that the plan period is 2011 to 2031.
Paragraph 2.6 of the Local Plan states
that: “the Council has taken a capacity led
approach to preparing this plan which
seeks to meet the development needs of
Castle Point in a way which respects, and
is constrained by, natural environment
and the strategic corridors of Green Belt”.
This statement is slightly misleading
because it implies that the full
development needs of the district up to
2031 can be met despite the constraints
imposed by the various environmental
and policy designations. This would be
untrue because the development needs of
Castle Point cannot be met. In terms of
the housing need there will be a shortfall
of 6,000 homes (paragraph 13.10 of the
Local Plan).
The box titled “Strategic Approach to
Plan-making in Castle Point” also refers to
the role of the local plan in supporting
sustainable economic growth within the
Thames Gateway South Essex sub-region
at a local level.
This statement is also misleading in terms
of the ability of the Castle Point Local Plan
to address the OAN in full, which it clearly
cannot.
It is arguable, therefore, whether the Local
Plan does represent ‘sustainable
development’ given the extent of the
housing shortfall.

it would be more accurate for
the Local Plan to say:
“the Council has taken a
capacity-led approach to
preparing this plan
recognising the
environmental constraints
and the extent of the Green
Belt in the district. This
means that the development
needs of Castle Point cannot
be met in full. This includes
the housing needs of future
residents. It is estimated that
the supply of homes in
Castle Point will fall short by
about 6,000 dwellings over
the period 2014 to 2031.
We recommend that the plan
is amended along these lines
to make this issue clear.
It is our view that it would be
more accurate to say that the
Council’s Local Plan places
greater weight on the
environmental dimension of
sustainable development.
Therefore, we feel it would
be more appropriate if the
sentence in the box on page
8 was redrafted to read
something like:
“the plan prioritises
environmental objectives and
the protection of the Green
Belt above meeting the
housing needs of current and

The HBF is the principal representative
body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.

No

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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A shortfall of 6,000 homes in Castle Point
would have quite serious sustainability
implications. In social terms it would mean
that a large number of people would be
considerably worse-off by 2031. Balanced
against this, and no doubt reflecting the
concerns and priorities of Castle Point’s
incumbent residents, we recognised that
the Local Plan would be making a
stronger contribution to safeguarding the
environment. In other words the Council
has concluded that the environmental
dimension of sustainable development is
more important, and warrants more
emphasis, than the Government’s aim to
‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing.
In terms of its contribution to helping
address the housing crisis, Castle Point’s
contribution will be limited.
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future residents. The plan,
therefore, has been prepared
in a way that reflects the
borough’s development
capacity which is limited
owing to environmental
designations and the extent
of the Green Belt…”.
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.

Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
Objective 6 needs to be re-cast. It states
that the objective of the new Local Plan
will be to provide homes that meet the
needs of local people. Clearly, this will not
be the case given the extent of the unmet
housing need in the Local Plan. If the
need is for 8,000 homes but only 2,000
can be provided then a large number of
local people are going to be affected quite
badly. The housing requirement of 100
dpa is also very much lower than the net
affordable housing need of 298 dpa. This
suggests that a large number of local
people unable to afford market prices will
be disadvantaged by the Local Plan.
Because migration from London is such
an important feature in Castle Point, it is
highly likely that local people will be
priced-out by more affluent incomers.
The Local Plan needs to be more honest
about the winners and losers stemming
from the Council’s decision to prioritise
environmental protection and maintaining
the Green Belt above meeting housing
needs. The Council’s assertion that its
new plan will address local needs is
clearly unfounded.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The Local Plan establishes a housing
requirement for 2,000 homes for the plan
period 2011 to 2031. This equates to 100
dpa. This is unsound on the grounds that
the plan is not positively prepared or
consistent with national policy because it
fails to meet the OAN in full. Nor is the
plan’s rationale for safeguarding so much
Green Belt land entirely justified.
We do not dispute the Council’s argument
that it is unable to accommodate its OAN
in full or its decision to elevate
environmental protection and protection of
the Green Belt over meeting housing
needs. However, given the size of the
unmet need we would question whether
the Council has struck the appropriate
balance in terms of trying to
accommodate more of the housing need
(NPPF paragraph 17, bullet 3) versus the
importance of protecting the environment
and maintaining a separation between
settlements (NPPF paragraph 17, bullet
5).
We consider that the Council could
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The HBF is the principal representative
body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
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Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.

The decision to release land
from the green belt, or not, or
how much, is ultimately a
political decision for the
Council. The only thing we
would argue is that if the
Council exercises its
legitimate political right to
safeguard the green belt (so
reflecting the wishes of its
residents) it would need to
amend the introduction to the
plan and Objective 6 so that
it provides a truer reflection
of the consequences of this
decision
Full submission letter
attached to Rep form
included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
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release more land for housebuilding if it
adopted a less stringent approach to the
Green Belt. We question whether the
Green Belt should continue to be
protected to its current extent, rather than
releasing more land from the areas
covered by the Green Belt to
accommodate more of the housing
shortfall during the life of this plan.
We would also challenge the degree of
protection being given to certain local gap
type policies. We consider that the
protection being given to these local
designations is unjustified and
disproportionate in view of the size of the
unmet need.
We have considered the Housing
Capacity Topic Paper. We note that a
potential supply of land for up to 2,469
homes over the next 15 years has been
identified. However, we note that
achieving the OAN in full will not be
possible within the existing urban area for
the reasons stated on pages 23 and 24 of
the report. We would tend to agree that
the ability to meet the OAN in full on
brownfield land in Castle Point is
extremely unlikely. However, the figure of
2,469 does suggest that more homes than
2,000 could be achieved although we
recognise that some of this potential
additional housing land supply may simply
be needed to compensate for sites not
coming forward elsewhere.
Releasing more land from the Green Belt
is the most obvious source of additional
housing land. It is necessary to consider
whether the Council is justified in
maintaining the current extent of the
Green Belt, excepting the release of the
22.8ha of land at North West Thundersley
for about 400 homes (see paragraph
13.96).
A reading of the Housing Capacity Topic
Paper suggests some confusion about the
function of the Green Belt which is a
planning policy tool rather than an
ecological and landscape protection
measure. It is not clear from reading the
report how much of the Green Belt still
performs one of the five purposes of the
Green Belt as set out in paragraph 80 of
the NPPF.
Ecology, Landscape, Open Space
Provision
Generally we tend to agree that the
Council has made a reasonable case for
continuing to safeguard those parts of the
Green Belt land that also perform a
landscape, ecological or public open
space function. On the question of the
function of land within the Green Belt the
Housing Capacity Topic Paper concludes
that 1,693ha of land within the Green Belt
should be excluded from being
considered suitable for residential
development (page 27) owing to the
physical constraints on development,
some of which we have described above.
This is not unreasonable.
However, there is Green Belt land that
does not perform another valued
ecological or landscape function.
We note that the report concludes that
there are 548ha that could be considered
in the short to medium term and a further
39ha in the longer term (page 27 and 28)
as potentially suitable for development.
The Council then considers why this
remaining land should not be released.
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We can appreciate the rationale for
retaining Strategic Green Belt Corridors. If
one were to accept that maintaining the
Strategic Green Belt Corridors is
justifiable then this would reduce the
potential developable Green Belt land to
274ha (page 30). There may, however, be
locations within these corridors that adjoin
settlements that perform a less important
role in maintaining a corridor between
settlements.
the report concludes that no more than
100ha of Green Belt land is actually
available to accommodate housing growth
(page 32). The potential land that could
be released may be greater than this,
however, since the Council’s new open
space calculation is flawed, and it may be
possible to release land from the Strategic
Corridors and from employment to help
provide more homes.
We are also aware that in its previous
consultation on a draft plan in March
2014, the Council had considered that it
could accommodate a much larger
housing requirement of 200 dpa (or 4,000
dwellings overall). This was spelt out in
paragraph 13.20 of the 2014 draft Plan.
We appreciate that circumstances may
have changed in the intervening two
years, but it would be helpful if the Council
was able to provide an explanation for the
significant downward adjustment in the
district’s assessed capacity.
The decision to release land from the
green belt, or not, or how much, is
ultimately a political decision for the
Council. The only thing we would argue is
that if the Council exercises its legitimate
political right to safeguard the green belt
(so reflecting the wishes of its residents) it
would need to amend the introduction to
the plan and Objective 6 so that it
provides a truer reflection of the
consequences of this decision (see our
representations above). As we have
observed above, the requirement of 100
dpa is very much lower than the net
affordable housing need which has been
assessed to be 298 dpa, and the overall
need of 400 dpa. The Plan would
therefore need to be more honest and say
that some households with housing needs
will not be accommodated.
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Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The Council should clarify in the plan
whether it intends to count bed-spaces as
net additional housing units for the
purposes of monitoring its performance
against the housing requirement.
Institutional needs are not captured by the
DCLG Household Projections and so
there is a risk that in equating residential
bed-spaces to C3 use class dwellings the
Council would be undersupplying against
conventional housing needs. In view of
the size of the unmet need in Castle Point
this issue could make a bad housing
situation even worse.
We refer the Council to the Local Plans
Expert Group’s report on this issue
(appendix 13, last bullet).
The policy is unsound in part 3 because it
is unjustified.
As a rule we do not comment on site
specifics. However, in view of the size of

The HBF is the principal representative
body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
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Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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the unmet need, we would question the
appropriateness of part 3 of the policy
which identifies 104.2ha of land for
release from the Green Belt to support
housing development post-2031. If the
land is suitable for development and
capable of being developed for housing
before 2031, then it could be released as
part of this Local Plan to help close the
gap between the housing need and
supply.
Aspects of this policy are unsound
because: a) they have not been justified
with reference to national planning policy
and guidance; and/or b) parts are
unjustified in view of given the size of the
unmet housing need.
Part M the requirement of a ‘minimum’ of one
dwelling built to Part M4 (3) lacks the
clarity required of development plan
policies. It is unclear what would be
required from the applicant.
paragraph 13.105 refers to an evidence
base to justify the adoption of these
optional technical standards, but we have
been unable to locate anything among the
supporting documentation to this
consultation. The NPPG is very clear that
the optional technical standards can only
be adopted through a new local plan
where there is the evidence to justify this,
and addressing the tests set out in the
NPPG (paragraph ID 56-007). It is
therefore unclear how far the existing
housing stock is accessible and
adaptable.
the Council is required to assess the
overall impact on viability.
We would observe that viability is
precarious in Castle Point, especially its
favoured development locations (such as
Canvey Island which will need to provide
half the overall housing supply). A proper
assessment of these costs is required or
else the Council may be forced to accept
a lower affordable housing contribution.
Nationally Described Space Standard The NPPG sets out the various tests that
need to be addressed before the optional
Nationally Described Space Standard can
be adopted as local plan policy. One of
the tests is necessity. We note that the
Council has undertaken a Space
Standards Review (paragraph 13.110) but
we have been unable to locate this among
the supporting documents for this
consultation.
We are unpersuaded that the necessity
test has been satisfied.
The NPPG also requires the local
authority to consider the impact on
viability, land supply and affordability. In
terms of viability, the Whole Plan Viability
Study, October 2013, does not appear to
have taken this into consideration.
We also note that flats will struggle with
viability in Castle Point. Flat development
is unviable in both the high (mainland)
and low value (Canvey Island) zones.
This is apparent from the Whole Plan
Viability Study, October 2013, chapter 14
generally, and paragraph 14.2.3. The
Council needs to support the supply of
flats because these will provide an
important source of smaller homes suited
for affordable housing needs and low-cost
home ownership, as paragraph 13.15 of
the Local Plan observes.
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includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
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Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
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In terms of land supply, we consider that
in view of the very large unmet housing
need – with the Council only able to
provide a quarter of the homes needed –
the justification for adopting the Nationally
Described Space Standard is very
unconvincing. Developable land is in very
short supply but there is a very high
housing need. The Council will need to
establish a policy framework in its local
plan that will help to optimise the number
of units that can be achieved on its few
sites, rather than introduce a standard
that will constrain this potential.
The affordability dimension is also very
important and should not be ignored by
the Council.
Furthermore, it should not be forgotten
that the Council’s housing requirement
(100 dpa) falls very far short of the
affordable housing need (298 dpa). There
is also a need for more low-cost smaller
homes in Castle Point, as the Local Plan
acknowledges, and the adoption of the
Nationally Described Space Standard will
tend to militate against this. In
combination with the acute scarcity of new
housing supply compared to the projected
need, the Nationally Described Space
Standard is the wrong policy, in the wrong
place at the wrong time. Had the Council
been meeting its OAN in full, then the
Council might have a stronger case for
the adoption of his optional standard. The
extreme shortfall and the acknowledged
affordability issues in the district weighs
against it.
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Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The policy is unsound because it does not
reflect the recent changes in legislation.
The Policy will need to be updated to
reflect the implications of the Housing &
Planning Act 2014 and the need to
provide Starter Homes. The draft
Regulations have suggested that
schemes of ten (sic) or more units will
need to provide 20% Starter Homes. The
Housing & Planning Act requires that
these Starter Homes will need to be
provided at a discount of at least 20% of
the current market values.
Clearly this has considerable implications
for the viability of development in Castle
Point and the ability of the Council to
provide other forms of affordable housing.
We note that the Council wants at least
15% affordable housing on Canvey
Island, but the total supply of affordable
homes may now need to be provided as
Starter Homes. Furthermore, developers
may need to provide 5% more Starter
Homes than the Council’s policy currently
requires. This means that the Council will
probably need to scale back on other nonessential local policy demands (such as
the Nationally Described Space Standard
and public art) so that providing 20%
Starter Homes in Canvey Island will be
feasible.
We note that flats are unviable in Castle
Point. The unviability of flats will probably
get worse as a consequence of the
introduction of Starter Homes. The
Council will need to reconsider its local
policy requirements to ensure that flatbased schemes can sustain 20% Starter

The Policy will need to be
updated to reflect the
implications of the Housing &
Planning Act 2014 and the
need to provide Starter
Homes.
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England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
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form included in schedule of
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Homes. As we have argued above, this
tends to suggest that the Nationally
Described Space Standard is a policy that
the Council cannot afford.
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Full submission letter attached to Rep
form included in schedule of
supporting documents.
The policy is unsound because it is
ineffective.
Given the viability challenges in Castle
Point – which will be increased as a
consequence of the Starter Homes
legislation – this is a non-essential item.
This requirement should be removed from
the Local Plan.

This requirement should be
removed from the Local Plan.

The HBF is the principal representative
body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional
developers and small, local builders. In
any one year, our members account for
over 80% of all new “for sale” market
housing built in England and Wales as
well as a large proportion of newly built
affordable housing.
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