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Draft New Local Plan
I applaud the Council for finally assembling a cogent Local Plan but my comments are of a general nature
that cannot be conveyed by the survey.
According to your figures, Castle Point like many areas do not have sufficient land available to meet the
house building quotas imposed by central government. The only avenue open to the council is to pick
away at the designated Green Belt in small chunks so as not to violate the intention of keeping urban
areas apart. Eventually they will be so close that it no longer matters. Needless to say there will be no
extra facilities provided for this expansion, and even if money were made available there will be no space
to put them.
35

Mr M Kitley

Object
This is a national problem that should be addressed by central government, not left to local councils to
cover for their inaction. In my opinion the only solution is to build new towns of the like developed in the
fifties and sixties where residential areas, industrial areas and facilities are carefully planned as a whole.
Piecemeal expansion of existing towns is clearly no longer sufficient.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out
the Government’s policy on the provision of housing. This
requires each local authority to meet its objectively
assessed need for housing. Whilst, there may be merit in a
national approach which focuses on New Towns this is not
national policy, and is not therefore a sound basis for failing
to progress a local plan.

So instead of consulting on a local plan you should be consulting on whether it is worth the bother of
having a local plan at all. Be the first to provoke people into realising what they are losing and we might,
just might, get central government to sit up and consider a viable alternative. There is nothing to lose
because we are going to lose it anyway.
The Castle Point Borough Council New Local Plan sets out a Vision, Strategic Objectives, and Policies
that propose a level of development to accommodate a minimum of 4,000 additional dwellings and at
least 2,100 jobs in Castle Point between the periods 2011-2031.
Thurrock Borough Council acknowledges that Castle Point Borough Council has prepared the draft New
Local Plan to take account of the recently published National Planning Policy Framework as well as other
national policy, sub-regional and local strategies. Castle Point Borough Council has also undertaken and
published a range of revised and new technical evidence since the original issues and options stage.
Mr Richard Hatter
233

Thurrock Borough
Council

Support

In general Thurrock Council supports the objectives and spatial strategy as set out in the Castle Point
General support for the work undertaken to date noted and
draft New Local Plan. It is acknowledged that Castle Point Borough Council has prepared the draft New
welcomed.
Local Plan in a capacity led approach that seeks
to accommodate development within the borough in a sustainable approach that assists regeneration and
development of existing centres and ensures that development is generally supported by existing or
proposed infrastructure provision.
The draft New Local Plan does include some locations/sites for Green Belt release. Furthermore, the
Castle Point draft New Local Plan has been prepared in a way that reflects the borough’s environmental
capacity and contains policies that seek to protect the Green Belt, areas of conservation, the natural and
built environment, whilst also ensuring that the levels of development accommodated reflect the issues
related to flood risk and hazardous facilities.

Objection to draft Proposal Map
Mr Richard Hatter
240

Thurrock Borough
Council

Object

The North Thames Link Road proposal is not clearly defined on the draft Proposal Map that accompanies
the draft Castle Point draft 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 that the
notation and safeguarding should be deleted from the draft map.

The response to representation 238 deals with the matters
raised in this representation by proposing changes to policy
T2 and its supporting text.
ACTION: Given that Northwick Road, to the west of the
supermarket, is largely un-developed and there are limited
proposals for development in this area due to Green Belt
and nature conservation designations, it is proposed that
the Transport Improvement Area identified for the delivery
of the North Thames Link Road is removed from the

Page 1 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
proposals map. It is unlikely that development will occur
within this area that would prevent the future delivery of this
route if it is identified as the most sustainable and
deliverable option in the future.

ECC involvement under Duty to Cooperate requirements
ECC welcomes the production of a New Local Plan for Castle Point Borough. The inclusion of allocations
not just for residential and business development but also for community facilities and environmental
designations is particularly supported as providing a firm basis for the holistic and sustainable approach
to the future of the Borough.
The County Council has been encouraged by the constructive engagement of the District Council during
preparation of the Plan in discussion of matters concerning future delivery of County Council services.
Continuing discussion would be welcomed on these matters during the further stages of plan preparation
and throughout implementation and delivery of the Plan.
As required by the Localism Act 2011, a legal duty is placed on local planning authorities to engage
constructively, actively and on a continuous basis through the preparation of the plan. ECC has been
actively involved in the preparation of the plan through a number of means:

Kevin Fraser
251

Essex County
Council

Support

•

Local officer duty to cooperate meetings

•

Preparation of Policy Documents as key evidence base
•

Essex Integrated County Strategy;

•

Transport Evidence undertaken to support consultants

•

A Planning and Transport Strategy for Thames Gateway South Essex

•

An Economic Growth Strategy for Thames Gateway South Essex

•

Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts, Phase 4

•

Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment, November 2013

•

South Essex Surface Water Management Plan, April 2011

•

Assessment of emerging spatial options and development sites on highway and
education provision

Proposals Map
Kevin Fraser
267

Essex County
Council

Object

The first category on the key refers to undesignated historic assets. However, this only comprises those
buildings on Castle Point Local List, and contains none of the below ground archaeological sites recorded
on the HER, most of which are non-designated assets. If Castle Point is to identify undesignated assets
on the proposals map this should include all of the archaeological sites, both below ground and earthwork
sites. Alternatively the title of the map category should be changed to Local List of Buildings of
Architectural or Historic Interest.
Mineral Safeguarding Areas and Mineral Consultation Areas

Kevin Fraser
275

Essex County
Council

Paragraph 143 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to define Mineral Safeguarding Areas
and Mineral Consultation Areas within their Proposals Map. The emerging NPPG adds more clarity by
stating that Mineral Safeguarding Areas should be incorporated within district / borough Local Proposals
Maps in two-tier areas. There is ambiguity within the NPPG as to whether this should also apply to
Mineral Consultation Areas given the wording attributed to these area types in the NPPF but it is the
opinion of the Minerals Planning Authority that there would be merit in also incorporating Mineral
Consultation Areas for completeness.

Support for the Council’s approach to engagement and
cooperation with Essex County Council noted and
welcomed.

ACTION: At the 1:10,000 scales the location of nondesignated historic assets did not show up well on the
Proposals Map. Therefore, layer will be removed from the
printed version but will be retained on the online version. It
will be renamed Local List of Buildings of Architectural or
Historic Interest as suggested. A separate layer will be
maintained of archaeological records.

ACTION: The Proposals Map is rather crowded at present.
The information provided by ECC shows where minerals
deposits may be found using British Geological Survey
data.
Given that this is a potential constraint on development as
a consequence of other plans/policies, it is proposed that
this information is shown on the constraints map instead.
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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 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 Replacement Minerals Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft January 2013. The
Minerals Local Plan is about to embark on a Main Modifications consultation although none of the
proposed modifications affect this policy so it is considered that this policy carries significant weight.
Policy S8 states that Essex County Council 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.
(Please note that there are currently no Mineral Consultation Areas extant in Castle Point District. The
following information is included for completeness at this time)
It is also necessary to safeguard existing mineral workings and Preferred Sites to prevent the possibility
of new incompatible neighbours being established which would ultimately restrict extraction activities.
Mineral Consultation Areas (MCAs), also defined in Policy S8 in the Replacement Minerals Local Plan
Pre-Submission Draft January 2013, apply to the safeguarded site itself and extend for a distance of 250
metres outwards from the site boundary of each of these safeguarded sites.
The following are defined in the Minerals Plan as ‘safeguarded sites’ for the purposes of protecting
mineral workings and existing mineral reserves (MCAs):
• Mineral extraction sites and their associated facilities with planning permission that are currently in
active mineral use,
• Mineral extraction sites with unimplemented planning permission for minerals extraction (including
‘dormant’ sites with extant planning permission for mineral extraction that have remained unimplemented
for some years)
• Preferred Sites proposed in the Replacement Minerals Local Plan for future mineral extraction.
The Minerals Planning Authority shall be consulted on any applications falling within an MCA and any
proposals which would unnecessarily sterilise mineral resources or conflict with the effective working of
permitted minerals development or Preferred Mineral Site allocations shall be opposed. Appendix 9 of the
Replacement Minerals Local Plan sets out a number of exclusionary criteria by which certain types of
development would not be subject by Policy S8
As previously stated there are no extant MCAs in Castle Point at this current time although prescriptions
relating to MSAs do apply within the district. The Minerals Planning Authority is able to submit GIS
information in relation to the MSA in Castle Point upon request.
Duty-to-Cooperate

Matthew Winslow
539

Basildon District
Council

Basildon Borough Council believes that it has proactive working relationship with Castle Point Borough
Council demonstrated by the joint working on evidence bases such as the South Essex Surface Water
Management Plan, Water Cycle Study, Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment. Basildon Borough Council would hope to continue working together with the same
proactive approach on strategic matters and cross boundary issues into the future.
Basildon Borough's Local Plan Core Strategy Revised Preferred Options Report proposes an area
referred as Policy Area for Development and Change (PADC) 6 - North East Basildon Urban Extension
for development of 2,000 homes and 5.5 hectares of employment land. Basildon Borough's Core Strategy
also proposes an area known as PADC10 - South Wickford Urban Extension for 760 homes. PADC6 and

ACTION: Given the issues associated with housing
delivery, and with the proposed location of development in
both Basildon and Castle Point close to the boundary
between the two districts, cooperation should be ongoing,
both through the Thames Gateway South Essex
Partnership and also on the preparation of a strategy for
the A130 Corridor, which is likely to involve Chelmsford
Borough Council also.
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PADC10 are both located near the west of the A130 and the Borough boundary with of Castle Point.
Castle Point's Draft New Local Plan proposes to allocate area H13 - Land West of Glebelands for 100
homes and H14 - Land West of Benfleet for 800 homes. Both H13 and H14 are adjacent to the eastern
edge of the A130 and the boundary with the Borough of Basildon. In addition, the Draft New Local Plan
allocates H18 - North West Thundersley for 400 homes. H18 is located to the south east of the A127 and
A130 junction, close to the shared boundary with the Borough of Basildon.
Basildon Borough Council has for some time recognised the pressures that could be present in the A130
Corridor and between the two authorities, in addition to Rochford and Chelmsford City, it is noted that a
large scale of development is to be placed along its north-south route. Consequently, the Council would
like to continue to work with Castle Point Borough Council to secure the preparation, adoption and
implementation of a new cross boundary A130 Landscape Strategy to support the strategic importance
this area has in preventing coalescence of settlements in this location and enhancing its landscape,
recreation and movement roles.

526

477

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Object

Proposals map – the “triangle site” should be removed from the Green Belt, historic natural landscape
and local wildlife site. Instead, the site should be identified for housing. Further, the land to the west of
Charfleets Industrial Estate (see attached site plan) should not be identified as open space, instead it
should be identified as a potential extension to the industrial estate (see commentary in respect of E4
below). The identification of the Morrison’s food store, and the land to the south (accommodating a
partially implemented non-food retail warehouse development, which will be completed once occupiers
are confirmed) as a shopping area is welcomed in principle, but see commentary on R7.

See response to representation 533. If the evidence
indicates that this site is appropriate for inclusion in the
New Local Plan, and the Council agree with this
assessment, then the proposals map will be amended to
reflect the sites inclusion. Otherwise the site will remain
within the Metropolitan Green Belt.

Support

We are generally pleased to see the emphasis in the New Draft Local Plan on protecting the natural
environment and providing a net gain for biodiversity. We also support the policies which deal with
mitigating and adapting to climate change.

Support for the Council’s approach to the protection of the
natural environment and biodiversity noted and welcomed.

Mark Shepherd
369

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Policies Map
Support

Support the continued designation of green belt at land south of the London road, salvation army land,
Hadleigh Downs.

Gladman note that the Draft New Local Plan covers the period 2011 to 2031.

Support for the retention of the Green Belt between
Hadleigh and Leigh-on-Sea noted and welcomed.

Given that the plan period runs to 2031, there will be more
than 15 years remaining upon adoption of the New Local
Plan, and it will therefore be consistent with the
requirements of paragraph 157 bullet 2.

Gladman query the timescale for the preparation of the Local Plan and when the Council anticipate being
at a stage to adopt this. This is important as the Framework (paragraph 157) states that "Local Plans
should be drawn up over an appropriate timescale, preferably a 15-year time horizon, take account of
longer term requirements, and be kept up to date."
Nicole Penfold
508

Gladman
Developments

Object

It is recognised that paragraph 85 states that when defining
boundaries, ‘local planning authorities should where
necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded
land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt, in order
Gladman recognise that whilst there is still in excess of a 15 years of the plan period remaining, that due to meet longer-term development needs stretching well
to the Green Belt issues in Castle Point the Council should be planning over a longer period. In relation to beyond the plan period; and make clear that safeguarded
land is not allocated for development at the present time...’
the Green Belt the Framework states that "when defining boundaries, local planning authorities should
satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development
The safeguarding of land is therefore identified as the ‘tool’
plan period:" (Framework, paragraph 85).
for ensuring that Green Belt boundaries are not the subject
of regular review.
This is important in the context of the OAN. The Council's own evidence suggests the OAN for the
Borough is 400 dpa. The Plan only makes provision for sufficient land to provide 200 dpa. The Local Plan
The area of land ‘safeguarded’ to the north west of
is artificially constraining the supply of land by spreading the ‘constrained' requirement over a longer
Thundersley – Site H18 is not considered to be deliverable
period, yet at the same time safeguarding land for the longer period. If the OAN is greater than the
or developable within the time period of the Local Plan. The
proposed requirement, the safeguarded land is needed now and not in longer term.
safeguarding of this land does not act to artificial constrain
housing delivery at this site, as it is unlikely to occur in the
first instance.
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It should be noted that as a consequence of representation
253 from Essex County Council site H18 is recommended
that site H18 be removed from the Local Plan as access
proposals are not deliverable.

Chapter 2: Introduction
The Borough Council worked hard to ensure that the need
for the Deanes School was recognised.
'2.2 In order to ensure that this plan is robust and responds positively to local issues,'
7

29

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Object

Mr William Green

Object

The Schools Adjudicator decided that the school should not
be shut, in part having regard to evidence provided by the
Borough Council.

Corrupt & alleged illegal closure of Deanes school to provide building land does not 'respond positively to
local issues'. Especially as proposed new housing will cause overcrowding in existing secondary schools. At no point has the Borough Council proposed that the
Deanes School site should be used for anything other than
community uses. The draft proposals map shows the site
allocated as “community use” and “playing field”.
The Council has laid out its detailed plans for increased housing, destruction of green belt etc, however in
Policy T2 of the draft New Local Plan set out the Council’s
its plans are talks of dualling Canvey way and a new road linking up to the manor way but these are
position with regard to improved access for Canvey Island.
missing from the detailed plans. It seems this is just an attempt to sell us their proposals with the promise
These proposals are not therefore ‘missing’ from the plan.
of improved infrastructure which we all know will never appear!
Section 2.3 Issues Consultation undertaken in 2012

106

154

Juliette Arnold

Object

Where is the supporting evidence for this section as I cannot see it in the index? Also I would hope it
shows the proportion of people consulted compared to total residents.
"It is the intention of this plan to retain the strategic Green Belt in Castle Point in order to ensure that
settlements retain their individual identities."

Mrs Vanessa Mile
man

Object
I dispute this statement as I feel from the information given with regards to the development of currently
open areas; individual settlements will be merged into one another.
Paragraph 2.1
It is welcomed that Castle Point intends to plan for a time period beyond the minimum 15 year period
outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework. Paragraph 2.1 of the Draft Local Plan states the
Council has prepared a plan for the period 2014-2031 however certain policies including that of Policy H1
refer to an alternative time period of 2011 to 2031. This inconsistency does not assist in the clarity of
applying the policies of the Plan and conflicts with the evidence base.

241

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Remedy
Object

For consistency it is requested that the plan period and the time period to achieve policy targets and
objectives should be the same. My client supports the use of the period 2011-2031.
Paragraph 2.6
It is explained at paragraph 2.6 of the Draft New Local Plan 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, the natural environment and the strategic corridors of Green Belt."

The report on the New Local Plan Issues Consultation sets
out the results of the Issues Consultation.

A Green Belt Boundary Review has been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. This identifies the strategic
corridors of Green Belt in and around Castle Point and
considers the impact of development on these. The sites
identified within the Draft New Local Plan were determined
not to result in neighbouring towns merging.
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
My client objects to this approach as it is clear from the evidence base that such an approach renders the NPPF restricts development. This states:
Council unable to meet its objectively assessed needs. It is recognised that large parts of the Borough of
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Castle Point are restricted from the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development' due to
designations such as Green Belt and locations at risk of flooding. However, paragraph 152 of the NPPF
states:
•
•
•

‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
"Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the economic, social and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
environmental dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across all three.
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
Significant adverse impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided and, wherever
erosion.’
possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued.

The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
Neither the Plan nor its evidence base confirms how the objectively assessed needs will be met under the constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
capacity-led strategy that has been taken. In particular, there is no reference to the adherence to the Duty landscapes), and the Green Belt.
to Cooperate and the subsequent result of that exercise in dealing with unmet need. This conflicts with
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
the requirements of the Framework as clarified by the recently published guidance.
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
My client has serious concerns about the extent to which the Plan has been positively prepared and the
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
negative impacts of this on the social and economic dimensions of sustainability within Castle Point.
11 of the NPPF.
Remedy
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
To address the concerns raised the Plan should be amended to clarify how the objectively assessed
borough which display a significant concentration of
needs will be met with reference to the outcome of discussions with neighbouring authorities where this is ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
required to deliver the needs identified. To reduce the potential for needs to remain unmet it is also
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
requested that targets are identified as minimums.
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, measures to mitigate the impact should be considered.
Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible, compensatory measures may be
appropriate."

The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England has indicated
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
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contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
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Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

478

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Support

The RSPB works within the planning system to achieve sustainable development. Therefore we are
pleased to see the draft local plan supports sustainable development in Castle Point. In this regard we
believe it is important that the plan has recognised the environmental constraints on growth and support
its aim of ‘protecting and enhancing the areas of nature conservation' (p9).

Support for recognition within the draft New Local Plan of
the borough’s environmental constraints and the need to
protect nature noted and welcomed.

Support

We welcome the references given to ensuring that development is proposed with respect to the
environmental capacity and constraints within the borough, including both flood risk and biodiversity.

Support for recognition within the draft New Local Plan of
the borough’s environmental constraints and the need to
protect nature noted and welcomed.

Support

Under the development and Growth Improvements 2014 to 2031 section, paragraph 2.4 refers to natural
environment, nature conservation, landscape protection and flood risk which is welcomed and to be
encouraged. Natural England is pleased to see references to the Green Belt under paragraphs 2.5 and
2.6

Martin Barrell
371

Environment
Agency

David Hammond
452

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support for recognition within the draft New Local Plan of
the borough’s environmental constraints and the need to
protect nature noted and welcomed.
Support for the recognition of the Green Belt noted and
welcomed.

Chapter 3: Policy Context

8

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Object

Mr Graham Bracci
61

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

Object re Infrastructure particular proposed extra homes between Felstead road & Catherine road,
Benfleet. Access at present at surrounding roads, particularly Clifton avenue are already
congested, and building on rural plots will only exacerbate traffic congestion. With reference to
below:
'Accessibility. Enhance connectivity internationally, nationally and within TGSE to jobs, education and
services and deliver reliable and predictable journey times by strengthening the networks for all modes
across the sub-region to support the economy, major regeneration and promote more sustainable travel
patterns.'

This section of the report sets out the policy context for the
preparation of the New Local Plan. The section of text
objected to in this representation is an extract from the
Planning and Transport Strategy for Thames Gateway
South Essex. It is correctly quoted, and a clear ambition of
TGSE partners to improve accessibility within South Essex.
Other consultation responses also indicate it is an ambition
of many residents.

The Local Plan fails to show evidence of how Infrastructure projects will be funded, fails to accept the
significance of the potential impact the energy infrastructure might have on the residents of Canvey
Island. The Local Plan fails to accept and work within the limitations accessibility will have on Canvey
Island now and beyond the Plan period. The driver behind this section appears to be limited to a vision.
The distribution of growth, regeneration and funding identified would benefit from an element of realism
and an overall acceptance of the limitations of Castle Point's location and size.

The Council has been working with partners at ECC, and
as part of the TGSE Partnership to identify funding
opportunities for the infrastructure required to accompany
the development proposed in the draft New Local Plan.
Service providers do however find it difficult to provide
advice without a degree of certainty about the scale and
location of development. Therefore, the infrastructure
delivery plan will be informed by the outcomes of this
consultation and will accompany the submission New Local
Plan.

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit evidence at the Local Plan final
consultation stage should the document remain unaltered.

The Energy Infrastructure on Canvey Island is identified in
the Spatial Portrait and specific policies related to these
installations are included as policies E10 and NE12. These
installations are of national significance however both E10
and NE12 require development to deal with the risks they
pose, as assessed by the Health and Safety Executive.
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The Transport Modelling for the New Local Plan modelled
the requirement for an additional access for Canvey Island.
This modelling indicated that there is sufficient capacity on
existing routes, although junction improvements would be
necessary. It is however recognised that accidents and
incidents may result in these routes becoming congested,
and therefore policy T2 plans to seek investment for a new
or improved access for Canvey Island.
In terms of the scale of growth identified in the plan, this
has been derived having regard to the need for
development, and also the capacity of the borough to
accommodate growth. The Housing Capacity Topic Paper
highlights the constraints on growth in Castle Point. The
draft New Local Plan is therefore realistic – it recognised
both the need for development and constraints.
This representation does not present evidence to indicate
that the plan is not realistic.
The Council has been working with partners at ECC, and
as part of the TGSE Partnership to identify funding
opportunities for the infrastructure required to accompany
the development proposed in the draft New Local Plan.
Service providers do however find it difficult to provide
advice without a degree of certainty about the scale and
location of development. Therefore, the infrastructure
delivery plan will be informed by the outcomes of this
consultation and will accompany the submission New Local
Plan.

Mr Steve Sawkins
76

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

The Local Plan fails to show evidence of how Infrastructure projects will be funded, fails to accept the
significance of the potential impact the energy infrastructure might have on the residents of Canvey
Island. The Local Plan fails to accept and work within the limitations accessibility will have on Canvey
Island now and beyond the Plan period. The driver behind this section appears to be limited to a vision.
The distribution of growth, regeneration and funding identified would benefit from an element of realism
and an overall acceptance of the limitations of Castle Point's location and size.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit evidence at the Local Plan final
consultation stage should the document remain unaltered.

The Energy Infrastructure on Canvey Island is identified in
the Spatial Portrait and specific policies related to these
installations are included as policies E10 and NE12. These
installations are of national significance however both E10
and NE12 require development to deal with the risks they
pose, as assessed by the Health and Safety Executive.
The Transport Modelling for the New Local Plan modelled
the requirement for an additional access for Canvey Island.
This modelling indicated that there is sufficient capacity on
existing routes, although junction improvements would be
necessary. It is however recognised that accidents and
incidents may result in these routes becoming congested,
and therefore policy T2 plans to seek investment for a new
or improved access for Canvey Island.
In terms of the scale of growth identified in the plan, this
has been derived having regard to the need for
development, and also the capacity of the borough to
accommodate growth. The Housing Capacity Topic Paper
highlights the constraints on growth in Castle Point. The
draft New Local Plan is therefore realistic – it recognised
both the need for development and constraints.
This representation does not present evidence to indicate
that the plan is not realistic.
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Paragraph: 3.7 to 3.14

92

Mr Trevor
Hutchinson
DP World

Seek a
technical
alteration

This section appears to require significant updating. Throughout it makes reference to 2011 evidence,
when more up to date information is available. Examples include reference to the National Infrastructure
Plan 2011 (Paragraph 3.14), noting that a revised National Infrastructure Plan was published by
Government in December 2013. It is also noted that paragraph 3.7 states “the UK economy grew by just
0.8% in 2011 and is expected to only grow at a similar rate in 2012" (our emphasis). 2012 growth figures
are now a matter of record and the document should be based upon such.

ACTION: Update paragraphs 3.7 – 3.14 to reflect updated
Government economic policy and position.

Paragraph: 3.14

93

Mr Trevor
Hutchinson
DP World

Seek a
technical
alteration

This paragraph indicates that Government funding “has recently been directed towards the delivery of the
London Gateway project in Thurrock in order to facilitate the eventual provision of up to 12,000 jobs ".
This statement is entirely incorrect and we request that the council clarify the basis for such a claim. We
speculate that this is a reference to the Government's recent commitment to the M25 Junction 30/A13
Corridor Relieving Congestion Scheme. We would highlight that London Gateway has recently (30 th
September 2013) completed a scheme of improvement works to M25 Junction 30 which mitigates the
impacts of traffic associated with the majority of the development proposed. Such works were funded
entirely by the development promoters. Further obligations exist in relation to both the London Gateway
Port and Logistics Park developments (either alone or in combination) to provide further mitigation when
the levels of development or development traffic exceeds certain specified limits. The Government's
scheme therefore does not provide for traffic associated with London Gateway but instead addresses
existing congestion issues and provides for future growth in the region over the coming 10 year period.
Where is the evidence to justify job growth within the local area balanced with housing provision? I am
assuming that you would have looked at other local areas? I am also assuming that they would be
providing proportionate housing to any jobs created in their areas so where is the evidence of this
please?

108

Juliette Arnold

Object

Have you also detailed the critical issues within the plan and how they are being dealt with as per the
Planning Inspectorate's Local Development Framework 2009? For example have you designed a locally
distinctive core strategy as CPBC may be part of the local area but individual in its own right.
Apologies if it is further down the document but I am commenting as I go along.
Section 3.25
•

109

188

Juliette Arnold

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Object

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: Amend paragraph 3.14 to remove the link
between the London Gateway project and the funding for
the M25 Junction 30/A13 Corridor Relieving Congestion
Scheme. Link this scheme to congestion relief and for the
accommodation of future growth.

This section sets out the overarching policy context in
which the draft New Local Plan has been prepared. These
comments are not relevant to the policy context.
The draft New Local Plan deals with the specific issues for
Castle Point throughout, and is therefore locally distinctive.
In terms of housing need issues these are addressed in
chapter 13.

Sustainable growth - balance of housing provision and job growth

3.38 - are any of the partners set to benefit (other than being a member of the community) from any
outcomes if the Local Development Plan is approved?

Paragraph 8 of the NPPF explains that sustainable
development will result in economic, social and
environmental gains. It is the intention of the draft New
Local Plan to deliver sustainable development. This will
therefore have benefits for the Council’s partners in the
business sector, the social/voluntary sector and the
environmental sector.

The new Local Plan for Castle Point will need to reflect the historic environment content of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and its associated guidance. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF states that:
“local planning authorities should set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of the historic environment”. The NPPF also states that local plans should include strategic
policies to deliver the protection and enhancement of the historic environment (paragraph 156) and
should identify land where development is inappropriate because of its environmental or historic
significance (paragraph 157).

It is noted that the NPPF requires local plans to set out
strategic policies that address conservation and
enhancement of the historic environment. The text on the
NPPF in the Policy Context section of the draft New Local
Plan includes a summary of the requirements of the NPPF
in terms of the policy content of Local Plans, picking up this
requirement. There is therefore no need to amend the
policy context section in respect of this representation.

The new Local Plan as a whole should be able to demonstrate that it sets out a positive strategy for the
historic environment. This means that, on balance, the Plan has a positive effect on the historic
environment and heritage assets. Different sections of the Plan should form part of the overall positive

ACTION: Review the English Heritage Guidance on Local
Plans and the Historic Environment and amend the Local
Plan as necessary prior to finalising the submission
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strategy, such as proposals for housing or employment development. Policies throughout the document
should help deliver the conservation of the historic environment with appropriate references where
necessary.

Recommended Response and Actions
version.

English Heritage has produced guidance on how Local Plans should address historic environment issues
which can be found online at: www.helm.org.uk/guidance-library/heritage-in-local-plans/
A copy is also attached to this comment
ATTACHMENT: Heritage in Local Plans

Kevin Fraser
296

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC considers that the extant Essex Minerals Local Plan and Essex Waste Local Plan should be added
to the Sub-National Policy Context section which begins at paragraph 3.20. Both these plans form part of
the overall Development Framework for Castle Point District. Reference should also be made to the
emerging Essex Replacement Minerals Local Plan (currently about to begin a Major Modification
consultation following examination) and the emerging Essex and Southend-on-Sea Replacement Waste
Local Plan (currently at the Preferred Approach stage) which will replace these documents in the
Development Framework.

ACTION: An additional section summarising the
requirements of the Essex Minerals Local Plan and Essex
Waste Local Plan should be inserted into the policy context
section after paragraph 3.35, as they form part of the
development plan covering the Castle Point area.

Paragraph 3.18 – ECC supports the recognition of `The Thames Estuary 2100 Plan’, and its
consideration in the preparation of the Local Plan.

479

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Martin Barrell
372

Environment
Agency

Support

Seek a
technical
alteration

We support the reference to national planning policy in this chapter. The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) in paragraphs 109 - 125 makes clear that the Local Plan should plan ‘positively for
the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green
infrastructure'.
In this regard we welcome the reference to the Natural Environment White Paper and the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area (NIA) in paragraph 3.19. This is one of 12 successful
projects funded by the government to bring key partners together to plan and deliver significant
improvements for wildlife and people.
We support the reference to flood risk management infrastructure and the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan
(TE2100) within this section. Paragraph 3.18 highlights the implications of the TE2100 Plan on how
development is to be brought forward. You might wish to consider including reference within the New
Local Plan to the South Essex Catchment Flood Management Plan (SE CFMP) as well as the South
Essex Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP), as they both contribute to the setting of the policy
context. The SE CFMP has two policy units that cover the Borough: PU2 Southend-on-Sea / Rayleigh "Take further action to reduce flood risk"; and PU12 Thames Urban Tidal - "Take further action to sustain
flood risk"
We also welcome the reference to moving towards a net gain in the value of nature, and to the Greater
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area.

Support for the inclusion of the Natural Environment White
Paper and the Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Areas within the policy context noted and
welcomed.

The policy context section of the report focuses on crosscutting policy documents. The South Essex Catchment
Flood Management Plan and the South Essex Surface
Water Management Plan are thematic policy documents.
As stated in paragraph 3.20 such documents are
referenced in the relevant sections of the New Local Plan.
To this end, no amendment is proposed to this section of
the plan in respect of this representation.

Natural England welcomes and acknowledges the reference to the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).

David Hammond
453

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

Paragraph 3.3 - bullet point 5 there is reference to "climate change mitigation and adaptation,
conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic environment, including landscape" the
enhancement of the natural enhancement is welcomed and to be encouraged. Enhancements to the
natural environment, provision of green infrastructure and new open spaces will support sustainable
development and communities and is to be welcomed.

Support for the way in which the policy context section
deals with the natural environment, climate change and
adaptation, and leisure and recreation is noted and
welcomed.

The Castle Point Leisure and recreation Strategy, paragraph 3.41 refers to bringing forward more land as
public open space and this is to be commended, linking in to our comments above.
Biodiversity and the natural environment can lead to various opportunities, not just for wildlife activity and
connection, but also health, recreation, contributing to climate change adaptation and improving quality of
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life. The Council's references to the multiple benefits of green, open, natural space is acknowledged.
Chapter 4: Spatial Portrait

19

miss Patricia
Greenhalgh

Object

Mr Graham Bracci
62

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

There are key points that are in need of updating or altering in this section.
Object

Mr Steve Sawkins
77

110

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Juliette Arnold

Why is Canvey Island being considered for future housing development at all? Given it is mainly below
sea level especially at the Point end where 160 new homes up to four storeys high are being planned.
Also the extension to Roscommon way will cut across farmland which is completely saturated when it
rains and is surrounded by creeks and streams with culverts close to residential properties. Surely more
hard landscaping will add to the surface water and overflowing creeks, not to mention the road will run
alongside the chemical facility on Haven Road which is already identified as a risk site.

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit evidence at the Local Plan final
consultation stage should the document remain unaltered.
There are key points that are in need of updating or altering in this section.

Object

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit evidence at the Local Plan final
consultation stage should the document remain unaltered.
New road improvements are poor around rush hour times particularly around Saddler's Farm and
Benfleet High Road. Considering one of the reasons to build new houses is for employment and
sustainability of the Borough the road infrastructure cannot support the number of workers it currently has
commuting in and out. The new roundabout is a bottle neck and if there was a major disaster the roads
would be grid locked. This also does not support the clean air / carbon emissions strategy.

All potential development sites were subject to the flood
risk sequential test, having regard to all sources of flooding,
in accordance with the NPPF. The proposed development
locations in Canvey Island, as a consequence of the need
for housing will pass the sequential test within the plan
period, and through appropriate design are expected to be
able to meet the requirements of the exceptions test also.
In terms of surface water flooding, it should be noted that
as a consequence of the Flood and Water Management
Act, new developments will be required to meet stringent
standards for surface water management.
ACTION: This section will be reviewed prior to the
submission version being finalised to ensure it is up to
date. However, this representation provides no information
on which to act specifically.
ACTION: This section will be reviewed prior to the
submission version being finalised to ensure it is up to
date. However, this representation provides no information
on which to act specifically.
Paragraph 4.13 states that ‘out-commuting rates are high,
and as a result highway infrastructure capacity is also an
issue in this part of the borough’. Therefore, the issues
raised in this objection are identified in the spatial portrait
and no further amendment is therefore considered
necessary.
The Council in conjunction with Essex County Council has
prepared transport modelling for the draft New Local Plan.

111

Juliette Arnold

Object

Capacity issues are identified at junctions throughout the
Considering issues with roads in and out of the Borough and the fact that as mentioned previously CPBC
borough as a consequence of this modelling. This has
is working with other councils on strategic planning, where is the evidence that supports the building of so
enabled the draft New Local Plan to specify the
many houses within an area, where clearly the highways infrastructure cannot cope with what it currently
requirement for transport improvements alongside new
has?
housing proposals.
Additionally, it has informed the case for TGSE Partners in
bidding for funding from the LEP.

189

341

English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

The spatial portrait for the borough and specific settlements is lacking reference to the historic
environment. This would set the tone for the rest of the Local and its positive strategy for the historic
environment. In addition to specific designated heritage assets, the borough has a number of nondesignated assets, from archaeological sites and historic landscapes to unlisted buildings and structures.
The importance of the historic environment and its influence on the character and appearance of places
needs emphasising in the next draft.

ACTION: Review the spatial portrait drawing in information
on the heritage of the towns in Castle Point, and on any
significant heritage assets.

Mr JAMES
TRIMMER

Seek a
technical

4.3 The PLA notes and accepts that the Thames Estuary is a significant feature in the landscape of
Castle Point. In addition to playing a role in the natural environment, the river has a significant role in the
economic life of the Borough and this should be incorporated into the text.

ACTION: Paragraph 4.3 will be revised in order to ensure
that the economic role of the Thames is also recognised.

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Page 12 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

PORT OF
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AUTHORITY

315

Oikos Storage
Limited

Nature of
Comment
alteration

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

Mr Geoff Bullock
337

Calor Gas Limited

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions

Support for the acknowledgement in paragraph 4.10 of the
4.10 The PLA welcomes the plan's acknowledgement in this paragraph - and elsewhere in the draft plan - national significance of the installations at south Canvey
that the terminals are of national significance.
noted, and welcomed.
The OSL Terminal is a facility of particular strategic importance that has a key regional and national role.
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 Government Pipeline and Storage System (GPSS). Whilst the Terminal's
national significance is recognised in the portrait, the description provided gives a negative and unjustified
portrait. The character description in paragraph 4.10 should be altered to place emphasis on the strategic Paragraph 4.10 recognises that the installations at South
and economic importance of this facility.
Canvey are of national significance. However, they are
hazardous installations and they do therefore cause
The description that is given serves to fuel negative perceptions and OSL finds this negative portrayal
concern to residents, and they do act on a constraint to
disappointing. The operations at the OSL facility are strictly controlled by both the Health and Safety
neighbouring development.
Executive and the Council (the latter through the Hazardous Substances regime). 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 as the Terminal has been located on this site
for over 80 years.
We wish to object to paragraph the 4.10 on the basis that the draft text supports negative perceptions
about the Calor and Oikos terminals. There is no evidence that the terminals pose an unacceptable risk
to the safety of residents of Canvey Island. The current operations at the terminals are strictly controlled
by the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and would not be allowed to take place if they were unsafe.
The same principle would apply to any proposals to change the operations at the terminals.
The Spatial Portrait should recognise the current operations at the terminals and strictly controlled and
are acceptable in terms of safety, while the terminals perform and important role in terms of energy
supply and provide employment.

Paragraph 4.10 recognises that the installations at South
Canvey are of national significance. However, they are
hazardous installations and they do therefore cause
concern to residents, and they do act on a constraint to
neighbouring development.

We welcome the reference to Nature 2000 sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) in the text
about Canvey Island and South Benfleet as well as the recognition of the RSPB's work to enhance the
West Canvey Marshes reserve.

480

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Martin Barrell
373

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

Seek a
technical
alteration

However, the RSPB would like to point out that one of the SSSI's west of Canvey Island referred to in the
text (Holehaven Creek) is also a potential Special Protection Area. The RSPB have data to prove that
there are consistently internationally important numbers of black-tailed godwits using Holehaven Creek
and we are working through the formal process to have it incorporated into the Thames Estuary and
Marshes SPA. This is an important distinction because of the increased level of protection that pSPA's
have in the planning system as stated in paragraph 119 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). It has implications for some of the policies and projects mentioned in the Local
Plan and so we therefore believe it is recognised in the Local Plan.

ACTION: Amend the text in paragraph 4.5 in order to
identify the Holehaven Creek SSSI as a potential SPA.

The section on Canvey Island appears to adequately identify most issues, although we would suggest
that surface water management should also be highlighted, given that Canvey Island is identified by the
South Essex SWMP 2012 as a Critical Drainage Area.

ACTION: To reflect the request of the Environment
Agency, amend the second sentence of paragraph 4.9 to
read:

We would also suggest the following amendment to the text of paragraph 4.9: the Island is now
substantially defended by some of the best sea defences in the Country now benefits from a very high
standard of tidal flood risk management infrastructure.

4.9 ...As a result of severe flooding of the Island in 1953
which resulting in the loss of many lives, the Island now
benefits from a very high standard of tidal flood risk
management infrastructure.

We note and welcome the added reference to flood risk management infrastructure funding at paragraph
4.9, and we have provided comments on the Draft Revised Developer Contribution Guidance SPD at the
end of this response.
With regards to Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley, we welcome the added reference to flood risk for
these communities, although we would suggest the following addition (in italics) to paragraph 4.11: Due
to its elevated topography, tidal flood risk is less of an issue in Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley
compared to Canvey, although there are some low-lying areas still at risk - notably South Benfleet.

ACTION: To reflect the need to identify the impact of
topography on surface water issues for Canvey Island, it is
proposed that the following in a new paragraph after
paragraph 4.9.
4.10 The flat, low lying topography of Canvey Island also
creates issues associated with surface water management
and the ability to drain water away during heavy rainfall
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events. As a result, Canvey Island is identified as a critical
drainage area which experiences localised issues of
surface water flooding during heavy rainfall events.
ACTION: To reflect the request of the Environment
Agency, amend the third sentence of paragraph 4.11 to
read:
4.11...Due to its elevated topography, tidal flood risk is less
of an issue in Hadleigh and Thundersley compared to
Canvey, although there are some low-lying areas still at
risk in South Benfleet.

The reference to Natura 2000 sites, Ramsar's, Special Areas of Conservation (SAC's), Special Protection
Area's (SPA's) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI's) is welcomed. The Council is reminded that
in respect of European sites, consideration will need to be given to functional land, as well as the
designated sites themselves. Functional land is used as foraging, commuting and perching land for a
variety of species, whilst not designated, forms an intrinsic part of the function and ability of the site for
species.
David Hammond
454

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

It is recognised that the Thames Estuary was initially
proposed as a Marine Conservation Zone, and this is
supported by the Council. However, a review of the
information associated with this indicates that the
designation of this area has been delayed due to the
outcomes of cost/benefit analysis. There are no timescales
in place for this designation to be progressed. Therefore, at
"For example, Natural England considers that Holehaven Creek SSSI provides functional land to the
Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA (by providing habitat for black-tailed godwits), although it is not itself a this time the Council cannot reference this designation in
the New Local Plan.
notified SPA."
There are also proposals to designate the Thames Estuary as a Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) in the
long term due to its ecological status. Such zones, when identified, would be of the same status as SPAs
and SACs, and should receive the highest level of protection.
Additionally, there are locally recognised and valued areas of Ancient Woodland, which provide
irreplaceable habitats for trees and mammals as well as a wide variety of invertebrates, fungi and flora
(Paragraph 18.52 of the main document refers).

The presence of ancient woodland in Castle Point is
highlighted in paragraph 4.11.
ACTION: Amend the text in paragraph 4.5 in order to
identify the Holehaven Creek SSSI as a potential SPA.
Additionally, identify the role this site plays in supporting
the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA.

Chapter 5: Key Drivers of Change
With reference to below, how will substantial building of new homes reduce traffic congestion?
Especially at the proposed site of Felstead road & Catherine road Benfleet, and the destruction of
the Deanes school area - Rayleigh road.
Improving the Quality of Life
5.4 Consultation with residents has identified a number of issues that are important to residents in terms
of ensuring a good quality of life:
2

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Many residents are frustrated by the levels of congestion experienced in the borough, particularly
at peak times, and therefore a reduction in the levels of congestion should be a key driver for
change. Opportunities presented through the Local Transport Strategy, the Integrated County
Strategy and through new development proposals will enable this to occur.

•

Residents value the sense of openness and greenness that is present in the borough, and
therefore this should be enhanced and protected as appropriate. The Green Grid Strategy
provides a tool for enabling this to occur.

•

Residents value local services and shopping areas/town centres. Again these should be
enhanced and protected as appropriate. The Regeneration Framework and the town centre
master plans for Canvey and Hadleigh Town Centres are tools which will enable this to occur.

Object

Mr Graham Bracci
63

•

Object

Demographic Change and Population Growth remains a contentious issue amongst CPBC decision
makers.
Improving the Quality of Life - this section will remain unfulfilled unless evidence, other than the

Chapter 11 of the Draft New Local Plan sets out a series of
policies related to transport improvements. Policy T2 in
particular addresses the required improvements to the
carriageway network, and policy T6 addresses the
requirement for development proposals to mitigate their
impacts on transport networks. Additionally, each proposed
housing site (policies H4 – H18) includes criteria to be met
in the provision of housing. In each case requirements for
local transport improvements are identified as appropriate
to the area in which the site is located. The New Local Plan
therefore addresses the need to manage congestion.

The draft New Local Plan has been prepared based on a
substantial body of evidence including evidence on
demographic change and housing need, on infrastructure
requirements, on the quality of the environment and on
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inspirational wish list offered in support of the Local Plan, is produced.
Protecting the Environment- the Local Plan promotes policies that will harm the environment.
Climate change and flood risk - CPBC decision makers are among the "sceptics" that this section refers
to, especially at para 5.8 and 5.9.
Significant Projects in South Essex - the impact of these projects upon Castle Point may well have been
exaggerated within the Local Plan.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain un-Justified.

Recommended Response and Actions
climate change and flood risk. This representation provides
no evidence to suggest that the evidence base that
underpins the draft New Local Plan is unsound, or that the
approach to these matters in the plan is incorrect.
In terms of infrastructure delivery the Council has been
working closely with partners across the Thames Gateway
South Essex to prepare an Economic Growth Strategy.
This strategy has been incorporated into the South East
LEP Economic Growth Plan. There are proposals for
significant elements of new infrastructure within Castle
Point included within that plan.
In terms of infrastructure such as schools, healthcare
provision and open spaces and sports facilities, the Council
has been liaising with the relevant service providers to
understand their needs moving forward. The draft New
Local Plan has provided them with the opportunity to
understand the implications of growth in Castle Point for
their services.
As a result, the Council is in the position to clearly identify
the infrastructure requirements moving forward. It has
published a preliminary draft charging schedule for CIL to
accompany the consultation on the draft New Local Plan,
and intends to publish an Infrastructure Delivery Schedule
to accompany the submission New Local Plan. The
Council’s plans for infrastructure are not therefore
aspirational, but based on assessments of need, and a
clear approach to funding and delivery.

Demographic Change and Population Growth remains a contentious issue amongst CPBC decision
makers.
Improving the Quality of Life - this section will remain unfulfilled unless evidence, other than the
aspirational wish list offered in support of the Local Plan, is produced.
Mr Steve Sawkins
78

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Protecting the Environment- the Local Plan promotes policies that will harm the environment.
Object

Climate change and flood risk - CPBC decision makers are among the "sceptics" that this section refers
to, especially at para 5.8 and 5.9.
Significant Projects in South Essex - the impact of these projects upon Castle Point may well have been
exaggerated within the Local Plan.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain un-Justified.

The draft New Local Plan has been prepared based on a
substantial body of evidence including evidence on
demographic change and housing need, on infrastructure
requirements, on the quality of the environment and on
climate change and flood risk. This representation provides
no evidence to suggest that the evidence base that
underpins the draft New Local Plan is unsound.
In terms of infrastructure delivery the Council has been
working closely with partners across the Thames Gateway
South Essex to prepare an Economic Growth Strategy.
This strategy has been incorporated into the South East
LEP Economic Growth Plan. There are proposals for
significant elements of new infrastructure within Castle
Point included within that plan.
In terms of infrastructure such as schools, healthcare
provision and open spaces and sports facilities, the Council
has been liaising with the relevant service providers to
understand their needs moving forward. The draft New
Local Plan has provided them with the opportunity to
understand the implications of growth in Castle Point for
their services.
As a result, the Council is in the position to clearly identify
the infrastructure requirements moving forward. It has
published a preliminary draft charging schedule for CIL to
accompany the consultation on the draft New Local Plan,
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and intends to publish an Infrastructure Delivery Schedule
to accompany the submission New Local Plan. The
Council’s plans for infrastructure are not therefore
aspirational, but based on assessments of need, and a
clear approach to funding and delivery.

Paragraph: 5.12
94

Mr Trevor
Hutchinson
DP World

Seek a
technical
alteration

The first bullet point under Paragraph 5.12 suggests “Construction is underway at the UK's newest deep- ACTION: paragraph 5:12 to be amended to reflect the
sea container port combined with Europe's largest logistics park". We thought it would be helpful to clarify progress that has been made at the port.
that Berth 1 of the container port opened for business on the 7 th November 2013. Berth 2 shall become
operational during May 2014.
We would like to draw your attention to the multi-functional nature of trees and woodlands. They help to
address a number of the issues raised in this section:
Residents value greenness.
"changes to the way in which new developments are built and serviced in order to reduce the amount of
pollution to the air and to watercourses"

144

Mrs Ellie
Henderson
The Woodland
Trust

Object

Trees and woodlands help to improve air quality through the absorption of particulates from vehicle
emissions and other sources - such that it has been estimated that doubling the tree cover in the West
Midlands alone would reduce mortality as a result of poor air quality from particulates by 140 people per
year. (Stewart, H., Owen S., Donovan R., Mackenzie R., and Hewitt N. (2002). Trees and Sustainable
Urban Air Quality. Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, Lancaster University). The Woodland Trust has
published a new report on how trees can specifically help improve air quality - see Urban Air Quality
http://www.woodlandtrust.presscentre.com/Media-Library/Air-Quality-report-77a.aspx .

Chapter 5 identifies the Drivers for Change. It is agreed
that trees, woodland and landscaping can help to manage
change and contribute positively to a healthy, attractive,
green environment. However, in themselves they are not a
driver of change and therefore this chapter should not be
amended as requested.

It should be noted that policy NE8 requires ancient
woodlands to be protected from development. Policy NE9
meanwhile requires trees to be considered when
In terms of climate change, flood risk and pollution, the Woodland Trust believes that trees and
developments are proposed. Meanwhile, policy DES3
woodlands can deliver a major contribution to resolving a range of water management issues. Trees and requires landscaping as part of development proposals,
woodland are very well placed to contribute to the emerging agenda of water risk management in the light policy NE3 requires mature landscaping within Daws Heath
of a changing climate. For example: to reflect the strong woodland character of the area, and
each individual housing policy (policies H4 to H18) has a
Creation of tree and woodland buffers to improve water quality.
specific landscaping requirement.
Buffers adjacent to surface waters, pollution sources or pollution pathways can improve water quality by
reducing sediment, nitrate, phosphate and pesticide concentrations.
Trees on river banks can help reduce water temperature, thus helping to maintain oxygen levels.
We would like to see the benefits and importance of trees and woodland mentioned, as we believe it will
help address a number of the points.

5.1 - Economic Growth Agenda - how can CPBC support this when they have no control over the
highways budget for the local area?
112

Juliette Arnold

Object

Section 5.4 - improving the quality of life. You have identified a number of issues here but so far all I've
seen of this plan is CPBC adding to the issues and not listening to the local people.

The Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership has an
Economic Growth Strategy, which amongst other things
directs infrastructure improvements within the South Essex
area. Castle Point Borough Council has a strong voice
within this partnership and has been able to work with the
County Council to secure investment in local transport
infrastructure projects.

In terms of quality of life indicators, the draft New Local
Can you also tell me whether the Local Plan has been approve by the Planning Inspectorate and whether
Plan sets out a suite of policies related to transport at
it has been submitted. I checked on their website and up until 28th February nothing had been submitted
chapter 11, with the aim of addressing existing transport
or checked for CPBC in the form of a local plan or any other documentation.
problems as well as accommodating growth. Meanwhile,
policies R1-R3 address the need for town centre
regeneration. Finally, chapter 15 entitled healthy
communities seeks to retain and improve those facilities
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that communities value including open spaces, community
halls, sports centres, schools and healthcare services. The
draft New Local Plan does therefore address the issues
raised by residents.
In terms of agriculture, the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping
Report indicates the extent of Agricultural land in Castle
Point at page 23. This shows that there is no Grade 1 or 2
agricultural land in Castle Point. The majority of agricultural
land in Castle Point is Grade 3 agricultural land, and
therefore is less sustainable as it requires additional input
of fertilisers to make it productive. Paragraph 112 of the
NPPF states that local planning authorities should seek to
use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a
higher quality.
In terms of ecology, potential development sites were
assessed at a high level for potential ecological impacts
within the Local Wildlife Site Review 2012. This site was
identified as a Potential LoWS (PLoWS9) because of its
agriculturally unimproved character, good plant species
diversity and the presence of some interesting invertebrate
species.

113

Juliette Arnold

Object

The potential impact of development on the ecology of this
site, and on all other sites proposed within the draft New
Protecting the environment - I noticed green belt is mentioned but what about the use of existing valuable
Local Plan was considered as part of the Sites SA/SEA.
farm land with established wildlife on to the Country Park. Where is the environmental impact assessment
This considers the balance of different impacts of
for this development? There are numerous foxes, badgers, bats, snakes and probably rare types of
development on the environment, society and the
butterflies (where is the assessment to ensure that we are not damaging the environment irrevocably?
economy. This site was deemed to be an acceptable
Also what about the has an evaluation been completed on the drain on current resources such as
location for development if suitable mitigation was
sewerage and surface water? This area is frequently flooded when there is a heavy down pour (proposed
delivered. The mitigation required is set out in policy H15.
Glyders development) and the building of 35 houses would add approximately 70 to 100 extra cars
travelling along a short piece of road which is narrow and impassable when it snows. It would also be
In terms of drainage, a Surface Water Management Plan
dangerous for young children and even though they would not be counted - the numerous pets that live in has been prepared to inform the New Local Plan. This
the area.
identifies Critical Drainage Areas. Critical Drainage Areas
are large areas where drainage patterns act to result in
surface water flooding. There are six critical drainage areas
in Castle Point which cover most of the boroughs area.
The Glyders site is in Critical Drainage Area CAS1. The
site is beyond the potential surface water flooding hotspot
but is likely to contribute towards it as a consequence of
flows east to west across the site.
The potential impact of development on flood risk has been
considered as part of the Sequential and Exceptions Test.
This considers all sources of flooding. Sequentially, this
site is deemed to be acceptable, although it is clear that
measures will need to be taken to ensure that development
does not cause an increased risk of flooding to nearby
properties. This requirement is expressed within policy
H15.
In terms of traffic generation, transport modelling has been
undertaken to inform the New Local Plan. This indicates a
TRICS Trip generation rate for Castle Point of 0.495 during
the am peak and 0.518 during the pm peak. This would
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result in approximately 18 car movements during each
peak time period from Glyders. The NPPF states at
paragraph 32 bullet 3 that the residual cumulative impacts
of development should be severe if a development is to be
refused on transport grounds. This level of growth is
unlikely to be considered severe.
Additionally, table 5.1 shows criteria against which sites
were assessed in order to determine the sustainability of
their location in accessibility terms. Glyders scores
positively (GREEN) against the five criteria.

Section 5.12
Significant projects in the South East
114

190

Juliette Arnold

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

481

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

James Stevens
350

Home Builders
Federation Limited

Object

I am assuming that all these other Councils with the projects would have also put adequate housing
within their local plan. Are we sure that we are not creating a glut of houses that do not necessarily need
to be built and will ruin a number of green spaces for the benefit of a privileged few?

All local authorities are required to prepare a local plan in
accordance with the NPPF. This means that all local
authority areas are required to meet their objectively
assessed need for development.

ACTION: to ensure that the historic environment is
recognised as an element of the environment driving
change within Castle Point it is proposed that the first
sentence of paragraph 5.5 is amended to read as follows:

Seek a
technical
alteration

As with the spatial portrait, there is no reference to the historic environment in this chapter. There is a
focus on the quality of the natural environment, but no reference to the historic environment and its role in
shaping places and attracting residents, businesses and visitors. The landscape value referred to in
paragraph 5.5 is not just a result of natural elements; it is greatly influenced by the past and the way in
which the land has been managed through the centuries (as reflected by the Historic Natural Landscape
designations and other evidence sources). The importance of the historic environment to the borough
should be emphasised in the next draft.

Seek a
technical
alteration

We welcome the reference to the TE2100 plan, the Water Framework Directive and the predicted impacts ACTION: In order to improve the clarity of the role of multifunctional green spaces as referred to in paragraph 5.6 it is
of climate change. These are likely to be some of the key drivers for the location, type and scale of
recommended that this paragraph is amended to read as
development until 2031.
follows:
We strongly support that the implications of increased flood risk, the need to meet stricter water quality
5.6 Such enhancements may include opportunities to use
standards and the need to mitigate and adapt to climate change are being considered within the Local
green areas in a multi-functional way to for example,
Plan.
reduce flood risk whilst also providing opportunities for
We would like to see paragraph 5.6 on the multifunctional use of green space mention the opportunities
recreation and biodiversity. This is promoted as part of the
to provide biodiversity as well.
TE2100 Plan.

The environment in castle Point is fundamental to the
quality of life of residents as an amenity, and is also
intrinsically important for it ecological and heritage assets,
and landscape value.

Perhaps our foremost concerns at this stage are the arrangements that Castle Point Council is putting in Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
train to address strategic planning matters that will affect the South Essex planning area. The discussion favour of sustainable development. It states that:
in chapter 5 and especially on pages 21-22 of the Draft Local Plan indicate that Castle Point is in the
• ‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
middle of a sub-regional area with strong employment and commuting links to its neighbours. There are
opportunities to meet the development needs of
major development projects that have been realised or are being proposed in Thurrock (London Gateway
their area;
and Lakeside Basin), in Southend (Southend Airport and Southend Central Area) and in Basildon (A127
Enterprise Parks Corridor). These developments could begin to fundamentally alter the complexion of the
• Local plans should meet objectively assessed
local economy and the population demographics of Castle Point over the proposed plan period of 2014 to
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
2031 (paragraph 2.2).
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
At the time of writing, it has been established that Thurrock Council is not preparing a new local plan that
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
reflects the full requirements of the NPPF. The plan that is currently being examined only represents a
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
partial review to bring the plan into conformity with the NPPF. As the Council will be aware, the housing
this Framework taken as a whole; or
requirement in the revised submitted plan for Thurrock carries forward the housing target of the now
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
defunct South East Plan (SEP). It is unclear whether this figure would still represent an appropriate level
development should be restricted’
of supply for the future. This can only be determined once Thurrock has undertaken an objective
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
assessment of its housing needs with a view to preparing a new plan.
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NPPF restricts development. This states:

Basildon Council has recently concluded consulting upon its preferred option. We note that this plan
utilises the SHMA 2013. For reasons we argue below, this is a questionable basis for assessing the
future housing needs of the Basildon. If Basildon under-estimates its need, then this will have
consequences for Castle Point.

‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’

It is the HBF’s view that in view of the strong economic linkages, the South Essex authorities should
collaborate to produce a joint or aligned plan that utilises a common SHMA. We note the existence of the
Thames Gateway South Essex SHMA of December 2013 (hereafter referred to as the SHMA 2013).
Basildon Council is using this study as the basis for determining its housing requirement. Castle Point
Council does not use this as the basis for its objective assessment of need with its assumptions about
falling inward migration. This is probably wise, but it does leave the problem of there being no reliable and The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
consistent methodology being used across the HMA.
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
It would be helpful if in this section of the draft plan, or in chapter 9, the council could clarify if the other
authorities in the South Essex HMA will be using the same evidence base (i.e. the SHMA 2013) to assess landscapes), and the Green Belt.
their housing needs, or the Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report. The HBF considers that it
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
would be very beneficial if the authorities did all use a common methodology. The use of a common
international and national designated sites. It has also
methodology would provide consistency in approach and this would help third parties to assess need
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
across the HMA. This would greatly assist the process of understanding what the objective needs of the
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
HMA are, and help to establish whether there is a shortfall in any particular district.
11 of the NPPF.
However if Castle Point, or another authority in the HMA, has decided not to use the SHMA 2013 or the
Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report as the basis for understanding its objective needs, then this
chapter of the Plan or chapter 9 should explain the reasons why this is. The Plan should explain what
Castle Point’s view is about the use different methodologies used by the other authorities for assessing
housing needs and the implications for Castle Point. This will be important in helping to establish whether
Castle Point has engaged constructively and whether it has been a reasonable partner in the HMA
process.

It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which displays a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.

The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
We note that paragraph 13.10 of the Plan refers to the SHMA 2013 being supplemented with other Castle This has meant that:
Point specific studies in evaluating the objective need. If these local authority specific studies are
resulting in divergent findings, especially ones that indicate a housing need that is higher than that
• A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
established in the SHMA 2013, then an explanation of why this is should be provided in the Castle Point
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
Plan.
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
If there is an unmet housing need in any one of the authorities making-up the HMA, this section should
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
provide a summary of the discussions that have taken place to resolve this question, noting the
separation between settlements is retained.
outcome(s) of these meetings, any resolutions taken, or any differences of view, and the reasons why it
• A pragmatic approach has been taken to
has not been possible to secure an effective resolution to the question of accommodating the unmet
development on Canvey Island due to the
need.
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
It would also be extremely helpful if this section provided a definitive list of the relevant meetings, working
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
papers, minutes, memoranda of understanding, or any such formal agreements entered into by the
result in lower densities on sites within this
councils in the HMA. This would assist interested parties who wish to explore whether the legal duty to
location.
cooperate has been discharged correctly.
• A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
• The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft

Page 19 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
New Local Plan. NHS England has indicated
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
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Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
ACTION: To reflect the wider application of the Water
Framework Directive, amend the second sentence of
paragraph 5.7 to read:

Martin Barrell
374

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

We support the references and emphasis given within this section to protecting and enhancing the
environment, and to climate change and flood risk. We welcome the reference to the Water Framework
Directive (WFD) in paragraph 5.7, although we request that the specific reference to the Thames is
removed, as the requirements of the WFD apply to any water bodies in the borough (including the
western extent of Prittle Brook and the Roach & Canvey watercourse). We also welcome the references
to multi-functional green space, and the need for communities to be resilient to climate change.
Regarding paragraphs 5.8 - 5.11, we would suggest that reference is also made to the projected fluvial
and surface water flood risk impacts of climate change. This includes the future increased reliance upon
formal drainage infrastructure on Canvey Island to manage those risks.
You may also wish to include reference to the need to secure funding contributions to flood risk
management infrastructure.

Under paragraph's 5.5 to 5.7 Natural England is pleased to see reference to the TE2100 Plan.

David Hammond
455

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

The sustainable development approach includes reference to Ecology, Environment and Biodiversity and
is to be encouraged as part of a holistic approach to sustainable development.

5.7 ...These changes are promoted through the Building
Regulations, and will also be required to help ensure that
water quality achieves the requirements of the Water
Framework Directive.
ACTION: To ensure that surface water issues are identified
as a driver of change, amend paragraph 5.11 to read as
follows:
5.11 There is also evidence of the occurrence of more
extreme weather events. Extreme rainfall events for
example have become more prevalent resulting in issues
of surface water flooding and increase fluvial flood risk in
Castle Point. There have also been prolonged dry spells in
recent years resulting in water shortages. Such events will
have effects on the health and well-being of people,
particularly the elderly and vulnerable people. It will also
impact on people’s homes, businesses and on the cost of
insurance. Additionally, it may impact on food supply.
There is a need to ensure that development and
communities are resilient to the impacts of extreme
weather events.
Support for the reference to the TE2100 Plan in
paragraphs 5.5 to 5.7 noted and welcomed.

Chapter 6: Vision for the Future

1

Mr Stephen
Dewhurst

Object

The fact that development to CPBC Local Plan will depend heavily on financial investment by private
companies means that the safety and well being of residents will be sidelined by our councillors in order
to please and encourage investment from these private companies. These private companies will only
invest if the development suits their business with their sole objective being to make as much profit as
they can.
To illustrate this, this section of the plan states, "Castle Point will benefit from an enhanced network of
formal open spaces". This "enhancement" includes CPBC's current proposal that the disused hall in John
Burrows Recreation Park be developed by Greene King Brewery into a Pub!

The NPPF at paragraph 7 requires the planning system to
fulfil an economic role by contributing to building a strong,
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right
places and at the right time to support growth and
innovation; and by identifying and coordinating
development requirements, including the provision of
infrastructure.
The vision of the draft New Local Plan which seeks to
create an environment for business within Castle Point is
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What future "enhanced" developments will CPBC are proposing in order to encourage private
investment?

20

miss Patricia
Greenhalgh

Object

Even without severe weather conditions or a changing climate, much of Canvey Island already suffers
from poor surface water management from the drainage and sewerage systems, coupled with the
network of creeks and streams which do not have flood barriers, how can you say such threats will be
managed successfully? You don't need to be an expert to realise that further building will increase
surface water levels and flood green spaces further. The water has to go somewhere and if it cannot be
absorbed into the ground....

Recommended Response and Actions
consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.

All potential development sites were subject to the flood
risk sequential test, having regard to all sources of flooding,
in accordance with the NPPF. The proposed development
locations in Canvey Island, as a consequence of the need
for housing will pass the sequential test within the plan
period, and through appropriate design are expected to be
able to meet the requirements of the exceptions test also.
In terms of surface water flooding, it should be noted that
as a consequence of the Flood and Water Management
Act, new developments will be required to meet stringent
standards for surface water management.

We would like to see ancient woodland given absolute protection in this plan.

145

Mrs Ellie
Henderson
The Woodland
Trust

Object

Ancient woodland is defined as land that has been wooded continuously since at least 1600, though
many ancient woods are much older than this, and some may even form a link with the primeval
woodland that covered the UK after the last Ice Age. Ancient woods are irreplaceable. They are our
richest terrestrial wildlife habitats, with complex ecological communities that have developed over
centuries, and contain a high proportion of rare and threatened species, many of which are dependent on
the particular conditions that this habitat affords. For this reason, ancient woods are reservoirs of
biodiversity, but because the resource is limited and highly fragmented, they and their associated wildlife
are particularly vulnerable. Their long continuity and lack of disturbance means ancient woods are often
also living history books, preserving archaeological features and evidence of past land use, from
earthworks to charcoal pits. They are also places of great aesthetic appeal, making them attractive for
recreation and the many benefits this can bring in terms of health and well being. With only 2.4% of the
land area in Great Britain covered by ancient woodland, it is essential that no more of this finite resource
is lost.

It should be noted that policy NE8 requires ancient
woodlands to be protected from development.

This means that ancient woodland must be protected absolutely from permanent clearance, but also that
it must be protected from damaging effects of adjacent and nearby land-use that could threaten the
integrity of the habitat and survival of its special characteristics. It is not possible to replace ancient
woodland by planting a new site, or attempting translocation. Every ancient wood is a unique habitat that
has evolved over centuries, with a complex interdependency of geology, soils, hydrology, flora and fauna.
For this reason the Trust believes ancient woodland must be given absolute protection under this plan.

115

191

Juliette Arnold

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Object

ECC and NHS England have been engaged through the
preparation of the Draft New Local Plan. Additionally, both
I have already mentioned the poor road links which have been improved and still appear to be inadequate organisations have submitted representations to this
at particular times of the day. Where is the analysis of matching the type of housing to the local amenities consultation. Neither organisation are objecting to the plan
on the basis of capacity, although some amendments are
such as schools and has consultation been completed with local health services such as doctors and
necessary to meet the requirements of these organisations.
dentists?
These amendments are set out alongside the
representations from these organisations.

Seek a
technical
alteration

We welcome the reference to the historic environment in the penultimate paragraph, but in the overall
vision its importance seems to be underplayed when compared to the natural environment, which is
emphasised in the very first sentence. Given that the natural and historic environments are inter-related,
we consider that for parity the first sentence is amended to read “a high quality natural and historic
environment”.

ACTION: It is agreed that the historic environment in Castle
Point is largely integrated into the natural environment
shaping the landscape we see today.
It is also considered that the quality of the built environment
can be a determinant in improving the quality of life of local
residents. As a consequence it is proposed that the first
paragraph of the vision is amended to simply seek a high
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quality environment.

214

Mr John Hall

Object

A Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Demographic
Forecasting has been undertaken to inform the preparation
I do not agree the need for more homes or anymore infill building. The justification for growth is not made;
of the draft New Local Plan. This indicates that there is a
the case for improved economy should be support a supporting role to the City. The pressure to build is
significant need for new housing in Castle Point, beyond
from central government and ante-localism. Over the last years considerable infill building has destroyed
that identified through the draft New Local Plan.
the character of the place and created overcrowding. We now have a wide range of properties and range
of prices, nothing more is needed.
The vision has been prepared to reflect the evidence base
set out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, the
The crux of any plan is a vision statement, get this wrong and the objectives and the whole of the plan
Employment and Retail Needs Assessment, the Open
fails. The vision statement proposed leaves a lot to be desired, it provides no clear message as to what
Space Appraisal and other elements of the evidence base.
Castle Point will look like in 2031. A critic would say Castle Point is a London dormitory comprising a
The influence of technology on employment and retail
collection of dislocated communities without any character or charm within a developing urban sprawl
needs was assessed as part of that work.
with poor amenities and facilities, with limited ability to cope with the volumes of traffic and little creation
of gardens, recreation or trees and woods. The vision statement is unlikely to change that criticism.
In terms of transport, the Government’s clear policy is for a
move towards more sustainable transport modes. Whilst
The vision further more fails to recognise the development of technology. Wi-Fi is set to dramatically
improvements in technologies may make cars less harmful
change our lives. Cars although apparently hated now, will over the next years change incredibly and will
to the environment, such technologies will ultimately cause
become far more acceptable. We won't shop, work or play in the same way in 2031, certainly won't by
public transport modes to become more sustainable still.
2051. New ways of building and building designs are going to emerge that are more environmentally
Therefore, it is appropriate, and consistent with national
friendly, provide a better life style while providing charm and character and better support of the
policy to seek improvements to public transport networks,
countryside. The plan needs to better consider and promote the changes ahead.
particularly baring in mind the existing congestion issues
raised in the representation.

Support

ECC welcomes the reference to `resilient to the risks of climate change' in paragraph 6, and Objective 8
(page 24), as required by NPPF, paragraph 93.

Support for the reference to the resilience to the risks of
climate change noted and welcomed.

Seek a
technical
alteration

OSL generally welcomes and supports the vision for the future of Castle Point that is set out in paragraph
6.1 of the draft plan. However, reference in the last paragraph to all types of man-made hazards being
suitably reduced implies that such hazards are currently unacceptable. For the reasons detailed
elsewhere in these representations, OSL does not consider this is the case in respect of its facility - the
implication given is therefore unsound. It is suggested that the reference in the vision should simply be to
all types of man-made hazards being suitably managed.

There are a small number of existing residential properties
located within the middle consultation zones for the Calor
Gas and Oikos Installations. As residential development is
not ideally located in this zone, there is the potential for risk
to be reduced further than is currently the case. If the
opportunity were to arise for risk reductions to be achieved
the Council would be keen to pursue them.

Seek a
technical
alteration

We believe the vision strikes a reasonable balance between the environmental, social and economic
needs of Castle Point. However, it also lacks ambition and inspiration around the future of Castle Point's
environment. Bearing in mind the timescale of this plan we would like to see more ambition around
creating a more sustainable transport system including a modal shift from car use to public transport and
cycling.

The fourth paragraph of the vision seeks enhancements to
the public transport network in order that it provides a
realistic alternative to the private car. At this current time, a
modal shift is not realistic without these enhancements.
The vision is therefore realistic in that it seeks the
enhancements that will result in a modal shift. The
aspiration of the vision in terms of public transport and
cycling is therefore appropriate.

Support

We fully support the proposed vision statement, which highlights the importance of the natural
environment to the future of Castle Point.

Support for the vision noted and welcomed.

Seek a
technical
alteration

This section refers to high quality natural environment, enhanced networks of formal open space
accessible natural green spaces and open land - where appropriate. This seems a passive approach;
green/open spaces can provide a variety of benefits, see our comments above, and should be

Kevin Fraser
297

316

482

Essex County
Council

Oikos Storage
Limited

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Martin Barrell
375

456

Environment
Agency
David Hammond
NATURAL

The vision is incorrectly quoted in this representation.
The vision reads:
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considered.
The Council should also consider the potential for green infrastructure, through green chains and
corridors to provide links to and between these facilities, and ameliorating areas of deficiency by
improving access.

Recommended Response and Actions
‘Castle Point will benefit from an enhanced network of
formal open spaces, accessible natural green spaces and
open land. Where appropriate, having regard to nature
conservation concerns, access to green and open spaces
will have been increased so that the local communities,
communities in neighbouring districts and visitors can
further enjoy the diverse landscape of Castle Point and the
Thames Estuary waterfront.’
This is not passive as suggested – it clearly states that
Castle Point will benefit from an enhanced network. The
where appropriate relates to public access, which as
highlighted may not always be appropriate due to nature
conservation concerns. Natural England have previously
been very clear that public access and recreation can have
a negative impact on biodiversity and the Council has
sought in the vision to ensure that this is avoided.

Chapter 7: Objectives of the New Local Plan
Mr Tony Collins
42

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Support

Objectives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 are not reflected in recent decision-making.

Mr Graham Bracci
64

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Linden Homes supports Objective 6 (page 24) 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"

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

Support for objective 6 noted and welcomed.

Paragraph 216 of the NPPF sets out the considerations
that should be applied when determining the degree of
weight that should be attached to policies in emerging
plans. In particular regard should be had to the stage of
preparation and the extent to which there are unresolved
objections.
This is the first consultation to be undertaken on the New
Local Plan. The consultation on this draft has given rise to
a number of objections. Therefore, at this stage limited
weight can be given to the policies in the New Local Plan.
Therefore recent decisions have not been required to
reflect the objectives of the New Local Plan.
This representation provides insufficient evidence to
comment further on this matter.

Objectives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 are not reflected in recent decision-making.

Mr Steve Sawkins
79

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

Paragraph 216 of the NPPF sets out the considerations
that should be applied when determining the degree of
weight that should be attached to policies in emerging
plans. In particular regard should be had to the stage of
preparation and the extent to which there are unresolved
objections.
This is the first consultation to be undertaken on the New
Local Plan. The consultation on this draft has given rise to
a number of objections. Therefore, at this stage limited
weight can be given to the policies in the New Local Plan.
Therefore recent decisions have not been required to
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reflect the objectives of the New Local Plan.
This representation provides insufficient evidence to
comment further on this matter.

116

192

Juliette Arnold

Object

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

317

483

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates

Oikos Storage
Limited

Seek a
technical
alteration

Support

ILG supports, in particular, Objective 5 ' to create an environment that supports business growth,
and creates local job opportunities’.

Support for objective 5 noted and welcomed.

Support

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).

Support for objective 5 noted and welcomed.

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Support

We are pleased to see objectives1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 included and would support these.

Support for objectives 1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 noted and
welcomed.

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

We are supportive of the objectives proposed to deliver the vision, in particular:
Martin Barrell
376

Environment
Agency

A summary leaflet was prepared for residents in
recognition that the full document may be too long for
residents to digest. This was posted to all households.
Additionally, a link to an electronic version of the leaflet
was available to view online. This was accessible from the
main page for the full document via a clearly labelled link.

ACTION: In order to ensure that objective 6 is all
embracing and includes protection for aspects of the
Although the second part of Objective 7 requires the Local Plan to have regard to features of historic
historic environment, it is proposed that objective 6 is
importance, this is currently only in relation to the natural and built environment. The first part of Objective amended to read:
7 should refer to protecting and enhancing the quality of the natural, built and historic environment, as the
To protect and enhance the quality of the natural, built and
current reference to “natural and built” excludes elements of the historic environment including buried
historic environment in Castle Point, having particular
archaeology and designed landscapes.
regard to features of ecological, landscape and heritage
importance.

Mr Christopher
Wickham
220

There appear to be a number of conflicting objectives in this list. Also I am reasonably educated and I am
finding this plan pretty hard going. Can you tell me how you are engaging with the not so well educated
people and have you had a proportionate number of comments back from them on this consultation?

The NPPF defines sustainable development as that which
fulfils economic, social and environmental objectives
simultaneously. Whilst these objectives may appear to be
in conflict they are mutually dependent. A good quality
environment is for example essential for business success
as it attracts investors and labour to the area. An effective
labour force meanwhile requires homes, shops and
services.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Objective 2: To protect and enhance the network of high quality, accessible green and open space
throughout Castle Point.
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.
Objective 7: To protect and enhance the quality of the natural and built environment within Castle Point,
having particular regard to features of ecological, landscape and historic importance.

ACTION: Given the issues associated with flood risk in
Castle Point, it is proposed that objective 8 is amended to
read:
Objective 8: To promote high levels of sustainability and
resilience to natural and man-made risks through the
location and design of development, having particular
regard to the implications of climate change, including flood
risk from all sources.

Objective 8: To promote high levels of sustainability and resilience to natural and man-made risks through
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the location and design of development, having particular regard to the implications of climate change.
We would however suggest that you might wish to add the following (in italics) to Objective 8 for clarity:
To promote high levels of sustainability and resilience to natural and man-made risks through the location
and design of development, having particular regard to the implications of climate change - including
flood risk from all sources.
The eight objectives listed under this Chapter can be broadly supported, especially;
David Hammond
457

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

Objective 2: "To protect and enhance the network of high quality, accessible green and open space
throughout Castle Point"

Support for the eight objectives is noted and welcomed.

Objective 7: "To protect and enhance the quality of the natural and built environment within Castle Point
having particular regards to features of Ecological, Landscape and Historic features"

Policy SD1: The presumption in favour of sustainable development

117

118

Juliette Arnold

Section 8.1 - this is fine providing the plan has been approved and submitted to the Secretary of State,
however CPBC should ensure that there is no conflict of interest as detailed on the Members' Code of
Conduct based on the Nolan Report principles particularly around section 10.2.

It is the responsibility of individual elected Members to
declare their interests pursuant to the Council’s members
Code of Conduct.

Juliette Arnold

I feel the adverse impacts of point 3 a&b should be completely investigated before proceeding with the
Glyders development particularly in the light of positioning of public officials at county and local level
involved in the development. Public bodies need to be transparent and adhere to codes of conduct set
down in the constitution.

It is the responsibility of individual elected Members to
declare their interests pursuant to the Council’s members
Code of Conduct.

Object

Support for the inclusion of policy SD1 noted and
welcomed.

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.

Nicole Penfold
509

Gladman
Developments

Support

The proposed housing requirement in the Draft New Local 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, economic and environmental consequences such as increased housing
affordability problems and an ageing labour force.

It should be noted that policy SD1 is based on paragraph
14 of the NPPF. The Council has gone as far as is
reasonably possible in meeting the needs for housing in
Castle Point within the spirit of the presumption in favour of
sustainable development. It should be noted that footnote 9
of the NPPF is very clear that the presumption does not
apply where the NPPF indicates that development should
be restricted. This includes the Green Belt. The Council
has therefore sought to strike an appropriate balance
between protecting the strategic purposes of the Green
Belt and meeting housing needs.
The SA/SEA highlights that there are potential issues
associated with the level of housing proposed. However,
there would be substantially greater impacts on the
environment arising from higher levels of growth.
Policy SD1 is a standard policy that is required to be
included within all new Local Plans.

Mr Graham Bracci
65

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

Policy SD1 of the Local Plan, whilst attempting to follow NPPF guidelines states intentions that appear to
contradict CPBC's recent decision making.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain un-Justified.

The NPPF states at paragraph 14 that the presumption in
favour of sustainable development is at the heart of the
National Planning Policy Framework. It requires a positive
approach to be taken towards development unless the
adverse impacts can be demonstrated and would be
significant, or in instances where the NPPF indicates
development would be restricted.
If recent decisions have been contrary to policy SD1, it is
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likely that they will be approved on appeal in accordance
with paragraph 14 of the NPPF.
This representation provides insufficient evidence to
comment further on this matter.
Policy SD1 is a standard policy that is required to be
included within all new Local Plans.

Mr Steve Sawkins
80

Object

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Policy SD1 of the Local Plan, whilst attempting to follow NPPF guidelines states intentions that appear to
contradict CPBC's recent decision making.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain un-Justified.

The NPPF states at paragraph 14 that the presumption in
favour of sustainable development is at the heart of the
National Planning Policy Framework. It requires a positive
approach to be taken towards development unless the
adverse impacts can be demonstrated and would be
significant, or in instances where the NPPF indicates
development would be restricted.
If recent decisions have been contrary to policy SD1, it is
likely that they will be approved on appeal in accordance
with paragraph 14 of the NPPF.
This representation provides insufficient evidence to
comment further on this matter.
Policy SD1 is a standard policy that is required to be
included within all new Local Plans.

215

Mr John Hall

Object

Where does localism fit? This "presumption in favour of sustainable development" is just an open door to
indiscriminate development. Buildings are going up everywhere already!

The NPPF states at paragraph 14 that the presumption in
favour of sustainable development is at the heart of the
National Planning Policy Framework. It requires a positive
approach to be taken towards development unless the
adverse impacts can be demonstrated and would be
significant, or in instances where the NPPF indicates
development would be restricted.
The footnote to paragraph 14 clearly indicates that the
presumption does not apply in the Green Belt, and in other
specific locations. Therefore, it is not an open door to
indiscriminate development as claimed.
Furthermore, the Council delivered a total of 125 homes in
the two year period from April 2011 to March 2013.
Therefore, the claim that buildings are going up
everywhere already is unfounded.

484

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Seek a
technical
alteration

We would like to point out that paragraph 119 of the National Planning Policy Framework makes clear
that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where developments requiring
appropriate assessment under the Birds or Habitats Directives are being considered, planned or
determined.

Paragraph 3b of policy SD1 states that the presumption in
favour of sustainable development does not apply where
the Framework indicates that development should be
restricted.

Support

NHSE agrees with the Council's support of the presumption in favour of sustainable development
contained in the National Planning Policy Framework; and supports the requirement to ‘secure
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.'

Support for policy SD1 noted and welcomed.

Seek a
technical

None of the proposed employment site allocations appear to have a considerable impact on designated
heritage assets, although the employment allocation to the south of Northwick Road (Policy E5) lies

Any consideration of proposals against this plan will need
to meet the requirements of the policies set out in Chapter

John Henry
431

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Chapter 9: Building a strong, competitive economy
193

Mr Tom Gilbert-
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English Heritage

Comments
within approximately 500 metres to the east of a scheduled heavy anti-aircraft gun site near Northwick
Farm. All of the site allocations should be assessed for their archaeological potential to ensure that they
can be justified in terms of their historic environment impact.

Recommended Response and Actions
19 of the New Local Plan which addresses the Historic
Environment.
In terms of the proposals for the land south of Northwick
Road, the proposed junction is located some 500m from
Northwick Farm, and is separated by the Northwick Road
Cemetery and Northwick Road itself. The anti-aircraft gun
site is also obscured from view of Land South of Northwick
Road by buildings at Northwick Farm. It is therefore
unlikely that development at Land South of Northwick Road
will impact on this heritage asset.

Policy E1: Economic Strategy
Economic modelling arising from the East of England
Forecasting Model and from Experian indicates a strong
demand for economic growth in the Thames Gateway
South Essex area of around 35,000 jobs over a 20 year
period. There has been consistency between the models
and over time in relation to this.

Mr Graham Bracci
66

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Policy E1 appears an aspiration unsupported by Consultants evidence.
Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain un-Justified.

The East of England Forecasting Model does not operate
well at a district level and fluctuates significantly between
runs. Experian Modelling however presents a more stable
view of economic growth demand for Castle Point, and has
consistently indicated jobs growth in the region of 3,000 to
3,500 jobs in Castle Point. This is evidenced in the
Employment Needs Assessment and the Housing Growth
Topic Paper.
It is recognised that the level of housing growth proposed
for Castle Point within the draft New Local Plan is unlikely
to generate sufficient labour to meet these economic
growth demands, however when the labour demands for
economic growth modelling are tested at a sub-regional
level it is clear that there will be sufficient labour across
South Essex to support growth in the region of 2,800 jobs
in Castle Point as part of an overall supply of 35,800 jobs
(See Figure 66 of SHMA 2013). This will inevitably have an
impact on commuting.
The figure of 2,100 jobs over the plan period is therefore on
the low side, and could potentially be increased in light of
this evidence. It is certainly not overly aspirational as
suggested by this consultee.

Mr Steve Sawkins
81

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Policy E1 appears an aspiration unsupported by Consultants evidence.
Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain un-Justified.

Economic modelling arising from the East of England
Forecasting Model and from Experian indicates a strong
demand for economic growth in the Thames Gateway
South Essex area of around 35,000 jobs over a 20 year
period. There has been consistency between the models
and over time in relation to this.
The East of England Forecasting Model does not operate
well at a district level and fluctuates significantly between
runs. Experian Modelling however presents a more stable
view of economic growth demand for Castle Point, and has
consistently indicated jobs growth in the region of 3,000 to
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3,500 jobs in Castle Point. This is evidenced in the
Employment Needs Assessment and the Housing Growth
Topic Paper.
It is recognised that the level of housing growth proposed
for Castle Point within the draft New Local Plan is unlikely
to generate sufficient labour to meet these economic
growth demands, however when the labour demands for
economic growth modelling are tested at a sub-regional
level it is clear that there will be sufficient labour across
South Essex to support growth in the region of 2,800 jobs
in Castle Point as part of an overall supply of 35,800 jobs
(See Figure 66 of SHMA 2013). This will inevitably have an
impact on commuting.
The figure of 2,100 jobs over the plan period is therefore on
the low side, and could potentially be increased in light of
this evidence. It is certainly not overly aspirational as
suggested by this consultee.

We would like to see woodland creation and tree planting as a key part of new development.
Woodland creation forms a significant element in the conclusions of the Government's Independent
Panel on Forestry , which states (page 30):

146

Mrs Ellie
Henderson

Object

The Woodland
Trust

"We want to see a significant increase in forest and woodland cover in England, generating a range of
public benefits. Our vision is of a landscape more richly endowed with trees, small woods, copses,
hedges, larger woods and forests.
Ensure woodland creation, tree planting and maintenance is part of the green space plan for new
commercial and housing development."

Policies DES3 requires landscaping to be provided as part
of development proposals. Where appropriate this will
include the provision of trees.

The panel report emphasises the value of local authorities setting woodland creation targets: "New Local
Plans are the opportunity for communities to have more tree cover in their local area. More local
authorities could follow the example of Sefton Borough who are increasing their tree cover, and the
Greater London Authority who have a target to increase tree cover from 20% today, to 25% by 2025, and
a further 5% by 2050."

119

242

Juliette Arnold

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Object

You have just stated that you are not going to build further B8 type employment facilities and that the
majority of CPBC people commute. If other authorities are building properties as well have you analysed
employment migration to other boroughs nearer London? Also where is the analysis of the types of new
employment you are trying to bring into the borough, where it is going to be in relation to the borough and
how you are going to persuade employers to pay more money when local government employees are
struggling to stay afloat on a 0% increase for a number of years? There are a number of anomalies in
your evidence base above and it appears pretty high level considering your core strategy should be
'locally distinctive'.

Support

My client supports the minimum jobs target identified in this policy.

The approach to employment has been informed by an
Employment and Retail Needs Assessment which was
prepared in accordance with best practice to cover the
Castle Point area. It therefore provides a detailed
assessment of the employment and retail needs of the
local area having regard to commuting and shopping flows
to other areas.
B8 uses are warehouse developments. Castle Point is not
a significant area for warehouse development. However, it
is not a sector of employment that the Council would wish
to encourage as the employment density for warehouses is
low and there is limited land availability in Castle Point. The
Council would prefer employment development to focus on
B1 and B2 commercial and industrial activities because
these have higher employment densities.
Support for the job target identified in policy E1 noted and
welcomed.
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ACTION: The modelling in the Employment Needs
Assessment and in the SHMA indicate that at 200 homes
per annum the labour supply arising from Castle Point will
decrease. It is therefore unlikely that a lower employment
target for Castle Point will result in increased commuting
from Castle Point for work.
It is however recognised that Experian Economic Modelling
has consistently shown in the period since 2012 that there
is economic growth demand in Castle Point that will
generate between 3,000 and 3,500 jobs over a 20 year
period (See Employment Needs Assessment and Housing
Growth Topic Paper). The SHMA meanwhile indicates at
figure 66 that the labour supply across South Essex would
support the provision of 2,800 jobs in Castle Point as part
of an overall supply of 35,800 jobs in South Essex.

Matthew Winslow
538

Basildon District
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

There are two sites on Canvey Island that have long
standing allocations for employment use. They are not
appropriately located for residential purposes. They have a
combined area of 15ha. The Employment Needs
Assessment indicates that the land required to deliver the
Experian Growth Modelling is around 1.5ha. However,
other models such as the EEFM and past development
trends show a greater need for accommodation for
industrial growth increasing this requirement up to as much
Paragraphs 9.7 and 9.8 of the Castle Point Draft Local Plan do not clearly explain the implications if a
as 5.7ha. Overall, there is therefore sufficient land available
minimum level of 2,100 jobs is achieved over the plan period as set out in Policy E1 (Economic Strategy),
to accommodate the economic growth levels identified by
instead of 3,120 as mentioned in the Employment and Retail Needs Assessment. In the context of the
Experian.
proposed levels of housing growth, only achieving this minimum level could result in additional outcommuting from the Borough to adjoining authorities including Basildon, which would place extra demand On the basis of the evidence, it is realistic to increase the
on the road network and public transport services, in combination with their own growth, without suitable
level of economic growth sought within Castle Point to at
2
mitigation.
least 3,000 jobs. This would require at least 11,500m of
employment floorspace, although this could be as high as
29,000m2 if a more industrial mix of growth is achieved.
It is proposed that the following amendments are made to
paragraph 9.7 to better reflect the evidence on the need for
economic growth:
Modelling has been undertaken to determine the future
demand for employment. This modelling considered past
development trends, economic growth scenarios and
labour market based scenarios. Castle Point has
experienced strong growth in the provision of employment
floor space in the period 2004 to 2011. If this trend
continues into the future the demand for additional
employment floorspace would be around 21,000m2 over
the period of the New Local Plan. Experian Modelling
meanwhile indicates that the economy will generate around
3,100 jobs and require around 11,500m2 of employment
floorspace. This model assumes growth in office type
developments rather than the more industrial
developments seen in the past. The Experian Model was
considered in 2013 as part of the Housing Growth Topic
Paper. This showed consistent modelling at the local level
with the predicted demand for jobs in Castle Point
remaining between 3,000 and 3,500 for a 20 year period.
The alternative East of England Forecasting Model shows

Page 30 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
considerable fluctuation at the local level for Castle Point,
but supports Experian outputs at the Thames Gateway
South Essex level.
The model outputs set out in the Employment Needs
Assessment show considerable variation in the extent of
floorspace required to support economic growth. This is a
consequence of varying views on the extent to which
offices, industrial activity and warehousing will form part of
the future Castle Point economy. Flexibility around the
provision and use of employment floorspace is therefore
necessary to accommodate these uncertainties. It is
however unlikely that warehousing will contribute
significantly to the local economy, as Castle Point is
peripheral to the distribution network.
It is proposed that policy E1 is amended to better reflect
the evidence in the Employment Needs Assessment, and
that arising from economic modelling in the Housing
Growth Topic Paper and the SHMA.
Part 1a should be amended to read:
At least 3,000 additional jobs;
Part 2c should be amended to read:
Maintaining a flexible employment land supply which has
the potential to deliver between 11,500m2 and 29,000m2 of
additional employment floorspace for B Class uses;

318

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

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 plan dealing with
the overall economic strategy for the Borough fails to 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 economic strategy of the plan
(within part 2 of policy E1) should reflect the need to support existing businesses, especially when they
are recognised as being of national significance.
Paragraph 21 of the Framework sets out the specific requirements for local planning authorities in terms
of planning for economic growth. It expects that policies address potential barriers to investment and do
not over-burden businesses through excess requirements. Local Plans should set out a clear economic
vision and strategy for their area, which supports existing and emerging business sectors.

427

Strategic Land
Group

Paul Smith
NJL Consulting

Object

The DLP's Strategic Objective 5 is "to create an environment that supports business growth, and creates
local job opportunities". In order to achieve this, the DLP's Economic Strategy is to create at least 2,100
jobs in the borough.
The DLP notes that despite the potential for growth, there is a risk that a reducing local labour supply will
restrict the demand for jobs and potentially act as a constraint on the growth of businesses in Castle
Point. This risk is clearly fulfilled by the Council's failure to identify sufficient sites for residential
development. It is clear that the economic strategy cannot be achieved without the requisite level of
housing to support the increase in labour supply.

Whilst the installations at South Canvey may be of national
significance in terms of infrastructure, it does not mean
they contribute significantly to the local economy. Chapter
2 of the Employment Needs Assessment does not identify
wholesale importation and storage as contributing
significantly to the local economy. Both sectors have
location quotients less than one and both sectors had
declining employment levels in the period 2000 – 2008.
It does not therefore appear that a specific reference to the
hazardous installations at South Canvey as a key growth
industry within policy E1 can be supported by evidence.

The SHMA indicates at figure 66 that the labour supply
across South Essex would support the provision of 2,800
jobs in Castle Point as part of an overall supply of 35,800
jobs in South Essex.
People can move between places to work, therefore, when
labour supply is considered over a wider area there is no
constraint on economic growth within Castle Point from this
source.

In this regard weight should be afforded to the Framework's statement that "planning policies should
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recognise and seek to address potential barriers to investment, including a poor environment or any lack
of infrastructure, services or housing" (Paragraphs 21 and 160). The DLP's current economic strategy
clearly conflicts with this policy.
Despite the DLP's conclusion that the Council are unable to deliver the required level of housing, the
Council have based their Economic Strategy on the principle of delivering between 2,100 and 3,120 jobs
in Castle Point. In the first instance this strategy is deeply flawed and will result in a significant bottle neck
between job creation and the requirement for housing.
The Council’s Employment & Retail Needs Assessment (ERNA) states that in order to support 2,100
additional jobs (based upon the East of England Forecasting Model) a minimum of 6,338 residential
dwellings need to be constructed at 348 per annum. The Council only propose delivering 200 units per
annum. This strategy is, therefore, ineffective and unsustainable.
Indeed the Employment Land Review (ELR) states in its conclusion that based upon a scenario of 200
dwellings being built per annum, “it would imply less employment space being needed in future and fewer
local workers to support economic growth in the borough” (paragraph 7.53).
Whilst we do not disagree with the Council’s aspiration to deliver economic growth in the borough, the
proposed strategy is flawed.
Policy E2: Existing Employment Estates

Mr Christopher
Wickham
217

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates

Kevin Fraser
276

Essex County
Council

Support

Seek a
technical
alteration

ILG supports the Council's economic strategy including the need for a flexible employment land supply.
However, in this context, it is considered that Policy E1 should not exclude new B8 development just
because current modelling does not predict a significant demand for such accommodation. In addition,
support for B1 development should not be restricted to B1a and B1c uses. It is also considered that the
policy should contain a recognition that non-business class uses can make a significant contribution to
employment.

ECC is supportive of the principle to seek to retain and protect Class B (B1a, B1c, B2 and B8) uses within
the designated employment estates, as identified in these policies. The Employment and Retail Needs
Assessment (August 2012) identifies that many of these estates contain lower value industrial uses
(including waste transfer uses - e.g. Manor Trading Estate). Consequently, ECC would also seek
reference to Sui Generis uses of an employment nature at designated employment areas, as far as the
latter can refer to waste management facilities. The opening paragraph could be amended to refer to:
`In principle, designated employment areas will be retained and protected for Class B Uses as specified
and Sui Generis Uses of an employment nature unless it can be demonstrated that there is no
reasonable prospect for a site to be used for these purposes'
Ensuring that sufficient provision of land is made for the waste facilities necessary to deal with the waste
arising in the district across all waste streams is an important component of sustainable growth and vital
to ensuring the maintenance of a plan-led system.

ACTION: It is agreed that a flexible approach to
employment provision is most likely to secure investment in
jobs and the economy in Castle Point. It is therefore
proposed that part 2C of policy E1 is amended to read as
follows:
Maintaining a flexible employment land supply which has
the potential to deliver between 11,500m2 and 29,000m2 of
additional employment floorspace for B Class uses;
The Council has responded to consultation on the Phase 1
Employment Land Review prepared by ECC to identify
appropriate locations for the provision of waste
management facilities.
It is considered by the Council that Manor Trading Estate is
not a suitable location for the additional provision of such
facilities due to its proximity to the existing residential area,
and due to access arrangements which rely on residential
roads.
It is further considered by the Council that the Stadium
Way Estate is not a suitable location for the additional
provision of such facilities due to the mix of other economic
uses which include offices and retail units. Access
arrangements are also unsuitable due to the existing uses
and existing capacity issues on the highway network.
Charfleets Industrial Estate is not shortlisted as a potential
location.
On this basis, it is not considered that the amendment
proposed by this consultee is appropriate.

Policy E3: Extension to Manor Trading Estate
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Essex County
Council

Comments
ECC is supportive of the principle to seek to retain and protect Class B (B1a, B1c, B2 and B8) uses within
the designated employment estates, as identified in these policies. The Employment and Retail Needs
Assessment (August 2012) identifies that many of these estates contain lower value industrial uses
(including waste transfer uses - e.g. Manor Trading Estate). Consequently, ECC would also seek
reference to Sui Generis uses of an employment nature at designated employment areas, as far as the
latter can refer to waste management facilities. The opening paragraph could be amended to refer to:
`In principle, designated employment areas will be retained and protected for Class B Uses as specified
and Sui Generis Uses of an employment nature unless it can be demonstrated that there is no
reasonable prospect for a site to be used for these purposes'
Ensuring that sufficient provision of land is made for the waste facilities necessary to deal with the waste
arising in the district across all waste streams is an important component of sustainable growth and vital
to ensuring the maintenance of a plan-led system.

We support the reference in the supporting text to surface water flooding issues in the locality of this site,
although we suggest the following amendments (in italics) on that issue: Land in this area falls within a
Critical Drainage Area for a Potential Surface Water Flooding Hot Spot, as identified in the South Essex
Surface Water Management Plan 2012. During the summer of 2012, a property within the vicinity of the
Manor Trading Estate experienced inundation by surface water. Ongoing surface water flooding issues
are known on Manor Trading Estate and adjacent residential areas of Manor Road, The Sorrels and
Shrewsbury Drive. Numerous cases of internal property flooding have been recorded by Essex CC Lead
Local Flood Authority, including during summer 2012. It is therefore necessary that any development
within this area includes appropriate drainage arrangements that do not increase the risk and ideally
reduce the risk of flooding to other properties in the area- in line with paragraph 100 of the NPPF.

Martin Barrell
377

Environment
Agency

We support the inclusion of point c) in the policy that requires development at this site to address surface
water flooding, and point b) of the policy requiring a net gain in biodiversity.

Employment Allocations
In addition to the conflict between job growth and housing requirements, we would also highlight that the
Council have significantly over allocated sites for economic employment. This strategy is perverse given
the reduction in the housing target on the basis of limited site availability.
Within the ERNA the assessment provides a series of scenarios to calculate the land requirements for
both office and industrial uses.
The ERNA concluded that six of the scenarios indicate a requirement for some more employment land.
However, overall, the amount of employment land likely to be required is relatively small, at most 5.7 ha,
and in the worst case would lead to a loss of 3.7 ha.
428

Strategic Land
Group

Paul Smith
NJL Consulting

Object

Within this overall requirement the range of land needed for industrial land is between a loss of -3.3 ha
and 4.4 ha required in the maximum case. For office development land the range is fairly narrow between -0.4 and 2.5 ha - depending on the approach used. There appears to be some consistency on
the broad level of industrial land needed from the economic growth (scenario 9) and past take-up
(scenario 3) based approaches - between 3.5 and 4.4 ha.
These land requirements are based upon a plot ratio of 0.4 for industrial; so that a 1ha site would be
needed to accommodate 4,000sqm of employment floorspace. For offices it was assumed that 50% of
the floorspace requirement would be met in lower density developments with a plot ratio of 0.4, and 50%
would be in higher density urban locations/town centres at a plot ratio of 2.0.
In light of the above information, we find it inconsistent that the Council only have an aspiration to deliver
10,000sqm of additional floorspace as detailed in Policy E1 ‘Economic Strategy’. This requirement would
only equate to 2.5 ha of land which is below the requirement set out within the ERNA. It should be noted,

Recommended Response and Actions

The Borough Council does not agree with the County
Council on this matter. It does not consider Manor Trading
Estate to be an acceptable location for the provision of
additional waste transfer uses. This is due to the residential
location of the site, and the residential nature of the access
route. The Council already receives complaints about the
size of vehicles accessing existing waste facilities at this
site, and would not wish to see this situation exacerbated
further. The Borough Council is not therefore minded to
make the policy regarding Manor Trading Estate more
flexible to allow for such uses.

ACTION: For accuracy purposes, amend paragraph 9.17 to
read as follows:
Land in this area falls within a Critical Drainage Area for a
Potential Surface Water Flooding Hot Spot, as identified in
the South Essex Surface Water Management Plan 2012.
Ongoing surface water flooding issues are known on
Manor Trading Estate and adjacent residential areas of
Manor Road, The Sorrels and Shrewsbury Drive.
Numerous cases of internal property flooding have been
recorded by Essex CC Lead Local Flood Authority,
including during summer 2012. It is therefore necessary
that any development within this area includes appropriate
drainage arrangements that do not increase the risk and
ideally reduce the risk of flooding to other properties in the
area- in line with paragraph 100 of the NPPF.
ACTION: It is agreed that the Council has over allocated
for employment provision in Castle Point. However, it is
clear from the findings of the Employment and Retail
Needs Assessment that this over allocation is related to
Canvey Island. This Assessment indicates that there
remains a need for a small (4-5ha) employment allocation
in the Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley area.
Previous representations from the landowner of the site to
the east of Manor Trading Estate have indicated that this
land could be made available for employment purposes if
released from the Green Belt. This site is of sufficient size
to address the recommendations of the Employment and
Retail Needs Assessment.
It is noted that the landowner has had a change of heart
and now wishes to promote this site for residential
purposes, and as a consequence is challenging the
proposed employment allocation on the basis of the over
allocation.
It is also noted that the landowner is now proposing that
the employment allocation for the Benfleet area should be
located within housing site H10.However, site H10 is a
sustainable location for housing provision as demonstrated
by the sustainability appraisal. Displacing housing on site
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however, that this is still above the level of floorspace that will be required as a result of the under
delivery in housing provision.
It is, therefore, considered that the plan is not positively prepared and has failed to justify the reason for
limiting the amount of additional employment floorspace to be delivered.
Whilst the Economic Strategy within the DLP is only to deliver 2.5ha of employment land, the DLP
proposes three strategic site allocations. Perversely, these site allocations total 18 ha of employment
space, despite the ERNA stating that the maximum requirement for employment land was 5.7ha
(paragraph 7.49) and despite the DLP only having an aspiration to deliver 2.5ha of employment space.
Whilst we support the Council’s aspirations, over-allocating employment land is entirely unjustified given
the Council’s decision to reduce the housing requirement based upon the fact they consider there is not
enough suitable sites to accommodate housing.
All of the proposed sites are currently allocated within the Green Belt. It is clear therefore that the Council
considers the loss of Green Belt land acceptable for employment land and these principles must apply to
the sites if they were to be allocated for residential.
In light of the Council over-allocating employment land, it is our consideration that the DLP should
reallocate the site adjacent to Manor Trading Estate from employment land to residential.
Proposed Employment Allocations

Recommended Response and Actions
H10 to provide it on site E3 does not appear to be
appropriate given that this site is further away from
services, and also adjacent to an existing recycling facility
which generates noise and amenity issues.
Therefore, from an employment perspective, there are two
options in relation to this site.
Option 1: It is retained as an employment site within the
New Local Plan to meet the employment development
needs of the Benfleet area, reflecting the advice of the
Employment and Retail Needs Assessment to allocate a 45ha site in this part of the borough.
Option 2: The Council pursues a strategy of encouraging
employment growth on Canvey Island as a mechanism by
which to improve the economic wellbeing of the Island.
This is contrary to the advice of the Employment Needs
Assessment, but nonetheless could be justified through the
use of demographic, economic and deprivation data. There
is sufficient land on Canvey Island to accommodate
predicted employment growth needs.

In terms of the requirement for industrial land the ERNA is unequivocal in its evidence, stating that almost Members are recommended to considered these two
options and take a decision on the way forward for this site
all of the employment space that has been lost over the past decade has been industrial space and that
and for the employment strategy as a whole. The New
these businesses have relocated to other areas in the region as they seek modern business premises.
Local Plan will be amended accordingly on the basis of the
Paragraph 5.14 of ERNA states that:
decision taken.
“it may be difficult for Castle Point firms wishing to expand or upgrade their premises to find what they
It should be noted that Option 2 does not necessarily mean
need locally, particularly if they want units of over 1,900 m2 (20,000 sqft) and eaves heights over 8
that site E3 should be used for residential purposes
metres. This would push them out of the borough towards Basildon or Southend, where ready built units
instead. It is important that the outcomes of the SHLAA
are available at a price less than it would cost to build in Castle Point.”
review are considered before making that determination on
In order to compete for these sites the ERNA suggests that there “may be a qualitative need for some
more sites that are readily available and better located to strategic roads” and that “such sites might also
have better prospects of attracting developers” (Paragraph 7.37).

that matter.

It is clear that the demand for space in Castle Point is for modern large industrial units that are well
connected to strategic roads. In this regard, the DLP must allocate sites according to these criteria.
To this end the ERNA evidence identifies that Stadium Way and the undeveloped sites at Roscommon
Way and Northwick Road are the most suitable to deliver large, modern industrial units that are required.
Indeed, the review of Stadium Way Industrial Estate notes that it is “a mainly industrial area considered to
be Castle Point’s most preferable by commercial agents”. The review goes on to state that “the site
boasts one of the best strategic locations in the borough, with a high profile, prominent position adjacent
to main A127/A129 roads”.
It is clear that Stadium Way is ideally positioned to expand and accommodate a large amount of
employment floorspace. The site is adjacent to land that is suitable for expansion to the east and south,
without conflicting with the purpose of the Green Belt.
In terms of the undeveloped sites at Roscommon Way and Northwick Road, the ERNA assessment rates
these sites as superior to the Manor Trading Estate. Furthermore, as undeveloped large sites they are
more capable of accommodating larger industrial units to meet the identified demand and have better
chance of being developed due to having less constraints.
The Stadium Way site is located adjacent to site H10 which is identified for residential development within
the DLP. If the DLP were to maintain the strategy of only delivering 200 residential dwellings per annum,
it would make more sense to reallocate site H10 for employment land as this site is directly adjacent to
the best ranking and most commercially attractive employment location in the borough.
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Manor Trading Estate
The ERNA details that Manor Trading Estate is predominantly made up of B2 and B1c units but also a
small number of B1 office premises. The report highlights that whilst there is reasonable access into (from
a B road) and within the site, “the internal access road is in poor condition in places and heavy vehicles
using the single access are understood to cause disturbance to nearby residential areas” (paragraph 6.9).
The ERNA report provides a qualitative assessment of the existing and developed employment sites in
the area and Manor Trading Estate scores the weakest out of the main employment sites. Furthermore,
the estate achieves the weakest score for potential redevelopment opportunities.
In addition to this, ERNA states that the Manor Trading Estate as a “lower value industrial estate” is
“viewed by firms in the Borough as lacking appeal, in poor condition and often dirty and noisy” (paragraph
5.31).
The ERNA notes that with increasing fuel costs, “there was a view by agents that distribution firms are
more likely to want to move to sites in the north of the borough closer to the M25”. The report goes onto
state that “there are understood to be proposals to relocate the Manor Estate to a new site closer to the
A127, although there may be constraints in achieving direct access to this strategic road” (paragraph
5.17).
Whilst we are promoting other sites within the area to accommodate the identified need for large
industrial units close to the strategic highway network, within the supporting Vision Statement, provision
has been made for an extension to the Manor Trading Estate. This extension allows for between 1,000 to
1,500 sq ft of new employment floorspace, this modest extension will ensure choice is retained within the
region.
Summary
In light of the above evidence, it is clear that the correct strategy for new employment space is to only
allocate the sites at Stadium Way, Roscommon Way and Northwick Road as these sites are best suited
to meet the required need in the borough.
The proposed allocation adjacent to Manor Trading Estate will not fulfil the requirement for large industrial
units and is not suitably located or configured to attract new businesses. It is therefore considered that
the allocation is undeliverable and ineffective.
David Hammond
458

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

Compensation for loss of local nature reserve land should be submitted as part of any planning
application, in discussion with Essex Wildlife Trust, Natural England would prefer compensation not to be
conditioned.

Policy E3 requires that compensation provision is
demonstrated in order that development is permitted.
Therefore, it should be submitted as part of the proposal as
required by Natural England.

Policy E4: Extension to Charfleets Industrial Estate

21

miss Patricia
Greenhalgh

Seek a
technical
alteration

Policy E4 point 9.20 what does the following statement mean ' ideally surface water will be managed
sustainably and will not require connection to the piped drainage network. Ideally is no guarantee and
ideals are rarely achieved in their entirety. What does managed sustainably mean? All these buzz
phrases need to be clarified. People need to know exactly what methods are going to be adopted in new
builds to ensure existing and new infrastructure can take the strain and how will surface water and the
many streams and creeks be managed to guarantee no flooding?

ACTION: The methods of surface water management
employed on any particular site will vary according to
topography, geology and hydrology. The nature and design
of development will also influence this. As a consequence it
is not possible to state which method is most appropriately
employed in each circumstance. However, it is noted that
the word ‘ideally’ is used in paragraph 9.20 in respect of
sustainable surface water management. The Flood and
Water Management Act requires surface water to be
managed sustainably, and therefore the final sentence of
paragraph 9.20 should be amended to read as follows:
Surface water arising from development sites should be
managed sustainably, and should not require a connection
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to the piped drainage network.

ILG owns the land that is the subject of the Policy E4 extension to the Charfleets Industrial Estate. ILG
also owns adjoining land to the east and south of the allocated site. ILG supports the proposed allocation
under Policy E4 as an extension to the existing industrial estate but considers that additional uses to
those specified within the policy should be allowed and promoted by the policy. Furthermore, ILG makes
various comments on the detailed requirements of the policy, and suggests that additional land (within its
ownership) to that included under Policy E4 should form part of the extension to the industrial estate.
The site allocated under Policy E4 was previously allocated in the 1998 Local Plan, and development in
this location is now deliverable following the construction of the extension to Roscommon on Way. Ready
access to the site is therefore possible from the main road network. ILG notes that under Policy E1, the
Council seeks to maintain a flexible employment land supply to deliver at least 10,000 square metres of
additional employment floorspace for B1a, B1c and B2 uses. Policy E1 also seeks the provision of
suitable, flexible floorspace that can be used by office or knowledge based businesses. These objectives
are fully supported.

Mr Christopher
Wickham
221

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates

Support

Policy E4, as drafted, identifies B1b, B1c and B2 uses as being appropriate at this site. ILG supports this
range of uses but considers that B1a and B8 uses should also be expressly included. In relation to office
use, it is noted that paragraph 9.9 of the DNLP states that Castle Point has an under-developed office
market, and that there is a need to develop this market overtime to provide the necessary range of
accommodation to support a diverse local economy. Paragraph 9.8 identifies the need for growth in office
and knowledge based activities, and providing start-up accommodation for new businesses. Furthermore,
although paragraph 9.7 of the DNLP suggests that it is not likely that demand for B8 use will be
significant, site E4 could readily accommodate such use in terms of size, location and accessibility. It is
also noted that Policy E6 promotes all B Class uses on land allocated for employment purposes. ILG
seeks a flexible approach that will allow a mix of B Class uses to be brought forward at this site to reflect
market demand.
In addition to the full range of B Class uses, ILG considers that various other employment-generating
uses should be permitted under Policy E4 such as a motor vehicle repair workshop with MOT station and
showroom, and certain A1 and/or A3 uses. Such uses would act as supporting and enabling development
to assist in the delivery of new B Class development including start-up accommodation for new
businesses. A flexible and proactive approach, allowing a wider range and mix of employment-generating
uses, would be fully consistent with the national policy objective of building a strong competitive
economy, as set out at paragraphs 18 to 21 of the NPPF, and would also cross-relate to Policy E7 which
supports non-B Class uses on allocated employment land subject to various impact criteria.
As drafted, Policy E4 is subject to 5 criteria (a-e). In respect of criteria (b), (c) and (d), it is considered that
appropriate mitigation measures relating to biodiversity, flood resilience and safety, and surface water
management could be provided either on-site (as specified in the current policy drafting) or on adjacent
land if it can be shown that such measures can be delivered at planning application stage. ILG owns
adjoining land, and considers that off-site mitigation would be beneficial in terms of the viable delivery of
new development. The policy criteria should be amended accordingly to allow flexibility in this regard at
planning application stage.

This consultee seeks an amendment to policy E4 to allow
for A1-A3 uses to be permitted within this out of centre
location. The NPPF is very clear that retail developments
should be located within town centres, and that retail
developments which would undermine the vitality of town
centres should not be permitted, having regard to both a
sequential approach and impact assessments.
The Retail Needs Assessment indicates that additional
retail provision should be secured within existing town
centres. Health Checks indicate that Hadleigh Town Centre
and Canvey Town Centre should be the focus of
regeneration efforts, and a Masterplan has been prepared
for each of these centres. It is the Council’s plan to deliver
these master plans, and the permission of A1-A3 uses on
this Greenfield out of centre site would undermine the
delivery of the Canvey Town Centre Masterplan. As such
the requested amendment to policy E4 is not supported by
the Council.
The consultee, who owns this site and adjacent land, seeks
for the boundary of the proposed allocation to be made
larger, extending to the east and south. The Employment
Need Assessment indicates that there is an oversupply of
land for employment purposes as currently proposed within
the draft New Local Plan. The Council is not therefore
minded to extend this site further, particularly given that it
will encroach onto Greenfield Green Belt and a Local
Wildlife Site.
ACTION: In relation to the range of B Class Uses, it is
agreed that some additional flexibility could be introduced
into this policy to assist with the delivery of jobs in this
location. To this end, it is proposed that the opening
section of policy E4 is amended to read as follows:
The 7ha site identified on the Proposal Map as an
extension to the south of Charfleets Industrial Estate will be
made available for B Class uses, where it can be
demonstrated that:...

ACTION: In recognition that land beyond the extent of the
allocated site is within the same ownership it is agreed that
ILG also considers that the boundary of the proposed allocation should be enlarged to include other land some of the on-site surface water management could be
adjacent to the Roscommon Way, located immediately to the east of the current proposed allocation. This delivered within the wider landownership. It is therefore
additional land is shown on drawing no. Poss/SK006 submitted with these representations. Under Policy proposed that part d of this policy is amended to read as
E1, there is no upper limit given on new employment floorspace, and a wider land allocation associated
follows:
with the full length of the current extension to Roscommon Way would allow for a comprehensive
Surface water is fully managed on-site and on adjacent
approach to the delivery of a wide range of new employment-generating uses with good access to the
land within the same ownership, with no increase in the risk
road network.
of surface water flooding to other land and properties
nearby;
ATTACHMENT: ROSCOMMON WAY.DNLP.E4.Plan
278

Kevin Fraser
Essex County

Seek a
technical

ECC is supportive of the principle to seek to retain and protect Class B (B1a, B1c, B2 and B8) uses within The County Council’s Stage 1 Employment Land Review
the designated employment estates, as identified in these policies. The Employment and Retail Needs
has not shortlisted sites on Canvey Island for the provision
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Assessment (August 2012) identifies that many of these estates contain lower value industrial uses
(including waste transfer uses - e.g. Manor Trading Estate). Consequently, ECC would also seek
reference to Sui Generis uses of an employment nature at designated employment areas, as far as the
latter can refer to waste management facilities. The opening paragraph could be amended to refer to:

Recommended Response and Actions
of waste management facilities. This amendment is not
therefore relevant to policy E4.

`In principle, designated employment areas will be retained and protected for Class B Uses as specified
and Sui Generis Uses of an employment nature unless it can be demonstrated that there is no
reasonable prospect for a site to be used for these purposes'
Ensuring that sufficient provision of land is made for the waste facilities necessary to deal with the waste
arising in the district across all waste streams is an important component of sustainable growth and vital
to ensuring the maintenance of a plan-led system.
There are four key reasons why the Council is not minded
to permit the development of this land for employment
purposes:

527

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Seek a
technical
alteration

This policy should confirm that the Charfleets Industrial Estate could be extended to the west, onto the
land in Morrison’s ownership. The site is surrounded by the industrial estate, is cut off from the wider area
and would make a logical extension to the estate if the current recreational use is no longer required. The
inclusion of the site as employment land would also provide a valuable addition to the Charfleets
Industrial Estate, further increasing the potential for jobs on Canvey Island.
ATTACHMENT: Football Pitch Site

Martin Barrell
378

459

Environment
Agency

Support

David Hammond

Seek a
technical
alteration

NATURAL
ENGLAND

We support the requirement at point b) to compensate for any biodiversity loss and for a net gain to be
provided. We also welcome the specific reference in E5 to the need to ensure no adverse harm to
Canvey Wick SSSI.
We fully support the requirements in each of these policies at points c) and d) respectively; to ensure that
proposals are resilient and resistant to flood risk, and provide safe on-site flood refuge; and to manage
surface water to ensure no increase in risk.
Compensation for loss of local nature reserve land should be submitted as part of any planning
application, in discussion with Essex Wildlife Trust, Natural England would prefer compensation not to be
conditioned.

1) The western portion of the site between the existing
Morrison’s Store and the drain which runs north-south
through the site has previously been identified by the
landowner as ecological compensation land to
mitigate the proposed non-food retail provision which
has extant planning consent. The landowners have
not provided alternative ecological mitigation and
therefore this portion of land is still required for that
purpose.
2) The drain running through the middle of the site is an
open water course which forms part of the surface
water management drainage network for Canvey. At
least 9m should be left between this drain and any
buildings, reducing the capacity of the site
considerably. Furthermore, as the drain is open, there
is a risk of water contamination from employment
related uses.
3) There is a Cold War Nuclear Monitoring Station to the
northern boundary of the site which is included within
the local list of non-designated historic assets. This
would impact on access arrangements.
4) There draft New Local Plan already identifies an
oversupply of employment land. Therefore, additional
provision on a site with such constraints is not
necessary to ensure flexibility of supply.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and flood risk
management set out in policy E4 noted and welcomed.

Policy E3 requires that compensation provision is
demonstrated in order that development is permitted.
Therefore, it should be submitted as part of the proposal as
required by Natural England.
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Policy E5: Land for Employment South of Northwick Road

Kevin Fraser
279

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC is supportive of the principle to seek to retain and protect Class B (B1a, B1c, B2 and B8) uses within
the designated employment estates, as identified in these policies. The Employment and Retail Needs
Assessment (August 2012) identifies that many of these estates contain lower value industrial uses
(including waste transfer uses - e.g. Manor Trading Estate). Consequently, ECC would also seek
reference to Sui Generis uses of an employment nature at designated employment areas, as far as the
latter can refer to waste management facilities. The opening paragraph could be amended to refer to:
The County Council’s Stage 1 Employment Land Review
has not shortlisted sites on Canvey Island for the provision
of waste management facilities. This amendment is not
`In principle, designated employment areas will be retained and protected for Class B Uses as specified
therefore relevant to policy E5.
and Sui Generis Uses of an employment nature unless it can be demonstrated that there is no
reasonable prospect for a site to be used for these purposes'
Ensuring that sufficient provision of land is made for the waste facilities necessary to deal with the waste
arising in the district across all waste streams is an important component of sustainable growth and vital
to ensuring the maintenance of a plan-led system.
ACTION: It is recognised that EIA may be required for
certain development proposals in this location depending
on their size and type. This is a legal requirement rather
than a policy requirement, but will provide the information
necessary for the Council to determine the impacts of the
proposal on the SSSI and the wider natural environment.

485

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Seek a
technical
alteration

Martin Barrell
379

460

Environment
Agency

Support

David Hammond

Seek a
technical
alteration

NATURAL
ENGLAND

We would expect that due to the proximity to Canvey Wick SSSI a screening opinion will be required for
any planning application to determine whether a full EIA is required.

We support the requirement at point b) to compensate for any biodiversity loss and for a net gain to be
provided. We also welcome the specific reference in E5 to the need to ensure no adverse harm to
Canvey Wick SSSI.
We fully support the requirements in each of these policies at points c) and d) respectively; to ensure that
proposals are resilient and resistant to flood risk, and provide safe on-site flood refuge; and to manage
surface water to ensure no increase in risk.
This area is adjacent to Canvey Wick SSSI - approach to development in proximity to SSSI's is avoid,
mitigate and compensate - in that order.
An Environmental Impact Assessment for any scheme proposal in this area is advised to be undertaken
and submitted as part of any planning application, rather than conditioned.

It is recommended that the supporting text to policy E5 is
amended to remind the reader of the legal duty to submit a
screening opinion request in order to determine whether a
EIA is required. It is proposed that paragraph 9.22 is
amended to read as follows:
The allocation in the 1998 Adopted Local Plan covered
18ha of land. However, the designation of the Canvey Wick
SSSI in 2005 covered approximately half the site and 8ha
are now available for development purposes. Development
proposals must not have an adverse impact on the SSSI
and must provide mitigation and compensation for any
biodiversity impacts on-site. Due to the proximity of this site
to a SSSI, potential applicants should seek a screening
opinion from the Council with regard to the need for an
Environmental Impact Assessment, and where requested
produce such an assessment to accompany any planning
application they submit.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and flood risk
management set out in policy E5 noted and welcomed.

ACTION: It is recognised that EIA may be required for
certain development proposals in this location depending
on their size and type. This is a legal requirement rather
than a policy requirement, but will provide the information
necessary for the Council to determine the impacts of the
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proposal on the SSSI and the wider natural environment.
It is recommended that the supporting text to policy E5 is
amended to remind the reader of the legal duty to submit a
screening opinion request in order to determine whether a
EIA is required. It is proposed that paragraph 9.22 is
amended to read as follows:
The allocation in the 1998 Adopted Local Plan covered
18ha of land. However, the designation of the Canvey Wick
SSSI in 2005 covered approximately half the site and 8ha
are now available for development purposes. Development
proposals must not have an adverse impact on the SSSI
and must provide mitigation and compensation for any
biodiversity impacts on-site. Due to the proximity of this site
to a SSSI, potential applicants should seek a screening
opinion from the Council with regard to the need for an
Environmental Impact Assessment, and where requested
produce such an assessment to accompany any planning
application they submit.

Policy E6: Locations for Economic Development
Mr Christopher
Wickham
219

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates

Kevin Fraser
280

Support

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

ILG agrees that it is appropriate to support all B Class uses on land allocated for employment purposes.
This flexible approach, which is consistent with the NPPF, will maximise the potential for sustainable
economic growth and regeneration.

The Spatial Portrait (paragraph 4.9) acknowledges that Canvey Island is subject to a high risk of flooding,
and there is a need to ensure that new properties are resilient to any impacts from flooding. Many of the
Policies regarding residential allocations refer to the need to consider surface water management and be
resilient to flooding. However, ECC consider the need to refer to the above in the general policy E6.
Reference could be made to the criteria in Policy E5:
•

Development proposals are resilient and resistant to flooding from tidal and surface water
sources, and provide safe, on-site refuge facilities in the event that a flood does occur;

•

Surface water is fully managed on or adjacent to the site, with no increase in the risk of surface
water flooding to nearby properties

Support for the flexibility set out in policy E6 noted and
welcomed.

As policies CC2 and CC6 apply across Canvey Island, it is
not considered that an addition to policy E6 is necessary.
When the plan is read as a whole the need for flood
resilience and resistance, and the need for surface water
management are addressed.

Policy E7: Protecting Employment Land
Mr Christopher
Wickham
218

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates
Mark Shepherd

366

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Support

ILG supports the principle of permitting non-B Class employment-generating uses on land allocated for
employment purposes. This flexible approach will maximise the regeneration potential of employment
land by allowing the introduction (subject to appropriate planning criteria) of other employment-generating Support for policy E7 noted and welcomed.
uses which will serve the wider employment area, and support the viable delivery of new B Class
development.

Seek a
technical
alteration

It is considered that the main risk emerging from this policy
is applications for retail provision. Policy R9 requires the
Given the importance of the employment areas it could be worth exploring the benefits of including of a
application of the sequential test and for proposals over
criterion which necessitates investigation that the alternative use cannot be reasonably located elsewhere
1,500 m 2 an impact assessment. It is therefore considered
within the area it serves.
that this issue is adequately addressed elsewhere in the
plan and does not need repeating in policy E7.
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Policy E8: Promoting Higher Skilled Jobs

Mr Christopher
Wickham
222

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates

Object

ACTION: A review of policy E8 has been undertaken, and it
is considered that the requirements are generally
reasonable given the need to improve the value of the local
economy in Castle Point to align with the value of other
economies in Essex. It is however recognised that the high
requirement for floorspace specifically suited to office or
ILG supports the underlying principles of this policy but objects to its overly prescriptive requirements.
Whilst the promotion of clusters or networks of knowledge driven industries is sought by national planning knowledge based activities may affect the ability of
developers to respond flexibly to the needs of potential
policy, the NPPF also states that investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined
occupants. It is therefore proposed that part b of policy E8
requirements of planning policy expectations. Policy E8 should be re-worded to allow greater flexibility,
is amended to read as follows:
and to encourage rather than require the specified outcomes.
Where there is no defined end-user, units should provide
flexible accommodation suited to a range of uses including
office and knowledge based activities, and a S106
Obligation has been agreed to seek occupiers that provide
jobs requiring NVQ level 3 qualifications.

Policy E9: Seafront Entertainment Area

486

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

David Hammond
461

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

Seek a
technical
alteration

As well as being important areas for tourism seafront areas within Castle Point are also often adjacent to
designated sites. It is important that any proposals coming forward do not have a likely significant effect
on these sites.

The designated seafront entertainment area is not adjacent
to a designated site of nature conservation importance. It is
landward of the sea defences on Canvey Island. The sea
defences act as a barrier between the coastal environment
and the commercial leisure activities that occur in the
seafront entertainment area. It is therefore extremely
unlikely that development in this location will therefore
result in harm to Natura 2000 sites elsewhere in the
Thames Estuary.

Dependent on locations, scale and use's applicants should have regard to Natura 2000 designations
within or adjacent to proposals.

The designated seafront entertainment area is not adjacent
to a designated site of nature conservation importance. It is
landward of the sea defences on Canvey Island. The sea
defences act as a barrier between the coastal environment
and the commercial leisure activities that occur in the
seafront entertainment area. It is therefore extremely
unlikely that development in this location will therefore
result in harm to Natura 2000 sites elsewhere in the
Thames Estuary.

Policy E10: Port Related Activities

Mr JAMES
TRIMMER
342

PORT OF
LONDON
AUTHORITY

Object

9.43 The PLA would question what the evidence base has been used to justify the statements made in
this paragraph. In relation to direct and non-direct disturbance from shipping activity, the national and
international sites in the vicinity of Castel Point were designated with the Borough's port facilities already
in place and operational; therefore cargo-handling and associated vessel movements to and from the
jetties (and indeed past the terminals to other facilities within the Port of London) form part of the
baseline. In relation to the final sentence, whilst it is correct that the Directive states that relevant plans
and projects must be assessed, the more general assertion made is not justified.
9.44 The PLA would note that some of the land referred to in this paragraph (and, as such, subject to
other policies within the draft plan) is located within the operational areas of both the Oikos and Calor
terminals. This land may therefore be used for development connected with the nationally significant port
facilities and this should be recognised. This and the relevant policies - CC3 (land safeguarded for future

Paragraph 9.44 refers to the need for land adjacent to the
sea defences to be maintained free from development in
order to enable flood defence improvement works in the
future. Policy CC3 has been amended as a consequence
of other representations to require only a 9m buffer
adjacent to the hazardous installations at South Canvey. It
is the Council’s intention to ensure that this is maintained
free of development in order that the defences on Canvey
can be maintained and improved in accordance with the
TE2100 Plan. Such improvements will benefit the
hazardous installations and ensure their longevity, and
therefore the Council is not minded to agree further
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flood defence works) - should be amended accordingly.
Policy E10 The PLA has three concerns in relation to the wording of this policy. In relation to criterion (a),
the test within the policy is that development will only be permitted if it is in the national interest. However,
there is potentially a broad range of development - that will require planning consent - necessary for the
continued operation of the facilities but only limited in scale or impact. The criterion as currently proposed
does not differentiate between the comprehensive redevelopment of the terminals, to which the specified
test should properly apply, and more minor development, where it should not. Criterion (b) also proposes
a comprehensive test, regardless of the type and scale of development proposed. The PLA's objection
and comments in relation to criterion (a) also apply - a range of planning applications may be submitted
for continued operations on the terminals that may have absolutely no impact or bearing on the level of
risk. Notwithstanding this, the makes no reference to the role of the Health and Safety Executive (albeit
Policy NE12 does in relation to development near the terminals) under the COMAH Regulations. Any
future development proposals at the terminals would be subject to consultation with the HSE and to
satisfy the COMAH Regulations that the level of risk posed is acceptable. Criterion (e) relates to harm to
the environment arising from operations at the terminals. The PLA is not aware of the evidence base
underpinning the selection of water quality as an indicator of impact and the definition, in terms of
development management of ‘increased harm'. Notwithstanding this, ‘harm' is not recognised as a term
for the assessment of impacts arising from development on European designated sites; rather it should
be likely significant effect, and only then if no appropriate mitigation is available.

Recommended Response and Actions
relaxations in relation to this requirement for these facilities.
ACTION: Whilst existing shipping activities may form part
of the baseline, there is the potential for it to still cause
disturbance to European sites. It is however noted that
paragraph 9.43 could be amended to make it clearer that
additional shipping activities should be subject to the
European Habitats Directive as opposed to existing activity.
The final sentence of paragraph 9.43 should therefore be
amended to read:
In accordance with the European Habitats Directive, it will
be necessary for the significant affects on these European
designated sites arising from new port activities, including
shipping access, to be minimised.
ACTION: Having regard to the three representations
submitted in relation to policy E10 by the two current site
operators and the Port of London Authority, it is proposed
that policy E10 is amended to:
a) Distinguish between comprehensive development
proposals at these sites, and development
proposals to support existing operations;
b) To align the wording of part 1e with the wording of
the European Habitats Directive better; and
c) To indicate that the advice of the HSE will be
sought.
Additional amendments were requested by the consultees
however, these have been rejected as follows:
In relation to risk the draft policy seeks a reduction to be
achieved as a consequence of the proposals. The Council
remains of the view that this should be achieved where the
comprehensive redevelopment of an installation is
proposed, particularly given that technologies have and will
continue to evolve over time to improve safety standards.
The draft policy seeks the retention and improvement of
public access along the coast adjacent to the installations.
This is a public right of way, and therefore the Council will
not amend the policy in any way which would result in the
loss of public access to this part of the coastline.
It is proposed that the amended policy E10 reads as
follows:
1. Applications for development that support existing
operations at the existing port facilities at South
Canvey will be permitted subject to compliance with
the following criteria:
a. There must be no increase in the level of
hazard or risk posed by the facility as a
consequence of the proposals. The advice of
the Health and Safety Executive will be sought
in relation to this matter;
b. The design of the proposed development must
not cause significant harm to the landscape,
having regard to the scale of existing

Page 41 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
development on the site;
Public access to the coastal path adjacent to
the site must be retained; and
d. The future operation of the site will not result in
adverse impacts on water quality in the
Thames Estuary, or have a significant adverse
effect on European Sites.
2. Applications for the change of use, change of
materials handled, or for the redevelopment of the
existing port facilities at South Canvey will be
permitted subject to compliance with the following
criteria:
a. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is in
the national interest;
b. The level of hazard and risk posed by the site
must be reduced compared to existing levels at
the time of application, as a consequence of
the proposals. The advice of the Health and
Safety Executive will be sought in relation to
this matter;
c. 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;
d. Public access to the coastal path adjacent to
the site must be retained; and
e. The future operation of the site will not result in
adverse impacts on water quality in the
Thames Estuary, or have a significant adverse
effect on European Sites.
3. In the event that a proposal in relation to port facilities
on Canvey Island is of a sufficient size to be
considered a National Infrastructure Project for
determination by the Planning Inspectorate, the
Council will support applications that comply with the
requirements of this policy.
c.

OSL welcomes and supports the inclusion of a policy in the plan that deals specifically with its facility and
the adjacent Calor facility at South Canvey. Unfortunately, however, aspects of the policy and its
supporting text are unsound, as explained below.

319

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

Paragraph 9.44 refers to the need for land adjacent to the
sea defences to be maintained free from development in
order to enable flood defence improvement works in the
future. Policy CC3 has been amended as a consequence
Policy Context: Paragraphs 9.40 and 9.41 - References to relevant aspects of the NPPF are
of other representations to require only a 9m buffer
welcomed, but when referencing specific parts (assumed in this instance to be paragraphs 21 and 120 of adjacent to the hazardous installations at South Canvey. It
NPPF) it is important to understand those specific parts within the context of the section of NPPF in which is the Council’s intention to ensure that this is maintained
they are located. For example, NPPF paragraph 122 highlights that when considering the use of land,
free of development in order that the defences on Canvey
assumptions should be made that other pollution control regimes will operate effectively.
can be maintained and improved in accordance with the
TE2100 Plan. Such improvements will benefit the
OSL similarly welcomes the reference to the National Policy Statement for Ports (NPSfP). In addition,
hazardous installations and ensure their longevity, and
however, to the specific NPSfP reference that is given, OSL consider that within these paragraphs that
therefore the Council is not minded to agree further
set out the policy context (i.e. paragraph 9.40 and 9.41) there should at least be a summary of the
relaxations in relation to this requirement for these facilities.
Government's overall policy for ports which is provided in section 3.3 of the NPSfP. Paragraph 3.3.1 of
the NPSfP sets out what is described as the Government's fundamental policy.
ACTION: Having regard to this representation, it is
Evidence Base: Paragraph 9.42 to 9.47 - OSL welcomes and supports the recognition that its port
proposed that paragraph 9.41 is amended to read as
facility is nationally significant. It would, however, point out that this facility is not restricted just to the
follows:
handling of hazardous liquids as indicated in paragraph 9.42, and that the pipeline connections to and
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from this facility also referenced in 9.42 are themselves of national significance. In respect of the cross
reference in paragraph 9.44 to policy CC3, regard should be had to the separate representation provided
on that specific draft policy.

With regard to port developments, the Government has
published a National Policy Statement (NPS) for Ports.
This document forms the primary basis for decisions on
applications for development consent for nationally
significant port developments that fall to be determined
under the Planning Act 2008 by the Secretary of State, but
can also be a material consideration for local planning
authorities in considering planning applications for such
development. Paragraph 3.3.1 sets out the Government’s
fundamental policy in relation to ports. This states that the
Government will:

Policy E10 criterion (a): It can be demonstrated that the proposal is in the national interest - This
proposed policy requirement is not justified, effective or consistent with national policy.
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 even minor 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.
If the motive behind the criteria 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 business should not be overburdened 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 (3.4.13).
Finally, leaving aside the above, the criterion is not considered effective. Having correctly recognised that
the facilities being referred to be of national significance, it would 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, criterion (a) of draft policy E10 needs to be deleted.

•

encourage sustainable port development to cater
for long-term forecast growth in volumes of
imports and exports by sea with a competitive
and efficient port industry capable of meeting the
needs of importers and exporters cost effectively
and in a timely manner, thus contributing to longterm economic growth and prosperity;

•

allow judgments about when and where new
developments might be proposed to be made on
the basis of commercial factors by the port
industry or port developers operating within a
free market environment; and

•

Ensure all proposed developments satisfy the
relevant legal, environmental and social
constraints and objectives, including those in the
relevant European Directives and corresponding
national regulations.

Policy E10 criterion (b): The level of hazard posed by the site will be reduced compared to existing
levels at the time of application, as a consequence of the proposals –This proposed criterion is
unjustified and not consistent with national policy.
In relation to ports used for energy supply, paragraph 3.1.5
of the NPS confirms that ports have a vital role to play in
The criterion implies that existing hazard levels are unacceptable. Operations at the OSL facility are
the import and export of energy supplies. It goes on to
strictly controlled and regulated by both the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and the Environment
state that ensuring security of energy supplies through our
Agency (EA) under the Control of Major Accident Hazards (COMAH) Regulations 1999, and by the
ports will be an important consideration, and that ports will
Borough Council through the approval of Hazardous Substances Consents. The OSL facility is a top tier
need to be responsive both to changes in the different
COMAH site and operates in full compliance with the COMAH regulations. Since 2007, substantial
types of energy supplies needed and to possible changes
investment has been made in the OSL Terminal, and it is now regarded as one of the most modern
in the geographical pattern of the demand for fuel.
facilities of its kind in Europe. On this basis there is no justification for a policy test that requires every
development proposal at the site to reduce the hazard level below that which is currently considered
ACTION: Having regard to the three representations
acceptable and carefully controlled by other relevant legislation and processes.
submitted in relation to policy E10 by the two current site
operators and the Port of London Authority, it is proposed
As already highlighted, the OSL facility is a commercial port facility operating (in accordance with
that policy E10 is amended to:
Government policy) in a competitive market led industry. The OSL facility must be able to react to the
needs of market drivers. The imposition of such an unjustified policy requirement is, therefore, contrary to
d) Distinguish between comprehensive development
national policy in that it places an unjustified barrier that would act as an impediment to the on-going
proposals at these sites, and development
operation of the facility.
proposals to support existing operations;
If a hazard related criterion is necessary in the policy then it should be along the lines of ‘The level of
hazard posed by the proposed development is acceptable’.

e) To align the wording of part 1e with the wording of
the European Habitats Directive better; and
f) To indicate that the advice of the HSE will be
sought.

Policy E10 criterion (c): The design of the proposed development does not cause significant harm
to the landscape, having regard to the scale of existing development on the site - OSL has no
Additional amendments were requested by the consultees
objection to this criterion.
however, these have been rejected as follows:

In relation to risk the draft policy seeks a reduction to be
Policy E10 criterion (d): Public access to the coastal path adjacent to the site is retained and
improved - This criterion as currently worded is not justified, not effective and not consistent with national achieved as a consequence of the proposals. The Council
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The OSL facility is subject to strict safety and security requirements. No public access is allowed (or
possible) over any part of the OSL site. Clearly, therefore, it is not possible for every future application
associated with the OSL site to improve access to the coastal path. The criterion is therefore not justified
or effective. As such it also imposes an unacceptable impediment on future proposals to further develop
the site, contrary to national policy. OSL, therefore, considers that this criterion should be amended by
omitting ‘and improved’, or amended to read ‘…and where possible improved’.
Policy E10 criterion (e): The future operation of the site will not result in increased harm to water
quality or nature conservation in the Thames Estuary, having particular regard to European
Designated Sites - OSL supports the protection of nature conservation assets and water quality, but
considers the wording of this criteria requires amending to bring it more in line with the wording used in
national policy – which talks in terms of ‘significant harm’ rather than ‘increased harm’ (NPPF paragraph
118). This criterion should therefore be amended, such that the words ‘increased harm’ are replaced with
‘ significant harm’.

Recommended Response and Actions
remains of the view that this should be achieved where the
comprehensive redevelopment of an installation is
proposed, particularly given that technologies have and will
continue to evolve over time to improve safety standards.
The draft policy seeks the retention and improvement of
public access along the coast adjacent to the installations.
This is a public right of way, and therefore the Council will
not amend the policy in any way which would result in the
loss of public access to this part of the coastline.
It is proposed that the amended policy E10 reads as
follows:
1. Applications for development that support existing
operations at the existing port facilities at South
Canvey will be permitted subject to compliance with
the following criteria:
a. There must be no increase in the level of
hazard or risk posed by the facility as a
consequence of the proposals. The advice of
the Health and Safety Executive will be sought
in relation to this matter;
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; and
d. The future operation of the site will not result in
adverse impacts on water quality in the
Thames Estuary, or have a significant adverse
effect on European Sites.
2. Applications for the change of use, change of
materials handled, or for the redevelopment of the
existing port facilities at South Canvey will be
permitted subject to compliance with the following
criteria:
a. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is in
the national interest;
b. The level of hazard and risk posed by the site
must be reduced compared to existing levels at
the time of application, as a consequence of
the proposals. The advice of the Health and
Safety Executive will be sought in relation to
this matter;
c. 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;
d. Public access to the coastal path adjacent to
the site must be retained; and
e. The future operation of the site will not result in
adverse impacts on water quality in the
Thames Estuary, or have a significant adverse
effect on European Sites.
3. In the event that a proposal in relation to port
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facilities on Canvey Island is of a sufficient size to
be considered a National Infrastructure Project for
determination by the Planning Inspectorate, the
Council will support applications that comply with
the requirements of this policy.

Calor welcomes the inclusion of a policy (Policy E10 Port Relates Activities) within the Draft Local Plan
ACTION: Having regard to this representation, it is
that deals specifically with the Calor and Oikos terminals in South Canvey and, furthermore, the Council's proposed that paragraph 9.41 is amended to read as
recognition that the terminals will be operated for the foreseeable future and are nationally significant,
follows:
having a role to play in ensuring the security of energy supplies in the UK.
With regard to port developments, the Government has
Calor however have a number of comments and concerns with regard to Policy E10 and its explanatory
published a National Policy Statement (NPS) for Ports.
text. These are set out below.
This document forms the primary basis for decisions on
applications for development consent for nationally
Paragraph 9.41
significant port developments that fall to be determined
under the Planning Act 2008 by the Secretary of State, but
We consider that this paragraph would benefit from more closely reflecting the emphasis placed on the
can also be a material consideration for local planning
importance of ports in energy supply set out in the National Policy Statement (NPS) for Ports (NPS for
authorities in considering planning applications for such
Ports - paragraph 3.1.5). Furthermore, that while the NPS is intended to be the primary basis for the
development. Paragraph 3.3.1 sets out the Government’s
determination of nationally significant port proposals under the Planning Act 2008, it can also be a
fundamental policy in relation to ports. This states that the
relevant consideration for local planning authorities in determining planning applications under the Town
Government will:
and Country Planning Act 1990.
• encourage sustainable port development to cater
Suggested wording:
for long-term forecast growth in volumes of
imports and exports by sea with a competitive
“9.41 With regard to port developments, the Government has published a National Policy Statement
and efficient port industry capable of meeting the
(NPS) for Ports. This document forms the primary basis for decisions on applications for development
needs of importers and exporters cost effectively
consent for nationally significant port developments that fall to be determined under the Planning Act
and in a timely manner, thus contributing to long2008 by the Secretary of State, but can also be a material consideration for local planning authorities in
term economic growth and prosperity;
Mr Geoff Bullock
338

Calor Gas Limited

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

considering planning applications for such development. Paragraph 3.1.5 of the NPS confirms that ports
have a vital role to play in the import and export of energy supplies. It goes on to state that ensuring
security of energy supplies through our ports will be an important consideration, and that ports will need
to be responsive both to changes in the different types of energy supplies needed and to possible
changes in the geographical pattern of the demand for fuel.

•

allow judgments about when and where new
developments might be proposed to be made on
the basis of commercial factors by the port
industry or port developers operating within a
free market environment; and

Paragraph 9.42

•

Ensure all proposed developments satisfy the
relevant legal, environmental and social
constraints and objectives, including those in the
relevant European Directives and corresponding
national regulations.

We consider that this paragraph should provide a greater level of detail with regard to the Calor and
Oikos terminals in terms of their locations at South Canvey and their respective roles.
Suggested wording:
“9.42 There are two port facilities located adjacent to each other in Castle Point at South Canvey. These
port facilities include the Calor terminal located to the west of Thames Road that is used for the
importation and storage of liquefied petroleum gas and the Oikos terminal to the east of Haven Road,
which receives and stores oil and a range of hydrocarbon products. Both terminals have jetties that are
used to receive fuel imports by ship. These fuels are exported from the terminals by pipelines and also in
the case of the Calor terminal by road tanker. The Calor and Oikos terminals are considered to be
nationally significant and have an important role to play in ensuring the security of energy supplies in the
UK.”
Paragraph 9.44
This paragraph refers to the need to keep land adjacent to the waterfront at South Canvey free from
development in order to improve flood defences in the future. However, the land safeguarded on the draft
Proposals Map for flood defences (subject to draft Policy CC3) includes an approximately 19m deep strip
of land along the waterfront, which includes land within both the Calor and Oikos terminals. This is not
justified as it fails to take account of the operational requirements of the terminals. The

In relation to ports used for energy supply, paragraph 3.1.5 of
the NPS confirms that ports have a vital role to play in the
import and export of energy supplies. It goes on to state
that ensuring security of energy supplies through our ports
will be an important consideration, and that ports will need
to be responsive both to changes in the different types of
energy supplies needed and to possible changes in the
geographical pattern of the demand for fuel.
ACTION: For the purposes of providing accuracy, it is
agreed that paragraph 9.42 should be amended to read as
suggested by this consultee. It is proposed paragraph 9.42
is amended to read as follows:
There are two port facilities located adjacent to each other
in Castle Point at South Canvey. These port facilities
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paragraph should therefore be worded to recognise that works connected within the operation of these
nationally significant port facilities can take place within this area.
Suggested wording
“9.44 The port facilities by the nature of their operations necessarily occupy a substantial part of the
waterfront at South Canvey. In order to improve flood defences in the future it will be necessary for land
adjacent to the waterfront to be maintained free from development. This is with the exception of the area
within and adjacent to the port facilities, where development required in connection with the continuing
operation of these nationally significant facilities will be permitted provided there is no increased risk of
flooding.”
Paragraph 9.45
This paragraph refers to recent investment at the Oikos terminal. It should also refer to the decision to
grant planning permission for the new LPG tanker access road between the Calor terminal and Haven
Road in February 2013 as this road is to be constructed during the course of 2014 and will be operational
for winter 2014/15.
Suggested wording:

Recommended Response and Actions
include the Calor terminal located to the west of Thames
Road that is used for the importation and storage of
liquefied petroleum gas and the Oikos terminal to the east
of Haven Road, which receives and stores oil and a range
of hydrocarbon products. Both terminals have jetties that
are used to receive fuel imports by ship. These fuels are
exported from the terminals by pipelines and also in the
case of the Calor terminal by road tanker. The Calor and
Oikos terminals are considered to be nationally significant
and have a role to play in ensuring the security of energy
supplies in the UK.
ACTION: Amend paragraph 9.45 for accuracy purposes, as
suggested by this consultee. The amendment proposed
reads as follows:
Correspondence with the owners of the port facilities has
indicated that they intend to continue with their operations
at South Canvey for the foreseeable future. There has
been significant recent investment at the Oikos terminal at
Haven Road in order to adapt to the changing demands
related to fuel supply in the UK, while a new access road is
to be constructed between the Calor terminal and Haven
Road. This will provide a new route for LPG tankers to and
from the Calor terminal removing the need to use Thames
Road and thereby avoiding residential areas.

“9.45 Correspondence with the owners of the port facilities has indicated that they intend to continue with
their operations at South Canvey for the foreseeable future. There has been significant recent investment
at the Oikos terminal at Haven Road in order to adapt to the changing demands related to fuel supply in
the UK, while a new access road is to be constructed between the Calor terminal and Haven Road. This
will provide a new route for LPG tankers to and from the Calor terminal removing the need to use Thames
Road and thereby avoiding residential areas.”
ACTION: Having regard to the three representations
submitted in relation to policy E10 by the two current site
Policy E10 Port Relates Activities
operators and the Port of London Authority, it is proposed
that policy E10 is amended to:
We have a number of concerns with regard to the draft wording of Policy E10 and wish to object to
criteria (a), (b) and (d).
a. Distinguish between comprehensive development
proposals at these sites, and development
Criterion (a) of Policy E10 is drafted in such a way as to indicate that development will only be permitted
proposals to support existing operations;
at the Calor and Oikos terminals if it can be shown to be in the national interest. As such, the wording of
b. To align the wording of part 1e with the wording of
criterion (a) suggests that even development of a minor nature that is required to support existing
the European Habitats Directive better; and
activities and operations at the terminals would need to be in the national interest. As such, the policy
c. To indicate that the advice of the HSE will be
provides no differentiation between major and minor development proposals. Indeed, such a
sought.
requirement is not supported by national policy. The 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 Calor terminal is not located in such an area. In addition, the NPS for Ports,
which is a relevant consideration in the local plan making process, does not require port development
generally to be demonstrated to be in the national interest.
The wording of criterion (b) requires all development (whether major or minor) to reduce the level of
hazard/risk posed by the terminals. Such a blanket approach is not considered appropriate given that the
level of hazard/risk at the terminals would be dependent upon the type of development being proposed.
For instance, it is unlikely to be feasible for minor development works connected with the continuing
operation of the terminals to affect any change in the level of hazard/risk at the sites. Furthermore,
criterion (b) does not reflect the fact that both terminals are strictly regulated by the

Additional amendments were requested by the consultees
however, these have been rejected as follows:
In relation to risk the draft policy seeks a reduction to be
achieved as a consequence of the proposals. The Council
remains of the view that this should be achieved where the
comprehensive redevelopment of an installation is
proposed, particularly given that technologies have and will
continue to evolve over time to improve safety standards.

The draft policy seeks the retention and improvement of
public access along the coast adjacent to the installations.
This is a public right of way, and therefore the Council will
not amend the policy in any way which would result in the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) under the COMAH Regulations. COMAH requires that the operator of
loss of public access to this part of the coastline.
a hazardous installation demonstrates that the risks from their facility are ALARP (as low as reasonably
practicable). The principal means of demonstrating this is by a Safety Report that is submitted to the
It is proposed that the amended policy E10 reads as
regulatory authorities, including the HSE. The regulatory authorities have approved the current operations follows:
at the terminals under COMAH and the levels of hazard/risk have been judged to be acceptable. Any
1. Applications for development that support existing
future development proposals at the terminals would need to be the subject of consultation with the HSE
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and would have to satisfy the COMAH Regulations. The policy should reflect this and the role that the
HSE would have in relation to any future development.
The wording of criterion (d) does not recognise that the Calor and Oikos terminals are subject to strict
safety and security requirements. No public access is allowed or indeed possible at the terminals. As
such, it is clearly not possible for development proposals associated with the terminals to improve
access.
The wording of Policy E10 should be amended as follows:
Suggested wording:
“Policy E10 Port Related Activities
Applications for development associated with the existing nationally significant port facilities at South
Canvey will be permitted subject to compliance with the following criteria:
a. it can be demonstrated that the proposed development is either in the national interest or is required to
support existing activities and operations at the facilities;
b. the proposed development will not result in unacceptable levels of hazard or risk;
c. the design of the proposed development will not cause significant harm to the landscape having regard
to the scale of existing development at the facilities;
d. public access to the coastal path adjacent to the facilities is retained provided that this does not
adversely impact on the operations at the facilities; and
e. the proposed development will not result in increased harm to water quality or nature conservation in
the Thames Estuary, having particular regard to European designated sites, or increased flood risk.
In considering planning applications for development at the port facilities the Council will consult the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and take into account the advice provided with regard to the level of
hazard or risk at the sites. Development that would result in unacceptable levels of hazard or risk based
on the advice of the HSE will be refused.
In considering planning applications the Council will also have regard to the National Policy Statement
(NPS) on Ports, in so far as it is relevant to the proposed development.
In the event that development relating to the port facilities on South Canvey Island is of a sufficient size to
be considered a National Significantly Infrastructure Project for the purposes of the Planning Act 2008,
the Council will support applications that meet the criteria set out above and accord with the NPS on
Ports.”

Martin Barrell
380

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

We support the reference at paragraph 9.44, which highlights Policy CC3 and the need to ensure that
land adjacent to the flood defences is kept free from development to enable future improvements and
maintain access. You should consider whether a specific reference to this requirement should also be
including with Policy E10.
Regarding the proposed policy wording, we support the reference at point e), which seeks to ensure no
adverse impacts on water quality or nature conservation interests.

Recommended Response and Actions
operations at the existing port facilities at South
Canvey will be permitted subject to compliance with
the following criteria:
a. There must be no increase in the level of
hazard or risk posed by the facility as a
consequence of the proposals. The advice of
the Health and Safety Executive will be sought
in relation to this matter;
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; and
d. The future operation of the site will not result in
adverse impacts on water quality in the
Thames Estuary, or have a significant adverse
effect on European Sites.
2. Applications for the change of use, change of
materials handled, or for the redevelopment of the
existing port facilities at South Canvey will be
permitted subject to compliance with the following
criteria:
a. It can be demonstrated that the proposal is in
the national interest;
b. The level of hazard and risk posed by the site
must be reduced compared to existing levels at
the time of application, as a consequence of
the proposals. The advice of the Health and
Safety Executive will be sought in relation to
this matter;
c. 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;
d. Public access to the coastal path adjacent to
the site must be retained; and
e. The future operation of the site will not result in
adverse impacts on water quality in the
Thames Estuary, or have a significant adverse
effect on European Sites.
3. In the event that a proposal in relation to port
facilities on Canvey Island is of a sufficient size to
be considered a National Infrastructure Project for
determination by the Planning Inspectorate, the
Council will support applications that comply with
the requirements of this policy.

The requirement to maintain a buffer is clearly expressed in
policy CC3, with the extent shown on the proposals map.
There is therefore no need to repeat this requirement within
policy E10.
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Recommended Response and Actions

Chapter 10: Ensuring the vitality of town centres

As the Council's selected development partner ,Aquila strongly endorse the support given to Canvey
Town centre as a focus for retail led investment and regeneration via policies R1 & R2
Mr Trevor Hollinger
224

Aquila
Developments

Seek a
technical
alteration

It is suggested however that minor changes to policy R1 would provide further clarity , as follows
•
•

Policy R1 1a should refer to delivering at least 3300 sq m of convenience floorspace within town
centres since clearly this figure does not represent an upper limit in a policy preferred location
Policy R1 2b should include leisure within the range of mixed uses which are supported in
accordance with national policy and in the interests of completeness

ACTION: It is agreed that the 3,300 sq m of convenience
floorspace identified through the Employment and Retail
Needs Assessment is not an upper limit on future need, but
a realistic assessment of the likely need for additional
convenience floorspace based on the expected growth in
the population and expected shopping trends. The
expression of the convenience floorspace target could
therefore be expressed as a minimum, however it is
essential that the requirement for ‘within town centre’
provision is retained in order to ensure that the minimum
target does not result in the provision of out of centre
provision that undermines the vitality and viability of town
centre provision. It is recommended that part 1a of policy
R1 is amended to read as follows:
Delivering at least 3,300m2 of additional convenience
floorspace within local town centres in order to retain a high
proportion of local convenience retail spend.
ACTION: It is agreed that D2 leisure uses are appropriate
to town centre locations, as identified in the NPPF. It is
therefore proposed that part 2b of policy R1 is amended to
read as follows:
Supporting mixed use proposals for sites in all centres
where they make effective use of land to provide both an
active shopping frontage and other forms of business,
leisure, community or residential accommodation; and
ACTION: It is recognised that town centres benefit from
providing access for sustainable transport users. It is also
recognised that town centres create the critical mass
required to support public transport services. Therefore, it
is proposed that the Town Centre Retail Strategy set out in
policy R1 is amended as follows to support the provision of
services and infrastructure for sustainable transport.
Insert after 2b

487

The regeneration of town centres provides an opportunity to design in sustainable transport infrastructure
e.g. bicycle racks, high quality cycle lanes. It also can be used as a demonstration of how to use energy
efficiency and water efficiency measures in new developments.

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Promoting town centres as sustainable transport hubs
through the delivery of cycling infrastructure and public
transport infrastructure and services as set out in policies
T3 and T4.
Additionally, it is necessary to amend policy T4 to reflect
the relationship between town centres and public transport
provision.
Amend part c of policy T4 to read
Additional public transport infrastructure provision in and
around development sites and town centres.

Policy R1: Town Centre Retail Strategy
14

Tony Taylor

Object

Surely retail space at best should stay as it is bearing in mind the demise of local shops as a result of
online shopping.

The Employment and Retail Needs Assessment provides
evidence that there will be a need for additional retail
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provision to support the needs of the future population in
Castle Point. Consideration was given to the impacts of
online shopping as part of the assessment.
This representation provides no evidence to support its
assertions.

There appears some contradictions within this policy.
Mr Graham Bracci
67

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

Interest from a Supermarket chain to examine the potential to open a new outlet within Canvey Island
appears to have received a favourable response from CPBC, in contrast to para.10.7
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain unaltered.

Having reviewed policy R1 there does not appear to be any
contradictions within it. It seeks to provide additional retail
provision within the town centres in Castle Point, with a
focus on the regeneration of Canvey and Hadleigh Town
Centres. It requires the impact on the vitality and viability of
town centres of retail proposals for out of centre locations
to be considered. This approach is consistent with the
NPPF.
In terms of the provision of a new supermarket on Canvey
Island, the Council has been working to secure the
redevelopment of the retail core within the town centre as
set out in the Canvey Town Centre Masterplan. This is
entirely consistent with the strategy set out in policy R1,
and also policy R2.
This representation provides no evidence to support its
assertions.

There appears some contradictions within this policy.
Mr Steve Sawkins
82

121

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Juliette Arnold

Object

Interest from a Supermarket chain to examine the potential to open a new outlet within Canvey Island
appears to have received a favourable response from CPBC, in contrast to para. 10.7
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain unaltered.

Object

I was under the impression that a high percentage of buildings within Canvey Town Centre location were
owned by a different Council and was somewhat expensive to rent, hence why some of the units had
been empty for a while. Will the new developments be affordable for local businesses and will CPCB
have some control over the overheads local businesses have to pay and can CPBC be confident that
there will be take up?

Having reviewed policy R1 there does not appear to be any
contradictions within it.
In terms of the provision of a new supermarket on Canvey
Island, the Council has been working to secure the
redevelopment of the retail core within the town centre as
set out in the Canvey Town Centre Masterplan. This is
entirely consistent with the strategy set out in policy R1,
and also policy R2.
The Employment and Retail Needs Assessment provides
evidence that there will be a need for additional retail
provision to support the needs of the future population in
Castle Point.
In terms of Canvey Town Centre, a master plan has been
prepared which responds to the needs of residents and
also retailers in terms of the type of provision that is
required on Canvey Island. The Council is working with
partners to secure the regeneration proposals for the retail
core as set out in the Canvey Town Centre Masterplan.

Policy R2: Canvey Town Centre Regeneration

38

Mr. ray Addison

Object

yes agree to the plan to improve the town centre of Canvey but not at the expense of my neighbours
house being compulsory purchased and a river put through from the lake and the small shops being
replaced by two blocks of flats with a car park twenty feet from my back door

Note concerns regarding the Lake Link proposal set out in
the Canvey Town Centre Masterplan. Policy R2 does not
concern itself with the details set out in the master plan and
does not need amending in respect of this representation.
It should be noted that the Council agreed the Canvey
Town Centre Masterplan as a Supplementary Planning
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Document in 2012.

194

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Martin Barrell
381

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

Although Canvey Town Centre does not contain any designated heritage assets, we hope that its
regeneration takes into account any non-designated heritage assets, including assets on a local list and
any archaeological sites. We hope this is reflected in the town centre master plan and perhaps could be
drawn out in the supporting text to this policy.

Seek a
technical
alteration

In including the regeneration of Canvey Town Centre within
the draft New Local Plan, it is the Council’s intention to
pursue the regeneration of Canvey Town Centre in
accordance with the Canvey Town Centre Masterplan. It is
We note the inclusion of the proposed residential element of the Canvey Town Centre regeneration as
considered that this will offer benefits to the Canvey Island
one of the sites considered in the „New Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Options
and represents sustainable development. This is
November 2013‟. The final recommendations of that document highlight that the regeneration will provide demonstrated through the findings of the Sustainability
additional benefits, but that the Council should be satisfied that these benefits outweigh flood risk
Appraisal.
concerns for the residential development to be brought forward ahead of lower risk sites. As the policy
The town centre is not a site; it is an area within the
proposes residential development, this should therefore be capable of being demonstrated, or the policy
existing urban area. Numerous proposals of different types
should specifically include a sequential phasing requirement for any housing development.
are expected within this area, and will be required to
The document „New Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Options November 2013‟
respond to flood risk in different ways depending on their
also recommends that any allocation of housing on Canvey should include the requirement for flood
location within the town centre, their proposed use and
resistant and resilient design. Such a requirement is not currently included and should be added for
their design. Policy CC2 sets out the overarching
consistency with other sites allocated in flood risk areas.
requirements for development and flood risk within
Canvey’s urban area and this will therefore ensure that
flood risk management is adequately addressed through
applications for the town centre. There is therefore no need
to repeat these requirements within policy R2.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Hadleigh Town Centre contains the Grade I listed Church of St James the Less, meaning that any
regeneration proposals will need to ensure that the significance of this heritage asset is conserved and,
where possible, enhanced. There may also be non-designated heritage assets that should be taken into
account in any proposals, including assets on a local list and any archaeological sites. We hope this is
reflected in the town centre master plan and perhaps could be drawn out in the supporting text to this
policy.

The Canvey Town Centre Masterplan was prepared having
regard to the historic and architectural context of Canvey
Town Centre.

Policy R3: Hadleigh Town Centre Regeneration

195

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

The Hadleigh Town Centre Masterplan was prepared
having regard to the historic and architectural context of
Hadleigh Town Centre.

Policy R7: Out of Centre Shopping Areas

528

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Paragraph 24 of the NPPF states that a sequential test
should be applied to planning applications for main town
centre uses that are not in existing centres. Main Town
Centre Uses are defined as retail development including
In general terms, this policy is welcomed. However, it should be clear that bulky goods retail, and other
warehouse clubs and factory outlets at page 53 of the
retail models that are not appropriate or desirable within town centres, should not be subject to sequential NPPF. Therefore it would be inconsistent with the NPPF to
and impact testing. Further, as an established retail locations, policy should be clear that retail areas are
make bulky goods retail and other retail models exempt
sequentially preferable locations, after in- and edge-of-centre sites.
from the sequential test.

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

The same is true of the impact test which applies to all
retail uses proposed for out of town centre locations, as
stated at paragraph 26 of the NPPF.
Policy R8: South Benfleet Leisure Quarter
196

Mr Tom Gilbert-

Seek a

The policy and supporting text acknowledge the historic environment issues in this location, with the

ACTION: In order to further highlight the character of the
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South Benfleet Conservation Area explicitly mentioned. It would be helpful if reference could be made to
the eleven listed buildings that are within this location (including the Grade I Church of St Mary the Virgin
and Grade II* The Anchor Inn), as well as locally listed buildings picked up by the conservation area
appraisal and local list. While the general principle of encouraging leisure (i.e. A3 and A4) uses in this
location seems reasonable, care will need to be taken to avoid harming the conservation area,
particularly its listed buildings.

Recommended Response and Actions
historic environment within South Benfleet, it is proposed
that the third sentence of paragraph 10.31 is amended to
read as follows:
There is also a need for any development to reflect the
historic character of the area. There are eleven listed
buildings located within this area including the Grade I
Church of St. Mary the Virgin and the Grade II* Anchor Inn.
The area is therefore designated as a Conservation Area,
and includes other buildings of local heritage importance as
well as designated heritage assets.
ACTION: There is a small area where the proposed South
Benfleet Leisure Quarter allocation overlaps with the extent
of Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3. The buildings that fall within
this overlap are already in A3 and A4 use (Hoy and Helmet
PH, The Half Crown PH and the Fish market Restaurant). It
is therefore unlikely that development encouraged under
this policy will increase the risk of flooding as it will be
beyond the flood risk zones.
Nonetheless, it is proposed that paragraph 10.31 is
amended to read as follows:
... And includes other buildings of local heritage importance
as well as designated heritage assets.

Martin Barrell
382

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

As mentioned in previous responses, part of this area is shown to be at high and medium risk of flooding.
Sufficient regard should be given to this issue when considering proposals associated with this policy; in
particular the potential increase in flood risk vulnerability associated with A3 and A4 uses.

Additionally, there are a number of residential properties
nearby, and therefore any proposal will need to have
regard to the amenity of residents in terms of opening
hours and the provision of entertainment. Finally, a small
part of the area is within flood risk zones 2 and 3, although
most of the area is at a low risk of flooding (flood risk zone
1). Therefore, development will in certain circumstances
need to be designed to ensure flood resilience and flood
resistance. Plans will also been to be put in place to ensure
the safety of customers in the event of a flood.
It is also necessary to amend part 2 of policy R8 to reflect
the need to consider flood risk.
2. Within this area, proposals for A3 and A4 uses that
complement the existing range of provision within the area
will be supported subject to compliance with other relevant
policies on design, the historic environment, flood risk and
residential amenity.

Policy R11: Hot Food Takeaways
There is clear evidence of the proliferation of takeaways
within Castle Point. This is set out in the Employment and
Retail Needs Assessment, and also can be observed
2. Planning policy must be consistent with the principles set out within the Framework. Each policy should through visual inspections of local town centres and
shopping parades. To claim that there is no evidence is
"plan" positively for development; be justified; effective; and consistent with the Framework. If any policy
untrue.
that is not compliant with one of these four tests, it cannot be considered sound (see the Framework).
Furthermore, to indicate that no consideration has been
3. We have identified why we consider the policy is not sound having regard to paragraph 182 of the
given to the sustainability and economic impacts of the
Framework.
proposed policy is untrue. The Sustainability Appraisal of
1. This objection relates to the above policy and supporting text, each of which is considered unsound for
the reasons set out below. In principle, it is inconsistent with the Framework.
346

Oliver Mitchell
Plan ware Ltd

Object
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4. We consider that the policy should be deleted along with the supporting text. By way of overview, the
Framework cannot be interpreted to allow over-generic restrictions on a particular use class.
The policy is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with the Framework.
5. As worded, the draft policy takes an ambiguous view of hot food takeaways. The policy applies
exceptionally high percentage ceilings to restrict development with little sound planning reasoning or
planning justification. The policy is overly restrictive and not positive in its approach. This is contrary to
para 14 of the Framework which advises authorities to positively seek opportunities to meet development
needs of their area.

Recommended Response and Actions
the Draft New Local Plan considers the sustainability
impacts of all policies, as does the Whole Plan Viability
Assessment of the Draft New Local Plan.
Whilst it is recognised that a restriction on A5 uses may
well limit their provision in locations where a proliferation
may already exist, it is considered that this is consistent
with the NPPF as it will seek to ensure a diversity of retail
offer consistent with the requirement of paragraph 23 bullet
4. It should be noted that the policy would not limit A5
developments in parades where there are very few existing
A5 units.

6. Thus the policy is inconsistent with para 19 and 21 of the Framework. Para 19 states:

This consultee suggests that the NPPF does not expect
local planning authorities to engage in matters related to
Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore
public health, such as obesity and the impacts of poor diet.
significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning system. However, there is a whole section in the NPPF which sees
to promote healthy communities. Healthy, as defined in the
7. Para 21 states:
Oxford English Dictionary is ‘to be in a good physical or
mental condition; in good health’. Therefore, it is expected
Investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined requirements of planning policy
that the planning system involves itself in ensuring that the
expectations.
built environment promote good health. Paragraph 69 is
very clear that local authorities should be aiming to create
8. The percentage ceilings set by the policy are exceptionally high and are not justified by evidence. Such healthy communities.
a significant restriction requires a substantial evidence base to support the policy as drafted. This does
The information provided in the Health Profile is clear that
not appear to have been provided (see further objections in response to the supporting text).
obesity and poor diet are contributory factors to poor health
9. Typically a restriction of around 70% non-A1 units is applied to primary frontages in town centres, with in Castle Point. If the Council as a local planning authority
is to create healthy communities, it should use appropriate
lower percentages in district centres. This level is further relaxed in local or neighbourhood parades.
planning mechanisms to achieve this. The draft Local Plan
promotes the provision of public open spaces and also the
10. Limiting uses in centres should relate to vitality and viability in terms of A1 units and non-A1 uses,
retention and improvement of sports facilities. However,
rather than restricting specific non-A1 uses.
there is also the opportunity to ensure that the mix of uses
in town centres does not undermine these positive efforts
11. The supporting Employment & Retail Needs Assessment only provides data for the combined
proportion of A3, A4 and A5 uses in the existing centres. Therefore it is difficult to assess the implications to encourage better health.
of a policy that targets only A5 uses, when the supporting evidence provided refers to a mix of A3-A5
uses.
12. Many centres may have already gone beyond the policies maximum threshold of 10%. Therefore the
policy as written could completely restrict new A5 uses by setting the ceiling above the existing provision.
No data is provided about the capacity of the existing retail provision to provide for further A5 units in the
borough. This part of the policy creates a further moratorium against new A5 uses in the borough and
would conflict with the Framework.
13. The policy takes no account of the positive impact a proposal may have or the attraction of an A5 unit
in the shopping frontages. It does not allow exceptions, nor takes account of the potential foot falls
increase such uses may generate, above other potential A1 units.
14. The policy does not allow for exceptions, rather restricts all A5 development where specific thresholds
are exceeded. This is not a positive or unjustified approach to planning.
15. No consideration is given to the achievement of sustainable development as required throughout the
Framework.
16. The Framework cannot be interpreted to allow over-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
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on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence. Compliance with the soundness test is still required. The
presented policy fails the relevant tests.
17. No consideration has been given to the potential negative impact that the policy may have on the
local community, employment provision or to sustainability.
18. We have demonstrated above that the policy is not consistent with national planning policy.
19. The proposal does not accord with the "golden thread" running through the Framework which seeks
to build a strong competitive economy. The policy potentially stifles economic development and is not
consistent with the policy framework.
20. No mention of the sequential test is made in the policy. The sequential test sets out the criteria by
which the merits of the location of an A5 use are to be judged. The proposed policy could potentially
restrict A5 uses which would comply with the sequential test, and therefore it will operate in conflict with
the Framework.
21. Such a policy conflict is considered inconsistent with the Framework.
Soundness - summary
22. The proposed policy is considered unsound and fails to meet the four tests of the Framework. It is not
positively prepared; justified; effective; or consistent with national planning policy. It should therefore be
deleted in its entirety. No alternative wording or alterations can be suggested that would make the
proposed policy sound.
23. We reserve the right to expand on, and provide evidence to support the points raised above at any
examination in public.
Objection to the supporting text of Policy R11: Hot Food Takeaways
Para 10.45 - 10.46
24. Para 10.45 and 10.46 state that a significant proportion of the A3 to A5 mix is made up of A5 uses,
however no evidence has been provided to support these statements. The Employment and Retail Needs
Assessment only provides data regarding combined proportion of A3 to A5 uses within the existing
centres and not the individual proportions of each use class.
25. The full impact of the policy has not been taken into account. No impact assessment of how the
proposal will impact on the golden thread of economic development set out in the Framework has been
provided.
Para 10.47 - 10.48
26. The evidence provided at para 10.47 and 10.48 is not supported by the Framework. Indeed it appears
the supporting text incorrectly it interprets Section 8 of the Framework - "healthy communities". That
section does not refer to or mention dietary choices or takeaways or make reference to medical health.
The section only refers to land use planning matters specifically relating to the community, i.e. social,
recreational and cultural facilities. This is later confirmed in para 171 of the Framework. There is no
reference to medical health in the Framework, and this is in our view not a matter for planning policy.
The word "Healthy" in the title of Section 8 of the Framework has been incorrectly interpreted by the
authority and thus the paragraphs should be removed.
Chapter 11: Promoting sustainable transport
107

Cllr Phil Anderson

Object

I object to policy T2 (2) to the degree that it promotes the idea of a link road from Canvey Island to the

The Council and the County Council intend to work
together, and with partners from across Thames Gateway
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The A1014 Manorway forms the access road to the new port development at London Gateway and the
proposed enterprise park at Thames Oil Port. It will be one of the fastest areas for traffic growth in the UK
over the next decade.

South Essex, including Thurrock Council, to identify the
most appropriate way of improving access to Canvey
Island. The North Thames Link Road is one option,
however as stated in the text the dualling of Canvey Way
represents an alternative. Any investigation into this matter
would look at the full range of potential impacts.

A1014 Manorway.

Adding a link road to Canvey would:

488

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Seek a
technical
alteration

•

further increase noise, air pollution and congestion in the Corringham, Fobbing, and Stanford le
Hope area;

•

deter inward investment in London Gateway and Thames Oil Port by compromising smooth
vehicular access;

•

exceed the capacity of the A1014/A13 junction which has been sized based on current growth
plans;

•

encourage vehicles to 'rat run' through Canvey Island from London Gateway or Thames Oil Port
and to use unsuitable smaller local roads to by-pass the main highway network at peak times;

•

Damage the environmentally sensitive areas around Fobbing marshes;

•

Promote development in an area that is unsustainable in terms of long term flood risk;

•

Lead to a 'merging' through future development of Corringham and Canvey which are currently
distinctive communities with strong local identities.

We welcome the emphasis in this chapter on improving public transport and the cycling network within
Castle Point. This will be necessary if greenhouse gas emissions are going to be significantly reduced
from the transport sector. Increasing the numbers of people cycling in Castle Point can also have a wider
range of benefits including reducing congestion and improving people's health.
However, this is currently an aspiration and there seems to be a lack of projects/ proposals to indicate
how this will be achieved.

It should however be noted that there is a substantive
swathe of Green Belt between Canvey and Corringham,
not to mention Fobbing Creek. It is not therefore
considered that the towns would merge as a result of
improved highway connectivity between them.

Projects related to cycling and public transport are
identified in policies T3 and T4 respectively. It is agreed
that the list of projects identified within these policies is not
as long as the list of projects identified in policy T2 related
to alterations to the carriageway network. This does not
however mean that there is a lack of aspiration in relation
to sustainable transport.
Many of the improvements will be localised, particularly in
relation to cycling. Development proposals will enable new
routes to be provided and links to be improved within the
existing network. Cycling infrastructure is also a component
of the town centre regeneration strategy for Canvey Town
Centre.
In terms of public transport provision, the focus will be on
improving service provision, particularly in relation to
access to employment. A Sustainable Transport Funding
bid has been made at the South Essex sub-regional level
to start developing these routes.

Policy T1: Transport Strategy

22

miss Patricia
Greenhalgh

Seek a
technical
alteration

Is there a map available showing the route of the proposed Roscommon extension to Western
esplanade? How will this impact on traffic on Haven Road where traffic levels are already increasing as
more people become aware of Roscommon as a faster route bypassing Canvey road to get to the
supermarket, West Canvey marshes and off the island. Surely the problem of traffic congestion will
simply be diverted from Lond Road to Haven Road?

The proposed route for the extension of Roscommon Way
is shown as an appendix to the Transport Modelling
Report. It is also shown on the draft New Local Plan
Proposals Map as a Transport Improvement Area.
The purpose of the extension of Roscommon Way is to
alleviate traffic on Long Road. The extension of
Roscommon Way to Western Esplanade will stop many
people having to travel up Haven Road to re-enter Long
Road to travel east.
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Kevin Fraser
261

Essex County
Council

Support

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions

The County Council have highlighted the extent of joint
working that has been undertaken to prepare the transport
evidence to inform the draft New Local Plan. On the basis
of this evidence, they object to the proposals for sites H10
and H18. This should be noted – consideration to
Policy T1 outlines the Transport Strategy for Castle Point Borough for the period 2014 to 2031, and which amendments in relation to these policies is addressed
has been informed by key evidence base including:
against representations 254 and 253 respectively.
• Essex Local Transport Plan (June 20110
ACTION: The County Council has highlighted the work that
has been undertaken across TGSE to prepare an
• A Planning and Transport Strategy for Thames Gateway South Essex
Economic Strategy that forms part of the South East Local
• The Transport Evidence for the New Local Plan
Enterprise Partnership Economic Growth Plan for the
period to 2021. Within this plan are a number of proposed
These documents have been prepared in partnership with Essex County Council and relevant local
authorities to identify priorities for the borough and sub region. It is acknowledged that the main routes in highway improvements for TGSE and for Castle Point. This
includes proposals to upgrade several junctions on the
the borough are single carriageway roads with limited opportunity for widening, and a number of the
A127. This is not identified in the current working of policy
routes in the borough already experience pressure at key junctions and roads.
T2 and therefore the following amendments are proposed
to make it clear as to what will be delivered.
The County Council has assisted in the preparation of transport evidence to inform the Plan through
comments regarding individual sites, and input to the `Transport Evidence for the New Local Plan'. It
should be noted that ECC objects to the proposed development sites H10 and H18 on highway grounds
(see Section D).

Insert a new paragraph after paragraph 11.17 which reads
as follows:

A127 Growth Corridor Strategy: The A127, which passes
ECC supports reference in paragraph 2, bullet a to the commitment to work with neighbouring authorities along the borough’s northern boundary, is a strategic route
in South Essex which becomes heavily congested during
and transport delivery partners in Thames Gateway South Essex to consider the wider issues on the
peak periods. Congestion at key junctions along its route is
transport network, and the impacts of planned growth in the sub region. ECC is working with partners to
also a problem. Junctions which experience problems
bid for funding through SELEP on a number of highway schemes aimed at mitigating existing pressure
include the Fairglen Interchange and the Rayleigh Weir,
points to create a more efficient road network which is necessary to deliver economic growth in the sub
located in Castle Point. The capacity of the A127 is
region. A key scheme is the A127 Corridor for Growth Strategy which aims to provide a coordinated
expected to be exceeded as a result of growth across
approach along the whole A127 corridor to include junction upgrades and improvements, maintenance,
signage, lighting and safety camera installation. A significant increase in housing and employment growth South Essex, including key employment growth at
is emerging in Local Plans along this key strategic inter-urban route from Southend up to the M25, which Southend Airport and in the Basildon Enterprise Corridor.
As a result, a Growth Corridor Strategy has been prepared
will place increasing pressure on its capacity.
for the A127 Corridor. This strategy proposes substantive
upgrades to the Fairglen Interchange, and also
improvements to the Rayleigh Weir Junction. The upgrades
to the Rayleigh Weir Junction will link to improvements
proposed for the A129, below.

Mark Shepherd
367

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Support

•

Support the inclusion of development locations to support bus services, walking and cycling.
However, such support should be afforded to the entire district.

•

Support the recognition of working with neighbouring authorities to enhance the transport
network. Southend-on-Sea is predominately accessed via two strategic roads that run through
and adjacent to Castle Point, the A127 and A13.

Support for the approach to partnership working and
development locations set out in policy T1 noted and
welcomed.
The purpose of point 2c of policy T1 is to ensure that
development locations contribute towards an improved
transport network. Improvements to existing networks
(including walking and cycling networks) should be
identified through the transport planning process, which is
the subject of part 2a of the policy.

Policy T2: Improvements and Alterations to Carriageway Infrastructure

9

Mr Nigel Davies

Support

All well and good talking about Dualling Canvey Way or the Route to The Manorway but there is no
money for this forthcoming as far as I can see. I was impressed with the redesign of the Somnes
Avenue/Waterside junction some years ago, so perhaps the dualling of Somnes may help too. What
about a tidal system to allow 2 lanes off AM and then 2 Lanes on PM?

Policy T2 recognises the need to secure investment for a
new or improved access to Canvey Island.
Policy T2 identifies the widening of Somnes Avenue as a
project to be delivered in the period to 2031. It is included
within the schedule of highways projects submitted as part
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of the LEP Economic Strategy. Assuming the strategy is
viewed favourably, it will be delivered in the period to 2021.

18

Mr Stuart
McDermott

Object

The proposed upgrades to the roads on Canvey are not enough and the additional exit road to
Corringham will not serve the best interests of the residents. A different 'third road' option is needed.

Objection to the proposed route for a third road noted. A
different third road option is alluded to, however no
information is provided as to the route.

Paragraph 11.16 refers to proposals for a North Thames Link Road Linking Northwick Road, Canvey with
the Manorway (A1014). We assume that such a scheme would form one option for satisfying Part 2 of
Policy T2. However we would highlight that:
•

95

Mr Trevor
Hutchinson
DP World

Seek a
technical
alteration

•

•

122

Juliette Arnold

Object

The Council and the County Council intend to work
together to identify the most appropriate way of improving
access to Canvey Island. The North Thames Link Road is
one option, however as stated in the text the dualling of
The A13 from A1089 and The Manorway are not trunked and therefore do not form part of the
Canvey Way represents an alternative. Any investigation
national strategic highway network
into this matter would need to look at the impacts of
proposals in the wider network including westward
Any scheme for connection to The Manorway would need to consider the connecting links and
junctions upstream to the west, particularly the A13/A1014 Junction (Manorway Interchange), and junctions.
provide improvements in terms of capacity and safety as required. Without such improvements
It is noted that DP World are concerned that a road link to
the proposed North Thames Link Road would be likely to be contrary to at least one of the
Canvey would impact on access to London Gateway Port.
priorities of the Essex Local Transport Plan, as reported in Paragraph 11.4 of the Draft Plan, that
A link from the east would improve accessibility to the port
being " improving access to London Gateway Port and London Southend Airport"
by providing a new link and reducing journey distances
from Canvey and Benfleet to access jobs and businesses
Additional development in Castle Point facilitated by such a link would need to contribute to
in the port area.
highway capacity improvements, including to A13 link 5.

11.21 Canvey way traffic at Saddlers farm backs up to Tarpots exit at busy times. How will putting a spur
off of Canvey way help traffic? Surely you will have the same amount if not more trying to get down
Canvey Way, which due to the issues with the traffic lights will block more of the road. Can I ask, why the
roundabouts were taken away? They seemed to work and were more low cost than the traffic lights!

The proposals for Canvey Way including its dualling to the
point at which a new access is provided into the west of
Benfleet. At present, there are currently four lanes of traffic
entering Canvey Way, which merge quickly into a single
lane. This creates queuing around the roundabout during
the PM peak. The dualling of Canvey Way to the new
junction will help to move traffic away from Sadler’s Farm,
whilst also increasing the permeability of Benfleet by
providing an alternative access point to the Tarpots
junction which is over capacity during the PM peak. The
queue around Sadler’s Farm created by the Tarpots
junction is significant during the PM peak backing up onto
the A13.
The alterations carried out at Sadler’s Farm were a result
of significant planning and significant analysis. £63m were
invested into the improvements. Traffic flow assessments
indicate that there have been significant journey time
improvements at this junction.
Any consideration of proposals against this plan will need
to meet the requirements of the policies set out in Chapter
19 of the New Local Plan which addresses the Historic
Environment.

197

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

Consideration of potential historic environment impacts resulting from specific transport schemes may be
necessary. For example, a new junction on the A130 to access the west of Benfleet and the dualling of
the A130 from Sadler’s Farm to this new access could impact on the setting of the Grade II* Church of St
Margaret to the west in Basildon.

In terms of the proposals for the A130 Canvey Way, the
proposed junction is located some 750m from St.
Margaret’s church, and will be located to the east of the
existing road. Therefore, the junction will not be visible from
the church. In terms of the dualling of the A130 Canvey
Way, the focus of any development will be on widening the
existing road. The impact of this development will be
minimal given that there is already a road in this location.
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Thurrock Council strongly objects 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.
Thurrock Council remains very concerned about the lack of detail on impact, location, delivery and
phasing of such a link road as included in the Castle Point draft New Local Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that reference to the North Thames Link Road (Northwick Road, Canvey Island to
Manorway, Corringham) or any similar reference or route is removed from the Castle Point New Local
Plan.
i) Deliverability and Programming
Thurrock Borough Council has previously objected to this proposal for similar reasons as part of the
consultation and examination stage of the Thurrock and Castle Point Local Plans in 1996 and 1996.
There are additional reasons why Thurrock
Council objects to the proposal and process of inclusion of the Canvey Island– Manorway link road in the
Castle Point draft New Local Plan.
There is no evidence that the proposal for the North Thames Link Road as included in the draft 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 safeguard the route 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.

Mr Richard Hatter
238

Thurrock Borough
Council

Object

The North Thames Link Road proposal or reference to any Canvey Island–Manorway link road is not
included in any key transport or infrastructure plan or strategy at regional or sub-regional level. There is
no specific reference to the proposed link road included in the Essex Integrated County Strategy and it is
not included in the Essex Transport Strategy or in the current Essex Local Transport Plan. The link road
is not included in the current TGSE Planning and Transport Strategy document and
reference to the link road has been removed from the latest TGSE section of the SELEP Submission
document.
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.
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 current draft 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 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.

ACTION: The Council and the County Council intend to
work together to identify the most appropriate way of
improving access to Canvey Island. The North Thames
Link Road is one option, however as stated in the text the
dualling of Canvey Way represents an alternative. Any
investigation into this matter would look at the full range of
potential impacts.
A full evaluation of the options for improving access for
Canvey Island is essential to determine the best way
forward. It is considered that the text of paragraph 11.17
could be amended to make this point clearer.
It is proposed that paragraph is amended to read as
follows:
Both options (dualling of Canvey Way and the North
Thames Link Road) would pass over open water and would
therefore be costly to deliver. Additionally, there are areas
of environmental sensitivity including sites designated for
nature conservation purposes near the proposed route for
a North Thames Link Road. As a consequence it will be
necessary 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.
It is also recommended that part 2 of policy T2 is amended
to read as follows:
During the period to 2031, the Council will also work with
partners to identify an environmentally sensitive,
sustainable and deliverable transport scheme for improving
access to Canvey Island, and will secure the investment
necessary to deliver that scheme.

ii) Impact on Local Roads and Main Highway Network
The addition of the North Thames Link Road would have an adverse impact on the Thurrock main
highway and local transport Network. The proposed North Thames Link Road would have an adverse
effect on the Corringham/Stanford-le-Hope area by adding significantly to the flow of traffic along the
Manorway, exacerbating the segregation impact upon the twin township.
Additional routes within Thurrock are also likely to be adversely impacted upon increasing congestion and
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to the determent of highway safety. This proposed North Thames Link Road may also adversely impact
on other parts of the Castle Point local
road network and the Essex main highway network.
The proposals for North Thames Link Road do not include any proper highway improvement and
mitigation measures including impact on the highway network in Thurrock.
iii) 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. The proposals are significant and this, potentially,
will 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.
Worryingly, the impact on the Manorway, the A13 to the west of the interchange with the Manorway and
other local routes do not appear to have been modelled or even to have had recent traffic surveys
undertaken such as base/calibration traffic surveys.
iv) Impact on the Environment
The route of the North Thames Link Road as shown on the draft Proposal Map link will have an adverse
impact on recognised nature conservation interests The route of the proposed new road passes
eastwards from Roscommon Way, between the
RSPB’s West Canvey Marsh reserve to the north and the Canvey Wick SSSI to the south before reaching
the borough boundary at Holehaven Creek.
Holehaven Creek is currently designated as a SSSI due to is important overwintering bird populations in
particular. It is also a proposed Special Protection Area recognising its international significance and its
connectivity to the Thames Estuary &
Marshes SPA/Ramsar to the west and south and Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA/Ramsar to the
east. While there are existing industrial uses at the mouth of the creek these are secure areas with no
public access. Beyond these the creek has
limited disturbance and there are no structures within the creek until the Fobbing Horse flood defence
structure. The proposed road could have significant impacts on this site in terms of physical disturbance
to the creek due to the bridge structure,
associated noise and light pollution and also in potential increase in public access.
The route would fragment the salt marsh and mudflats that have key ecological value within the creek.
This scheme would require a Habitat Regulations Assessment to demonstrate that there would be no
adverse effects on the Holehaven Creek SPA or the neighbouring SPAs and that there are no other less
harmful alternatives.
Currently there is no existing road linking the Manorway to the creek. If the crossing was to be provided it
is likely that a new link to the Manorway would be required running to the north of the existing Coryton
Refinery site. This would require the loss
of a section of the Corringham and Fobbing Marshes Local Wildlife Site.
v) Impact on Green Belt
It is considered the proposal for a North Thames Link is by definition inappropriate development in the
Green Belt as it is not local transport infrastructure and the evidence for a requirement in this location has
not been demonstrated. It is
considered the proposal for a bridge and road extensions would be harmful to the openness of the Green
Belt. No special circumstances have been demonstrated why this road proposal should be safeguarded
in the plan.
vi) Landscape Impact
The route of the North Thames Link Road is likely to have a significant impact on the landscape in both
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Castle Point and Thurrock riverside in this location due to the need to construct some form of bridge and
supporting highway either side of the bridge as it crosses Holehaven Creek.
The scale of the Holehaven Creek and the network of creeks and marshes in this area retain a tranquil
character and is a significant natural feature within the Thames Estuary. This historic landscape forms a
natural boundary between the boroughs of Thurrock and Castle Point.
Any proposed bridging structure and raised roadway which would form part of the link road is predicted to
block views the of waterway and mud banks around HoleHaven.
The appreciation of a natural connection to the River Thames is likely to be lost. This would be a
significant loss to strategic views from higher ground at Langdon Hills and Fobbing.
The introduction of a linear source of noise and lights and particularly moving lights will significantly
reduce the quantity of tranquillity of the wild marshland character.
This loss would be detrimental to the wildlife and recreational value of the area and the quality of this
strategic natural open space.
In view of the above issues Thurrock Borough Council considers the impact of the link road and
implications for a route through Thurrock to be unacceptable.
Policy T2, criterion d and supporting text
My client supports the proposal for a new junction on the A130 Canvey Way to provide access to West
Benfleet.
Policy T2 identifies the improvements and alterations to carriageway infrastructure in Caste Point which
"will be delivered during the plan period to 2031". However it is stated at paragraph 11.12 that "it must be
noted that at this stage these improvements are not yet funded".

243

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

It is an Examination requirement to demonstrate that the Local Plan is effective and can be delivered. The
Planning Practice Guidance states at Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 12-018-20140306 that the Local
Plans should "be realistic about what can be achieved and when... This means paying careful attention to
providing an adequate supply of land, identifying what infrastructure is required and how it can be funded
and brought on stream at the appropriate time; and ensuring that the requirements of the plan as a whole
will not prejudice the viability of development... The Local Plan should make clear, for at least the first five
years, what infrastructure is required, who is going to fund and provide it, and how it relates to the
anticipated rate and phasing of development...” It is clear from a review of the draft New Local Plan and
the supporting evidence base that the Council has not yet met the above requirements.
This is significant in the case of Policy H14, which requires the delivery of the works outlined at criterion d
prior the commencement of any homes. My client is concerned that that the absence of any clarification
of the intended timescales for delivery of the works or the source of any funding gives rise to a significant
risk that the delivery of this site will be delayed. This will ultimately frustrate the delivery of the housing
strategy of the Plan and must be addressed in this policy.
Remedy
My client requests amendment to the supporting text of this policy to provide further clarification on
timescales for delivering the highway improvements sought and the anticipated source of funding. Further
representations are made below about requested amendments to policy H14 to address this issue
further.

Mr JAMES
TRIMMER
343

PORT OF
LONDON
AUTHORITY

Object

11.13 The proposed extension to Roscommon Way (Phase 2) would cross the PLA's freehold ownership
to the north of the Oikos terminal. Notwithstanding that there has been little or no discussion with the PLA
on this proposal - and the Authority's position on it - any road must be consistent with all necessary
regulations and requirements for construction of such development in proximity to COMAH sites.
Policy T2 The PLA notes that the policy states specifically that the extension to Roscommon Way ‘will' be

ACTION: The Council has been working with partners
across South Essex to prepare an Economic Growth
Strategy for the sub-region. This has identified a number of
transport projects in Castle Point including proposals to
improve access to Canvey Island.
Additionally, the Council has been in discussion with Essex
County Council, NHS England and other teams within the
Borough Council to determine the extent of infrastructure
requirements to accompany the proposals in this plan.
The publication of the draft New Local Plan has assisted
these organisations in being able to provide advice on their
requirements.
It is now possible to prepare an infrastructure delivery plan
to accompany the New Local Plan, and this will be
published alongside the submission New Local Plan.
It will identify where funding will be provided from other
sources, where funding gaps still exist, and where CIL or
S106 agreements will be used to secure infrastructure.
The Whole Plan Viability Assessment will take this
schedule into account in its assessment of the Submission
New Local Plan.

The alignment of the Roscommon way extension between
Haven Road and Eastern Esplanade was agreed by Essex
County Council some time ago. It follows an
Environmentally Sensitive route, which seeks to avoid
conflict with the hazardous installations at South Canvey.

Page 59 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments
delivered within the plan period. What is the evidence base underpinning this definitive commitment,
particularly as the PLA - owner of land required for the scheme - has not been engaged?

Policy T2 part 1(a) definitively states that the extension of Roscommon Way Phase 2 will be delivered
during the plan period. The supporting text of the policy, however, acknowledges that funding has not
been secured (paragraph 11.12) meaning the likelihood of the scheme coming forward cannot be
expressed so definitively.

320

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

Delivery of Roscommon Way Phase 2 requires land which the current landowners and lessees (OSL) do
not wish to give up for such a purpose. This land is crossed by nationally important pipelines and is
owned by a statutory undertaker (the PLA). The Roscommon Way extension would most likely be
required to pass through the Health and Safety Executive's (HSE) consultation zones for the OSL and
Calor Terminals and potentially have implications for the operations of these identified facilities of national
significance. Seeking to put a new public road through such an area could be said to be in conflict with
the aspirations of the Council relating to the level of hazard posed by these facilities.
Whilst the NPPF requires Local Plans to be aspirational, they also need to be realistic (NPPF paragraph
154) and that the plan needs to be deliverable (paragraph 182). On the basis of the available evidence,
the Roscommon Way Phase 2 proposal is neither realistic or deliverable.

Recommended Response and Actions
The extension of Roscommon Way is identified within
Essex County Council’s Local Transport Plan. It is
therefore reasonable for the Council to expect that the
extension will be delivered in the period to 2031. The
County Council has previous experience of using
compulsory purchase powers to acquire land for transport
projects where landowners have not been forthcoming.

The alignment of the Roscommon way extension between
Haven Road and Eastern Esplanade was agreed by Essex
County Council some time ago. It follows an
Environmentally Sensitive route, which seeks to avoid
conflict with the hazardous installations at South Canvey.
The extension of Roscommon Way is identified within
Essex County Council’s Local Transport Plan. It is
therefore reasonable for the Council to expect that the
extension will be delivered in the period to 2031. The
County Council has previous experience of using
compulsory purchase powers to acquire land for transport
projects where landowners have not been forthcoming.

OSL, however, supports part (2) of policy T2 and the relevant supporting text at paragraph 11.15, and
strongly believes the Council should work with partners to secure the investment necessary to deliver a
new or improved access to Canvey Island.
1. We support the identification of the following transport improvement within draft Policy T2:
"Route improvements along the A129 Rayleigh Road between the Rayleigh Weir and Victoria House
Corner junctions".
2. This policy provision is informed by the evidence base, including the URS Transport Evidence for the
New Local Plan (September 2013). 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
4.14);
Support for the proposal to improve the A129 noted and
b. The ‘Key Drivers of Change', which include a reduction in levels of congestion (Paragraph 5.4); welcomed.

Mr SIMON
FLISHER
308

Barratt Homes
Eastern Counties

THE BARTON
WILLMORE
PLANNING
PARTNERSHIP

Support

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. The identification of the location of the route improvements along the A129 as a Transport
Improvements Area (Paragraph 11.41 and draft Policy T5).

Information provided in this representation demonstrates
that there are significant benefits to the A129 Rayleigh
Road and the Woodman’s Arms Junction in particular
through providing a link road through the proposed housing
site H10.

3. We consider that the recognition at Paragraph 11.19 that the delivery of this objective, including
measures to alleviate the Woodman’s Arms junction, is dependent on the implementation of the
residential allocation to which draft Policy H10 refers is entirely correct.
4. Furthermore, the enclosed Assessment of Highway Benefits (Appendix 1.T2) 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, which include:
a. Reduction of over 300 two-way vehicle movements (12-14%) on Rayleigh Road between
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Stadium Way and the Woodman’s Arms in the weekday morning peak hour and over 400 (1618%) in the evening peak hour;
b. Reduction of nearly 300 vehicles (9%) in the morning peak hour at the Woodman’s 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
Woodman’s 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
Woodman’s Arms in the morning peak hour and 15% in the evening peak hour.
5. Accordingly, the A129 route improvements to which draft Policy T2 refer are considered to be an
appropriate and deliverable provision within the New Local Plan.
ATTACHMENT: 140311 Policy T2 Appendix 1 T2.pdf
We note that various projects have been put forward to address congestion in Castle Point. As a general
principle upgrading existing routes and junctions is likely to have less environmental impact that
constructing a whole new road.

489

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Object

We are particularly concerned by the reference to ‘new' access routes to Canvey Island going through
Holehaven Creek pSPA/SSSI (which is functionally linked to the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA) and
Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA/SSSI. We would ask for clarity about the role Castle Point Borough
Council would play in taking these projects forward.
While we accept congestion issues around Canvey Island do need to be tackled there are a range of
measures which can be taken to address this and they do not involve building a new link road. Any
projects coming forward of this nature would be subject to the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010 (as amended) and would need to demonstrate that they are not having an adverse
affect on designated sites.

Martin Barrell
383

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

The issues associated with the environmental impacts of
the proposed North Thames Link Road are addressed
through the amendment proposed in relation to
representation 238.

We acknowledge the reference in paragraph 11.13 to the benefits the proposed extension to Roscommon
Way would provide in terms of increased capacity for evacuation in the event of a flooding incident on
Canvey Island. We also note the similar reference in respect of new or improved access to Canvey Island
in paragraph 11.16, and would suggest that improvements to Canvey Way (paragraph 10.15) could have The issues associated with the environmental impacts of
the proposed North Thames Link Road and the dualling of
similar benefits that could also be highlighted. Paragraph 11.17 highlights that both options for improved
Canvey Way are addressed through the amendment
access to Canvey Island will have potential impacts on the water environment.
proposed in relation to representation 238.
Consequently, we will require appropriate consideration and consultation in respect of such issues. This
would include impacts on WFD objectives and habitats, also the future defence raising requirements of
TE2100.
This Policy includes a number of proposals for consideration, Natural England would have concerns in
respect of any scheme that impact upon designated sites, and this includes proposals for increased traffic
and access to, from and across Canvey Island.

David Hammond
462

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Holehaven Creek SSSI supports a variety of species and habitats; the Council has previously proposed
new transport routes through the area to Thurrock. Any application in respect of transport infrastructure in
this area must take account of the Habitats Regulation Assessment and the need for an Appropriate
Assessment screening exercise; see also our comments under Chapter 4 above.

The issues associated with the environmental impacts of
the proposed North Thames Link Road and the dualling of
Canvey Way are addressed through the amendment
proposed in relation to representation 238.

Paragraphs 11.16 and 11.17 refer to the potential for infrastructure works within the area; these
paragraphs are lifted from the document and repeated below;
11.16 Alternatively, proposals have been put forward for a North Thames Link Road,
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linking Northwick Road at west Canvey with the Manor Way in Corringham, Thurrock. There are
significant proposals and development underway along the waterfront in Thurrock, as well as the potential
for significant employment growth at west Canvey. This route has the potential to link these two areas
better enhancing the economic growth potential of south Essex by relieving barriers to investment. In
addition to the economic benefits such a route would provide, it would also improve the permeability of
the strategic highway network in this part of south Essex, relieving congestion at Sadler’s Farm. This
would result in improvements to journey times and air quality in south Essex. It would also provide
secondary benefits such as additional capacity for evacuation in the case of a natural or man-made
incident on Canvey Island.
11.17 Both options (dualling of Canvey Way and the North Thames Link Road) would pass over open
water and environmentally sensitive marshland, and significant investment is therefore required to secure
their delivery.
It is not clear from the document itself whether this proposal, which has been subject to earlier responses,
is still extant, or if the Council are identifying it as possible future scheme. The Council are therefore
reminded of the requirement for Habitats Regulation Assessment in respect of this area, and the need to
consider functional land impacts.
Policy T3: Improvements to Footpaths and Cycling Infrastructure

244

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Object

My client supports the intention to improve cycle and pedestrian routes. However, criterion b suggests
that improvement will only be made to address gaps in the network. This disregards the benefit of
upgrading existing routes and as such is not positively prepared.
Remedy
My client suggests that this be amended to express support for proposals that improve existing footpaths.

ACTION: It is agreed that existing footpaths in Castle Point
are not always appropriately signposted, and are not all in
the best state of repair. It is therefore proposed that point b
of policy T3 is amended to reflect this. The proposed
amendment is shown against representation 281.
ACTION: A review of the Thames Estuary Path Project has
been undertaken, and it appears that it offers the
opportunity to improve the quality of footpath and cycling
routes within Castle Point, and between Castle Point and
its neighbouring areas. It is therefore proposed that the
following amendments are made to the supporting text for
policy T3.

ECC welcomes the inclusion of this policy as it will assist pupils in walking and cycling by safe routes to
and from schools in the borough.
Kevin Fraser
281

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC seek specific reference to the newly created "Thames Estuary Footpath"
An additional bullet should be added to the Policy:

It is proposed that paragraphs 11.31 and 11.32 are
amended to read as follows:
11.31 In terms of specific proposals for the delivery of
enhanced footpath and cycling infrastructure in Castle
Point there are three projects already identified:
•

d) Continuing improvements for the Thames Estuary Footpath running from Tilbury in Thurrock to Leigh
in Southend, through Castle Point between Benfleet Creek and Hadleigh Marshes.
•

•

The Hadleigh Farm and Country Park Olympic
Legacy Project will see the substantive provision of
new and improved cycle ways and footpaths to the
south of Hadleigh.
The Thames Estuary Path Project is based on a
detailed survey of footpath and cycleway
infrastructure. This survey recommends a number
of projects within and nearby Castle Point in order
to provide a footpath and cycling network
connecting Tilbury in Thurrock with Leigh-on-Sea,
passing through Castle Point.
The Canvey Town Centre Masterplan emphasises
the potential to enhance cycling access to Canvey
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Town Centre through the provision of cycling
infrastructure.
11.32 In addition to these specific projects, Essex County
Council is reviewing the cycle network within Castle Point
to identify gaps in the network, to identify the need for route
improvements, and to identify the need for additional
ancillary infrastructure such as cycle parking and crossing
facilities. Recent investment in cycle parking provision at
Benfleet Railway Station has seen a significant number of
people cycling to the station during peak periods.
Opportunities to repeat this modal shift to cycling and
walking will be sought through the review.
It is proposed that the point b of policy T3 is replaced with
the following two actions:
b. Improvements to the Thames Estuary Path running from
Tilbury in Thurrock to Leigh-on-Sea, providing opportunities
for walkers and cyclists to access opportunities for
recreation and employment across South Essex;
c. Improvements to local footpath and cycling networks
across Castle Point, linking to the Thames Estuary Path,
addressing gaps in the network and ensuring that all routes
are of a high quality; and
d. Provision and enhancement of cycling infrastructure...

David Hammond
463

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

Natural England broadly supports sustainable transport options such as walking and cycling, the Council
should consider the potential to link these opportunities into the green infrastructure of the Borough
through green chains and corridors. This will provide access to and between green spaces as well as
promoting and encouraging the sustainable transport proposals of the Borough.

The response to representation 539 sets out the following
amendment to policy DES3 regarding the landscaping of
development. This amendment will ensure that the
requirements of policies T3 are integrated into the
landscape proposals for new development.
Where a landscaping scheme is prepared to accompany a
large scale development proposal, regard should also be
given to the requirements of T3, DES2, DES7, HC3, CC6
and NE8 in order that its proposals contribute effectively
towards delivering the requirements of this plan.

Policy T5: Transport Improvement Areas
Thurrock Council strongly objects 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.
Mr Richard Hatter
239

Thurrock Borough
Council

Object

Thurrock Council remains very concerned about the lack of detail on impact, location, delivery and
phasing of such a link road as included in the Castle Point draft New Local Plan. Thurrock Council
therefore requests that reference to the North Thames Link Road (Northwick Road, Canvey Island to
Manorway, Corringham) or any similar reference or route is removed from the Castle Point New Local
Plan.
i) Deliverability and Programming
Thurrock Borough Council has previously objected to this proposal for similar reasons as part of the
consultation and examination stage of the Thurrock and Castle Point Local Plans in 1996 and 1996.
There are additional reasons why Thurrock

The response to representation 238 deals with the matters
raised in this representation by proposing changes to policy
T2 and its supporting text.
ACTION: Given that Northwick Road, to the west of the
supermarket, is largely un-developed and there are limited
proposals for development in this area due to Green Belt
and nature conservation designations, it is proposed that
the Transport Improvement Area identified for the delivery
of the North Thames Link Road is removed from the
proposals map. It is unlikely that development will occur
within this area that would prevent the future delivery of this
route if it is identified as the most sustainable and
deliverable option in the future.
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Council objects to the proposal and process of inclusion of the Canvey Island–Manorway link road in the
Castle Point draft New Local Plan.
There is no evidence that the proposal for the North Thames Link Road as included in the draft 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 safeguard the route 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.
The North Thames Link Road proposal or reference to any Canvey Island–Manorway link road is not
included in any key transport or infrastructure plan or strategy at regional or sub-regional level. There is
no specific reference to the proposed link road included in the Essex Integrated County Strategy and it is
not included in the Essex Transport Strategy or in the current Essex Local Transport Plan. The link road
is not included in the current TGSE Planning and Transport Strategy document and
reference to the link road has been removed from the latest TGSE section of the SELEP Submission
document.
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.
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 current draft 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 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.
ii) Impact on Local Roads and Main Highway Network
The addition of the North Thames Link Road would have an adverse impact on the Thurrock main
highway and local transport Network. The proposed North Thames Link Road would have an adverse
effect on the Corringham/Stanford-le-Hope area by adding significantly to the flow of traffic along the
Manorway, exacerbating the segregation impact upon the twin township.
Additional routes within Thurrock are also likely to be adversely impacted upon increasing congestion and
to the determent of highway safety. This proposed North Thames Link Road may also adversely impact
on other parts of the Castle Point local
road network and the Essex main highway network.
The proposals for North Thames Link Road do not include any proper highway improvement and
mitigation measures including impact on the highway network in Thurrock.
iii) 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. The proposals are significant and this, potentially,
will 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.
Worryingly, the impact on the Manorway, the A13 to the west of the interchange with the Manorway and
other local routes do not appear to have been modelled or even to have had recent traffic surveys
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undertaken such as base/calibration traffic surveys.
iv) Impact on the Environment
The route of the North Thames Link Road as shown on the draft Proposal Map link will have an adverse
impact on recognised nature conservation interests The route of the proposed new road passes
eastwards from Roscommon Way, between the
RSPB’s West Canvey Marsh reserve to the north and the Canvey Wick SSSI to the south before reaching
the borough boundary at Holehaven Creek.
Holehaven Creek is currently designated as a SSSI due to is important overwintering bird populations in
particular. It is also a proposed Special Protection Area recognising its international significance and its
connectivity to the Thames Estuary &
Marshes SPA/Ramsar to the west and south and Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA/Ramsar to the
east. While there are existing industrial uses at the mouth of the creek these are secure areas with no
public access. Beyond these the creek has
limited disturbance and there are no structures within the creek until the Fobbing Horse flood defence
structure. The proposed road could have significant impacts on this site in terms of physical disturbance
to the creek due to the bridge structure,
associated noise and light pollution and also in potential increase in public access.
The route would fragment the salt marsh and mudflats that have key ecological value within the creek.
This scheme would require a Habitat Regulations Assessment to demonstrate that there would be no
adverse effects on the Holehaven Creek SPA or the neighbouring SPAs and that there are no other less
harmful alternatives.
Currently there is no existing road linking the Manorway to the creek. If the crossing was to be provided it
is likely that a new link to the Manorway would be required running to the north of the existing Coryton
Refinery site. This would require the loss
of a section of the Corringham and Fobbing Marshes Local Wildlife Site.
v) Impact on Green Belt
It is considered the proposal for a North Thames Link is by definition inappropriate development in the
Green Belt as it is not local transport infrastructure and the evidence for a requirement in this location has
not been demonstrated. It is
considered the proposal for a bridge and road extensions would be harmful to the openness of the Green
Belt. No special circumstances have been demonstrated why this road proposal should be safeguarded
in the plan.
vi) Landscape Impact
The route of the North Thames Link Road is likely to have a significant impact on the landscape in both
Castle Point and Thurrock riverside in this location due to the need
to construct some form of bridge and supporting highway either side of the bridge as it crosses
Holehaven Creek.
The scale of the Holehaven Creek and the network of creeks and marshes in this area retain a tranquil
character and is a significant natural feature within the Thames Estuary. This historic landscape forms a
natural boundary between the boroughs of Thurrock and Castle Point. Any proposed bridging structure
and raised roadway which would form part of the link road is predicted to block views the of waterway and
mud banks around HoleHaven. The appreciation of a natural connection to the River Thames is likely to
be lost. This would be a significant loss to strategic views from higher ground at Langdon Hills and
Fobbing.
The introduction of a linear source of noise and lights and particularly moving lights will significantly
reduce the quantity of tranquillity of the wild marshland character. This loss would be detrimental to the
wildlife and recreational value of the area and
the quality of this strategic natural open space.
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In view of the above issues Thurrock Borough Council considers the impact of the link road and
implications for a route through Thurrock to be unacceptable.

321

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

Policy T5 and the accompanying policies map identifies a transport improvement area for the suggested
extension of Roscommon Way Phase 2. As has been explained by OSL in its representation on policy
T2, delivering this extension of Roscommon Way would require land which the current landowners and
lessees (OSL) do not wish to give. For this and other reasons explained, the Roscommon Way extension
is not considered to be realistic or deliverable. Effectively safeguarding land for such a scheme is
therefore considered unsound.
Furthermore, due to the close proximity of its facility to the suggested route of the extension of
Roscommon Way, OSL would be concerned that policy T5 could potentially become a barrier to
sustainable economic growth associated with the operation of its nationally significant facility.

The alignment of the Roscommon way extension between
Haven Road and Eastern Esplanade was agreed by Essex
County Council some time ago. It follows an
Environmentally Sensitive route, which seeks to avoid
conflict with the hazardous installations at South Canvey.
The extension of Roscommon Way is identified within
Essex County Council’s Local Transport Plan. It is
therefore reasonable for the Council to expect that the
extension will be delivered in the period to 2031. The
County Council has previous experience of using
compulsory purchase powers to acquire land for transport
projects where landowners have not been forthcoming.

Policy T6: Congestion

3

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Object

Congestion already exists throughout south Benfleet, Thundersley & Hadleigh, resulting in gridlock from
just minor incidences, how building further homes in already congested area will ever improve this,
dispute what contractors and builders propose.

Developers cannot be expected to address existing issues.
They are however required to mitigate the impacts of their
development on the highway network. Policy T6 requires
this to occur. There are occasions where the works carried
out to mitigate the impacts of development can have wider
benefits.
ACTION: A review of paragraph 32 of the NPPF and the
PPG section on Transport Assessments and Transport
Assessments has been undertaken. It is considered that
the Council is justified in considering the impacts of
congestion on development given the evidence set out in
the Transport Modelling work. It is however agreed that the
policy could be amended to make it clearer as to what is
expected of developments in terms of ensuring their
impacts on the highway network are mitigated.
It is therefore proposed that the following amendment is
made to paragraph 11.47 to read as follows:

Mr Tony Collins
43

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Policy T6 regarding congestion is too vague in terms of definition to be the subject of a policy. The policy
as currently framed does not accord with the NPPF Section 4 and therefore should be deleted.

The New Local Plan Transport Evidence Report
demonstrates that the road network in Castle Point already
experiences congestion on key routes and at key junctions
during peak periods. Modelling of the proposed growth
locations indicates that without mitigation most junctions in
Castle Point will exceed their design capacity by 2029. As
a consequence, the cumulative impacts of growth without
mitigation will be severe. It is therefore essential that the
Council considers the likely impacts of development on the
capacity of highway infrastructure and congestion when
assessing planning applications, and ensures that
mitigation minimises these impacts as far as is reasonable
possible.
It is proposed that policy T6 is made more robust and
consistent with national policy by amending it to read as
follows:
1.

All development proposals that are likely to generate
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significant amounts of movement must be
accompanied by a Transport Assessment or
Transport Statement.
2. This assessment/statement must demonstrate how
the impacts of the development on the highway
network will be mitigated to limit significant effects on
highway and junction capacity.
3. Subject to compliance with all other relevant policies,
favourable consideration will be given to those
development proposals which fully mitigate their
impacts on highway and junction capacity.
Applications will be refused where:
a. A development is not able to fully mitigate its
impacts; and
b. A junction or stretch of highway is expected to
exceed its designed capacity as a result of
residual cumulative impacts; or
c. A junction or stretch of highway that already
exceeds its designed capacity will see its peak
hour capacity exceed by a further 2% or more as
a result of residual cumulative impacts.
4. In appropriate circumstances, the Council will use
planning conditions or a Section 106 Agreement to
ensure that highway mitigation works are delivered to
accompany the phasing of development.

245

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

My client objects to the wording of this policy as it assumes that mitigation can only be delivered by way
of a legal agreement and only before the development is occupied. The current wording is therefore
overly prescriptive and unnecessary as it fails to allow for circumstances where initial phases of a
development can come forward without harm or that mitigation can be designed into a scheme and
therefore avoid the need for legal obligation. Such matters are adequately allowed for by the requirement
of the policy to demonstrate appropriate mitigation measures.
Object
Remedy

See the response to representation 43 (immediately
above), which amends the requirement related to section
106 agreements, thereby addressing the concerns raised
in this representation.

The policy should be amended to delete:
‘and an appropriate legal agreement has been secured to ensure that the mitigation works are delivered
prior to the development being occupied'
Policy T8: Parking Provision
Mark Shepherd
368

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Support

Support the continued application of the Essex Vehicle Parking Standards.

Support for the application of the Essex Vehicle Parking
Standards noted and welcomed.

Object

Policy T10 The PLA has three concerns in relation to the wording of this policy. Firstly, how is the term
‘significant increase' defined? Secondly, and whilst acknowledging that development should properly
mitigate local impacts, these measures should only be sought where and when there are identified
capacity issues or specific adverse impacts, rather than as general requirements, regardless of the actual
situation of the highway network. Thirdly, port development - which itself is not homogenous - is not

ACTION: The disparate treatment of port facilities to other
types of development is noted. The Council is concerned
that a significant change in the nature of what is stored at
the site may give rise to increased transportation by road.
However, it is agreed that such a change should be

Policy T10: Waterborne Freight

344

Mr JAMES
TRIMMER
PORT OF
LONDON
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properly considered through a transport assessment. This
assessment should identify the mitigation necessary to limit
impacts on the capacity of the highway network including
roads and junctions. This assessment, as with all other
development types should recognise the findings of the
Transport Modelling carried out for the New Local Plan
which shows that most junctions will be operating above
designed capacity at 2029. This modelling does not
account for any changes at the port facilities during this
period.
In order to ensure that the impact of proposals at the port
facilities are treated in the same way as other types of
development in terms of highway impacts, it is
recommended that paragraph 11.70 is rewritten to read as
follows:
Given the intentions of the operators of the port facilities on
Canvey Island to maintain their current operations, the
Transport Evidence for the New Local Plan did not model
growth at the ports during the period to 2031.Nonetheless,
the modelling within that report shows that most junctions
in Castle Point will exceed their capacity by 2029. As a
consequence, the cumulative impacts of planned growth
without mitigation will be severe. Therefore, any change of
operation at the port facilities which would result in more
freight being transport by road, will add to this cumulative
impact further, and will therefore require full mitigation.
It is proposed that policy T10 is amended to read as
follows:
1. Any development proposals, including changes of
use or changes to a hazardous substances consent,
which will result in a significant increase in the
movement of freight by road will be required to meet
the requirements of policy T6.
2. The Council will seek compliance with this
requirement, through the consultation process, in the
event that a proposal in relation to the port facilities
on Canvey Island is of a sufficient size to be
considered a National Infrastructure Project for
determination by the Planning Inspectorate.

322

Oikos Storage
Limited

It is unsound for the plan to include a policy dealing with this issue solely in respect of potential
development at the port facilities at South Canvey. A number of proposals in the plan have the potential
to generate significant amounts of traffic, for example the expansion of the Charfleets Industrial Estate. If
such a policy is required in the plan, and OSL would argue there is no such requirement because the
matter is already sufficiently dealt with in the NPPF (paragraph 32), then it needs to deal with all
developments with the potential to generate a significant increase in traffic (and not just freight traffic).

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

ACTION: The disparate treatment of port facilities to other
types of development is noted. The Council is concerned
that a significant change in the nature of what is stored at
the site may give rise to increased transportation by road.
However, it is agreed that such a change should be
properly considered through a transport assessment. This
assessment should identify the mitigation necessary to limit
The proposed policy wording is also unsound because it indicates that network improvements will be
impacts on the capacity of the highway network including
required from developments likely to significantly increase road freight movements irrespective of whether roads and junctions. This assessment, as with all other
any such increase actually has a significant adverse impact on the network. In this regard it is noted that
development types should recognise the findings of the
NPPF paragraph 32 discusses improvements in the context of limiting significant impacts. Improvements Transport Modelling carried out for the New Local Plan
to the road network can only be justified in planning terms where they are genuinely required to address
which shows that most junctions will be operating above
the effects of the development in order to make that development acceptable.
designed capacity at 2029. This modelling does not
account for any changes at the port facilities during this
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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). They would, however, also draw attention to that aspect of the Government's
policy for ports set out in NPSfP which indicates 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 for
highway improvements needs to be considered in this regard.

Recommended Response and Actions
period.
In order to ensure that the impact of proposals at the port
facilities are treated in the same way as other types of
development in terms of highway impacts, it is
recommended that paragraph 11.70 is rewritten to read as
follows:
Given the intentions of the operators of the port facilities on
Canvey Island to maintain their current operations, the
Transport Evidence for the New Local Plan did not model
growth at the ports during the period to 2031.Nonetheless,
the modelling within that report shows that most junctions
in Castle Point will exceed their capacity by 2029. As a
consequence, the cumulative impacts of planned growth
without mitigation will be severe. Therefore, any change of
operation at the port facilities which would result in more
freight being transport by road, will add to this cumulative
impact further, and will therefore require full mitigation.
It is proposed that policy T10 is amended to read as
follows:
1. Any development proposals, including changes of
use or changes to a hazardous substances
consent, which will result in a significant increase
in the movement of freight by road will be required
to meet the requirements of policy T6.
The Council will seek compliance with this requirement,
through the consultation process, in the event that a
proposal in relation to the port facilities on Canvey Island is
of a sufficient size to be considered a National
Infrastructure Project for determination by the Planning
Inspectorate.

We wish to object to Policy T10.
This policy states that in the circumstances of a significant increase in freight movements by road from
the port facilities, development proposals will be required to make improvements to routes providing
access and egress to Canvey Island.

Mr Geoff Bullock
340

Calor Gas Limited

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

At present, the bulk of the fuel imports received at the port facilities are exported from the sites by
pipeline. Some LPG is exported from the Calor terminal by road and planning permission has recently
been granted for a new access road for LPG tankers between the Calor terminal and Haven Road. This
will enable LPG tankers to use Roscommon Way in future removing the need to use Thames Road,
which runs through residential areas. It is anticipated that the new access road will be constructed during
2014 and be operational by winter 2014/15.
The transport assessment work that supported the planning application for the new LPG tanker access
road confirmed that there is more than sufficient capacity on both Haven Road and Roscommon Way to
support the anticipated level of tanker movements, with a significant amount of spare capacity remaining.
In view of the amount of spare capacity on Roscommon Way we consider that Policy T 10 should be
worded to make clear that contributions from development related to the port facilities toward
improvements on the local highway network will only be sought where that development would result in a
capacity issue or have an adverse impact on the operation of the network. Indeed, such improvements
can only be justified in planning terms where they are genuinely required to mitigate the effects of
development and to make development acceptable.
Suggested wording:

ACTION: The disparate treatment of port facilities to other
types of development is noted. The Council is concerned
that a significant change in the nature of what is stored at
the site may give rise to increased transportation by road.
However, it is agreed that such a change should be
properly considered through a transport assessment. This
assessment should identify the mitigation necessary to limit
impacts on the capacity of the highway network including
roads and junctions. This assessment, as with all other
development types should recognise the findings of the
Transport Modelling carried out for the New Local Plan
which shows that most junctions will be operating above
designed capacity at 2029. This modelling does not
account for any changes at the port facilities during this
period.
In order to ensure that the impact of proposals at the port
facilities are treated in the same way as other types of
development in terms of highway impacts, it is
recommended that paragraph 11.70 is rewritten to read as
follows:
Given the intentions of the operators of the port facilities on
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1. Development proposals related to the port facilities located on Canvey Island will be required, where
these would result in a significant increase in the movement of freight by road that would lead to capacity
constraints on the local highway network and/or would adversely impact on its operation, to contribute
toward improvements to routes providing access and egress to Canvey Island to accommodate the
growth in freight movements.

Canvey Island to maintain their current operations, the
Transport Evidence for the New Local Plan did not model
growth at the ports during the period to 2031.Nonetheless,
the modelling within that report shows that most junctions
in Castle Point will exceed their capacity by 2029. As a
consequence, the cumulative impacts of planned growth
without mitigation will be severe. Therefore, any change of
operation at the port facilities which would result in more
freight being transport by road, will add to this cumulative
impact further, and will therefore require full mitigation.

"Policy T10 Waterborne Freight

2. In the event that a proposal in relation to port facilities on Canvey Island is of a sufficient size to be
considered a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project for determination by the Planning Inspectorate,
and the proposal would significantly increase the movement of freight by road resulting in capacity
constraints on the local highway network and/or adversely impacting on its operation, the Council will
seek through the consultation process to secure improvements to routes providing access
and egress to Canvey Island to accommodate the growth in freight movements."

It is proposed that policy T10 is amended to read as
follows:
1. Any development proposals, including changes of
use or changes to a hazardous substances
consent, which will result in a significant increase
in the movement of freight by road will be required
to meet the requirements of policy T6.
The Council will seek compliance with this requirement,
through the consultation process, in the event that a
proposal in relation to the port facilities on Canvey Island is
of a sufficient size to be considered a National
Infrastructure Project for determination by the Planning
Inspectorate.

Policy COM 1: Communications Infrastructure Strategy
The Mobile Operators Association (MOA) represents the four UK mobile network operators - 3,
Telefonica (O2), Everything, Everywhere (formerly Orange & T-Mobile) and Vodafone - on radio
frequency, health and safety and associated town planning issues.
The MOA has commissioned Mono Consultants Ltd to monitor all emerging development plan policies
and supplementary planning guidance relating to telecommunications development on its behalf.

Ginny Hall
101

MoNo Consultants
Ltd.

Support

Firstly, thank you for your recent consultation on the Castle Point Draft New Local Plan and taking the
time to seek the Mobile Operators Associations' views. We consider this a very proactive approach to
forward planning and welcome the opportunity to have input in the process.

Support for policy COM1 noted and welcomed.

We would like to offer our support to the inclusion of Policies COM1 and COM2 relating to
telecommunications developments within the Castle Point Draft New Local Plan. We welcome the
inclusion of this policy to facilitate telecommunications development and support its provisions, which we
find to be in accordance with NPPF.

Councils should think again on these issues re communications in particular Wi-Fi . The French have
now removed Wi-Fi from schools because of heath concerns this has on children in particular, so
therefore support from these telecommunication co. Should be treated with serve caution.
158

Graham Pitts

Object

Their research is flawed and the majority of independent scientist agree that the effects on heath is of
great concern. Councils should research this in depth and by independent means. You are endangering
the next generation. the existing generation has it problems coming down the future road,
this is our children future and to add, all cell phone towers are a hazard

The World Health Organization (WHO) has extensively
examined the health implications of electromagnetic fields,
particularly those generated by mobile phone signals. The
WHO has stated that ‘despite extensive research, to date
there is no evidence to conclude that exposure to low level
electromagnetic fields is harmful to human health.’
It said, ‘In the area of biological effects and medical
applications of non-ionizing radiation approximately 25,000
articles have been published over the past 30 years.
Despite the feeling of some people that more research
needs to be done, scientific knowledge in this area is now
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more extensive than for most chemicals. Based on a recent
in-depth review of the scientific literature, the WHO
concluded that current evidence does not confirm the
existence of any health consequences from exposure to
low-level electromagnetic fields. However, some gaps in
knowledge about biological effects exist and need further
research.’

Policy COM2: Determining Applications for Telecommunications Equipment
The Mobile Operators Association (MOA) represents the four UK mobile network operators - 3,
Telefonica (O2), Everything, Everywhere (formerly Orange & T-Mobile) and Vodafone - on radio
frequency, health and safety and associated town planning issues.
The MOA has commissioned Mono Consultants Ltd to monitor all emerging development plan policies
and supplementary planning guidance relating to telecommunications development on its behalf.

Ginny Hall
102

Support

MoNo Consultants
Ltd.

Firstly, thank you for your recent consultation on the Castle Point Draft New Local Plan and taking the
time to seek the Mobile Operators Associations' views. We consider this a very proactive approach to
forward planning and welcome the opportunity to have input in the process.

Support for policy COM2 noted and welcomed.

We would like to offer our support to the inclusion of Policies COM1 and COM2 relating to
telecommunications developments within the Castle Point Draft New Local Plan. We welcome the
inclusion of this policy to facilitate telecommunications development and support its provisions, which we
find to be in accordance with NPPF.
Policy COM3: Requirement for Communications Infrastructure in New Development Locations
Policy COM3 is clear that the requirements apply to
Greenfield and partially developed sites on the urban
periphery, recognising that there will be a need to extend
existing networks in these locations to ensure adequate
coverage. The context in which this policy will be applied is
clear.

Mr Tony Collins
44

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Kevin Fraser
282

Essex County
Council

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Policy COM3 requires major new development to provide communications infrastructure this should not
be prescribed as set out under the policy which is too prescriptive but should relate to the context of the
development site.

ECC considers the thrust of policies COM1 - 3 are generally consistent with NPPF in providing a positive
policy basis for maximising access to high speed broadband and mobile technology.
Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC welcomes the thrust of Policy COM3 but suggests a more positive commitment on developers in
new development to provide the infrastructure in criteria a - c.

Broadband services are essential to everyday life in 21st
Century Britain, and paragraph 43 of the NPPF expects
that local plans will support the expansion of electronic
communication networks, including telecommunications
and high speed broadband. It is therefore reasonable to
expect developers to ensure that new developments, in
locations which are likely to require existing networks to be
expanded, to ensure that this is delivered alongside other
essential infrastructure.

ACTION: Given the essential nature of electronic
communications infrastructure to everyday life, it is agreed
that policy COM 3 should be amended to read
... This must include:...

`This must include:'
Chapter 13: Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
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With reference to the above plan, may I say how disappointed I am that once more our site at Russell
House has been overlooked. The plans for a proposed 50 bedroom care home just a few metres from
Russell House has been given the green light! This proposed home is to be erected on the site of the
existing garden centre, which I recall was on green belt land!
Mr Ray Howard owns the garden centre and more pieces of land to the rear of Raydele House which
consists of stables, dog kennels, egg and potato shop and parking for caravans. I am puzzled as to why
my site at Russell House is classed as green belt and unsuitable for development, would it be an
advantage if I was a councillor?

97

Mr & Mrs Jones

Object

Essex County Council obviously overlooked the "Green Belt" when they decided to compulsorily
purchase half of my front garden to construct a dual carriageway some twenty years ago. Since this road
was constructed, our access from Russell House to the old Canvey Road was cut off by bollards, I have
enquired many times who made this order and why I was never advised that this road was to be closed
and has severely restricted our access into Russell House. I have never received an explanation why this
happened was it just to benefit Mr Ray Howard? As this has been a access for Russell House for
generations of my family and now the only property to gain from the closure of Old Canvey Road is
Raydele House.
Once again I feel that I have been discriminated against. I have discussed this with many old Canvey
Islanders and also professionals who sympathise with the situation. Over the years I have seen our
property devalue whilst I have been dignified, and accepted the changes which did not benefit us, but
certainly did others not too far away!
My father Mr W A Theobold was one of three farmers who sold the land to Occidental Oil Refinery in
1966, after they had obtained permission for an oil refinery (where were the" Green Belt Restrictions"
then?. The outcome was that the refinery did not materialise. This section of land from the scrap yard at
Theohall to the garden centre at Northwick Corner does not serve a green belt function.

Recommended Response and Actions

ACTION: This site is located within the Green Belt. There is
a presumption against development within the Green Belt.
However, paragraph 83 states that Green Belt may
exceptionally be altered through a review of the local plan.
This consultation presented the opportunity for those with
sites not identified in the plan to promote the
appropriateness of their site for development. A number of
other landowners with sites in the Green Belt took this
opportunity and provided substantial pieces of evidence.
It is unfortunate that this representation, instead of seeking
to provide information about the site proposed for
development, takes the opportunity to attack individuals
and express feeling of frustration about the past which
cannot be changed.
Nonetheless, the Council will undertake a review of this
site, and its potential for inclusion within the New Local
Plan. The findings of this assessment will be considered
before the New Local Plan is finalised for submission.

The Draft New Local Plan Proposals Map should be amended to omit the land edged red and identified
as Plot A and Plot B on the accompanying plan from the Green Belt and to allocate the land for housing
development, together with an appropriate New Housing Site policy provision accordingly.
An exceptional need to amend Green Belt boundaries has been identified in the Plan (Para 13.20) in
order to meet housing land supply requirements. The principle of adjusting the Green Belt to
accommodate housing development is acknowledged by the Government.
The assessed need for Castle Point is based on data which may now be significantly out of date. NPPF
guidance indicates that the starting point for determining housing need should be the CLG Household
Projections. The 2011 interim projections indicate a need for 320 homes per annum in Castle Point. This
is considered to be consistent with the average level of growth indicated by previous CLG Household
Projections between 2006 and 2010.

Mr Ian Butter
98

Mr King

Rural and Urban
Planning
Consultancy

Object

However, recent research findings published by the RTPI (RTPI Research Briefing No.3 January 2014)
indicate that Plans based on the official household projections (resulting from on the 2011 census) may
give rise to an under-provision in some areas for various reasons.
As the available land supply in Castle Point is already severely constrained in many ways the opportunity
should be taken to utilise land that is readily available for development wherever possible.

ACTION: The site identified in this representation will be
the subject of consideration within the SHLAA Review
2014. Members will receive advice on the outcomes of this
process separately, and will need to determine whether the
land identified within this representation should be included
within the New Local Plan.

The land is readily available, has adequate access, is already serviced by utilities, is not within a flood
plain and benefits from substantial surrounding landscaping/screenage. The sites could help to fulfil the
requirement for larger 3-bedroomed properties at a lower density; which account for nearly 50% of the
identified need in the Borough (13.16).
The use of this land – already in established residential use – would assist in reducing the need to
release Green Belt land elsewhere that is evidently constrained by other designations; such as Historic
Natural Landscape and Local Wildlife.
ATTACHMENT: Plan ABD 837 38.pdf
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The plot of land [shown in the attached plan] is currently in the Green Belt, and as my mother has an
interest in approximately half of it, we would like to propose for the whole site to be removed from the
Green Belt, in order for us to move forward with plans for a small-scale housing development.

99

Mary Howe

Seek a
technical
alteration

In our opinion, this is a relatively small piece of scrub land, situated within an already developed area. We
ACTION: The site identified in this representation will be
believe that developing this site could provide much needed housing in line with the Council's planning
the subject of consideration within the SHLAA Review
objectives, rather than being left as an insignificant part of the Green Belt 'buffer zone' between Benfleet
2014. Members will receive advice on the outcomes of this
and Thundersley.
process separately, and will need to determine whether the
We are also aware of the Tree Preservation Order dating from 1994 covering certain trees on the site,
land identified within this representation should be included
and, should any planning permission be granted, we recognise that we would need to work with the
within the New Local Plan.
Council in identifying which particular specimens must remain.
I have attached a plan of the area, showing the whole site edged by a red dotted line, including my
mother's plot (shaded).
ATTACHMENT: IMG Downer Rd North.pdf

Mr Jeremy Potter
120

Chelmsford City
Council

Object

Chelmsford City Council welcomes the general positive approach that Castle Point Borough Council has Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
employed in the preparation of the Draft New Local Plan. In addition, it is acknowledged that the Borough favour of sustainable development. It states that:
is relatively small in area and is constrained by the Green Belt, nature conservation designations and
• ‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
areas at risk of flooding.
opportunities to meet the development needs of
The main focus for the City Council’s representations is centred on meeting Castle Point’s housing need.
their area;
It is not completely clear from the Draft New Local Plan what Castle Point Borough Council believe is
• Local plans should meet objectively assessed
their ‘objectively assessed’ new housing requirement. The final sentence of Paragraph 13.10 of the Plan
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
suggests that the Council’s evidence, in the form of the Housing Growth Topic Paper, indicates that it is
change, unless:
400 homes per annum equating to 8,000 homes in the period 2011-2031. The Plan should indicate
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
clearly Castle Point Borough Council’s definitive position on what it considers being its ‘objectively
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
assessed’ new housing requirement. In the absence of this, the City Council is taking 400 homes per
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
annum equating to 8,000 homes in the period 2011-2031 as being the ‘objectively assessed’ new housing
this Framework taken as a whole; or
requirement.
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’
By not meeting Castle Point’s ‘objectively assessed’ housing need and also reducing the affordable
housing percentage from the level identified in the SHMA, there is likely to be a significant underFootnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
provision of affordable housing across the Plan period. This further compounds the shortfall and if
NPPF
restricts development. This states:
meeting affordable housing need at 35% is not viable, then it could be argued that the overall housing
requirement should be further increased to make up the shortfall in affordable housing supply.
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
The Plan does promote releases of the Green Belt which account for in the region of 2,200 new homes
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
which has been informed by a Green Belt Boundary Review. However, further consideration should be
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
given to the expansion of these sites and the intensification of proposed sites in the urban areas to
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
increase the overall capacity.
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
At present, it has not been demonstrated that sufficient assessment of increasing the capacity of the
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
proposed development sites. An Area of Search has been identified in the Draft New Local Plan for a
erosion.’
further 800 dwellings at North West Thundersley (H18 3/4) and Land off Kiln Road -Thundersley (H4 6/7)
Safeguarded Land for the period post-2031. If these sites are considered deliverable then they should be The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
allocated for delivery within the Plan period up to 2031, albeit for delivery towards the end of the Plan
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
period. In particular there appears no reason why the Safeguarded Site at and Land off Kiln Road
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
Thundersley should not come forward within the Plan period.
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
If through this process, the ‘objectively assessed’ housing requirement still cannot be met within Castle
Point’s administrative area, then in accordance with the Duty to Co-operate and guidance contained
within the draft NPPG, Castle Point will need to enter into further dialogue with neighbouring local
authorities within its housing market area. According to the Thames Gateway South Essex SHMA, the
Primary Sub-Market areas for Castle Point are Southend, Basildon and Rochford.
In the absence of this assessment, Chelmsford City Council objects to Castle Point’s Draft New Local
Plan as it is not been demonstrated fully that the proposed strategy cannot be further developed to

landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
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accommodate for more if not all of the ‘objectively assessed’ housing need. In the absence of this being
demonstrated, the Plan has no strategy to deal with the proposed shortfall of housing that will be created.

It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
The proposed Draft New Local Plan does not seek to allocate any additional Gypsy and Traveller pitches,
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
instead relying on a criteria-based policy for the determination of planning applications. This position will
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
need to be monitored. In particular if the requirements of the new GTAA, which unlike the 2009 GTAA
covers the whole Plan period, increase the need for additional pitches in Castle Point.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
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•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
General comments regarding housing site allocations

198

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

Most of the proposed housing site allocations appear to have little or no impact on designated heritage
assets, although they should still be assessed in terms of their impact on non-designated assets,
including archaeological sites. The Essex Historic Environment Record (HER) and the council’s
archaeological advisers should be able to help with this assessment. All sites should be scoped for
archaeological potential before taking them forward to the next stage, as there is a high likelihood of
archaeological sites not on the HER. Archaeological assessment and evaluation should be in line with the
NPPF and best practice guidance so that impacts can be assessed at the earliest opportunity.

The Sustainability Appraisal of Sites considers the impact
of potential development locations on the historic
environment. It is agreed that most of the sites identified in
chapter 13 will have limited impact on the historic
environment.
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The group started as a meeting of like-minded residents who felt that they were probably most directly
affected by the most recent proposed development on the green belt land west of Glebelands. Keen to
rally local residents to actively engage on the issue and to gauge local feeling, we released our first
newsletter in July 2010.
From this small start, our campaign has grown considerably to include a website (
www.greenglebelands.com ), local volunteers who print and distribute our newsletters a mailing list and a
petition that had over 1,800 signatures.

Recommended Response and Actions

The draft New Local Plan was prepared having regard to
evidence and to the requirements and policies set out in
the National Planning Policy Framework.

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to meet their
objectively assessed needs for development. Where these
cannot be met, paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF allow for
Our approach as a campaign group has always been even handed. While we are clearly against any
Green Belt boundaries to be exceptionally reviewed in
development proposals on the Green Belt for reasons that go way beyond any notions of ‘not in my back
order to ensure that they are defensible throughout the
yard'; we have been keen to let residents make up their own minds. Our primary objective has been to
plan period whilst allowing for sustainable development to
ensure residents know as many of the facts as possible before reaching a conclusion.
occur. The recent exchange of letters between the
Planning Minister and the Chief Planning Inspector confirm
We originally envisaged a small campaign group (hence our group name), but the level of support we
that this is the expected interpretation of the NPPF in
have generated has taken us aback somewhat and has certainly grown beyond the roads we felt at the
relation to meeting housing needs (paragraph 47), the
time were most directly affected by the proposals. We have been contacted by residents south of the A13
presumption in favour of sustainable development
and even further afield (one even from the USA!) thanking us for taking a lead on this important issue and
(paragraph 14) and reviewing the Green Belt (paragraphs
giving us their full support.
83 – 85).
We now submit this response to the new Draft Local Plan in the hope that it goes some way in reflecting
the genuine and relevant considerations of the local community.
Overall Comments

John Guest
229

Residents for a
Green and Safer
Glebelands and
Sadler’s

Object

At our recent meeting with the Leader of the Council, Elected Members and senior officers, we were
advised that we would need to produce hard evidence if we were to make a meaningful impact on the
New Draft Local Plan.
As a community group, we do not have the resources to offer an evidence-based alternative Local Plan
for The Council to consider. As residents and council tax payers we look to the Council to use its
resources effectively to ensure that decision making is in the best interests of its residents.

The evidence base for the New Local Plan includes a
Green Belt Boundary Review which has concluded that site
H13 could be removed from the Green Belt without causing
an adverse impact to the strategic purpose of the Green
Belt in this location (separation with Bowers Gifford).
It is noted that the Secretary of State reached a different
conclusion on this matter. This conclusion was different to
that of his Inspector. This highlights the difficulties
associated with this site in Green Belt terms – it is clearly a
site where the role of the Green Belt is open to question.

The secretary of state in his conclusions was clear that
Green Belt was required to meet the need for housing in
In our opinion, it is clear that this draft Local Plan has been developed with two key considerations in
Castle Point. This conclusion is supported by evidence in
mind:
the SHLAA. He was also clear that the identification of sites
should be done through the plan-making process. The High
• What would be acceptable to a Planning Inspector in terms of housing numbers and viability
Court Judge, who reviewed the Secretary of State’s
decision, agreed that the Secretary of State had correctly
• To retain some degree of local control around planning decisions (even if the Plan is so heavily
applied national policy in this respect. In his judgement the
influenced by the first point!)
High Court Judge indicated that his decision did not mean
The impact on the community seems to come after these issues. This draft plan reads as an exercise in
the site would be protected from development in perpetuity,
following what the numbers are telling you, not what common sense says. Decision making cannot be
and could be brought forward through the plan-making
made in a vacuum of statistics. This plan may be defendable on the numbers, but they take no account of process if evidence supported it.
context or practical reality. Castle Point are keen to retain local control of Planning decisions. We would
It is considered that the evidence available supports the
argue that control has perhaps already been lost in this need to chase the numbers.
inclusion of this site within the New Local Plan. However,
With so many difficulties in getting a Local Plan agreed and signed off over the years, it would appear that every site has both its benefits and its potential negative
Castle Point has taken its eye off the ball in terms of what the Council is there to do. The sheer weight of impacts. Policy H13 has been carefully written to ensure
that any negative impacts are avoided or otherwise
local feeling we anticipate regarding this New Draft Local Plan will hopefully serve as a reminder of the
managed through the design and layout of the
importance of putting the local community first.
development. There have been no substantive objections
to the requirements of policy H13 in this regard.
In the hope that we do not need to commission studies by consultants to help shape the Plan, our other
observations are as follows:
Importance of a Local Plan
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In the absence of Central Government offering clarity, we are clear that we need a Local Plan. Our
supporters accept the importance of a Local Plan because there needs to be structure and a clear
strategy around where new development occurs. We also accept that there are some topographical
restraints on where that development can be.
We do not however accept that established Green Belt sites should be sacrificed in order to meet housing
targets. As we have said all along, once it's gone, it's gone. Its importance in preserving natural
boundaries far outweighs (and will far outlive) the policy drivers of the Government of the day. We owe it
to future generations to take a longer term view.
National Planning Policy Framework
There are clearly national policy issues at play here that are placing the wrong pressures on Castle Point
Council at a local level, but that are also in direct contradiction of each other:
•

A coalition Government that is on record for saying that Green Belt will be protected under the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

•

The NPPF's insistence that all local authorities identify a viable 20 year (or is it 10 now?) land
supply to meet ‘demand' as part of their Local Plan - even if that means undertaking a green belt
‘review' to make the numbers reconcile. This is a means of devastating the Green Belt through
the back door. Local Government as a sector should be drawing this issue out into the light and
not just accepting it - too much is at stake.

•

The issue is compounded in Castle Point because of the perceived lack of development in recent
years, so additional housing numbers are being added to the borough as a consequence.

•

That if a Local Plan with the requisite land supply is not in place, the Government will put the
Planning Authority into ‘special measures' and will uphold the presumption in favour of
sustainable development and essentially let developers build wherever they think they can do so
profitably - something Castle Point are clearly very nervous about. Therefore, Castle Point
Council is developing a strategy with a gun to its head. That cannot be acceptable.

•

While ‘Big Society' is no longer part of the Prime Minister's rhetoric, localism remains a
cornerstone of Government policy. With so much top-down pressure on Castle Point to declassify
Green Belt land to absorb housing numbers (and such deep-seated consequences in failing to do
so), it appears to us that the localism agenda is being completely ignored.

We are aware that a major thread in the Government's unswerving desire to get the economy back on
track is to get the construction industry building again. However, the factors around supply and demand in
this sector are far more complicated - and nowhere near as simplistic - as the Government would have us
believe. With major new garden cities and major growth areas elsewhere around the country, a more
holistic national view needs to be taken in alleviating the housing crisis. Hemming unwanted development
on Green Belt land on a borough by borough basis is damaging.
Destroying the Green Belt for future generations by the back door (and thereby creating a defendable
distance from decision making) isn't an answer. The framework in which Planning decisions are being
made is completely upside down.
Housing Targets
400 homes per year are identified in the Draft Plan as Castle Point's need, but the proposals are to only
meet 50% of that target. If it is acceptable to only meet 50% of the target year on year (200 homes
instead of 400 per year, 4000 homes in 20 years rather than 8,000), what difference will the 100 homes
on the land West of Glebelands make to the grand scheme?
We may be arguing against Government policy here, but meeting a housing target number should not
take precedence over retaining Green Belt. If we have developed as much as we can up to those
boundaries, then we need to build somewhere else entirely and at considerable scale - not start
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redefining boundaries or moving the goal posts to hem a few extra dwellings in here and there. We have
no right to make those kind of decisions for future generations. We've done enough damage to this planet
for them to clean up already.
Strategic function of the Green Belt and Disproportionate Impact on the Greenbelt West of
Glebelands
The Local Plan proposes that 3% of the Green Belt in Castle Point is sacrificed to provide land for
development. That means 97% of the Borough's Green Belt is considered to be of greater strategic value
than the piece of land that is the only buffer between Castle Point and the A130 and Bowers Gifford
(namely the land West of Glebelands). We cannot accept this.
We have all fought long and hard to protect the land West of Glebelands exactly because it is Green Belt,
performing the dictionary definition of what Green Belt is supposed to do. Given how hard residents, the
Council, our MP, the Secretary of State and the High Court have worked to protect the site from a
developer chancing their arm, as well as the detriment to the local area, these considerations should far
outweigh any potential good of having an additional 100 dwellings in a 20 year plan for what should be
8,000 homes.
Furthermore, you cannot rely on a neighbouring borough to protect our boundary. Relying on Basildon
Council to provide the open spaces should not even be a consideration because they too are under
pressure from developers to give up their green spaces. Their new draft Local Plan has concluded a loss
of 9% of Green Belt already. The residents of Castle Point cannot influence the decisions that Basildon
Council make regarding their Green Belt boundary, so you are our last chance to retain this valuable strip
of Green Belt which does its job admirably of preventing urban sprawl, the merging of neighbouring
boroughs and safeguarding our countryside from encroachment while also providing a pleasant green
entrance to our Borough.
While Green Belt land in the centre of the borough is apparently off limits, we are now being told that a 30
metre strip of land/pathway between the A130 and the land West of Glebelands would be sufficient to
serve this purpose. It is totally ludicrous and dangerous. When it is serving the very strategic function that
Green Belt was designed for, we cannot understand this thinking. Especially when only weeks ago the
Council was saying no to developing on the land!
The negative impact of the loss of the green belt with 100 homes on this land would be disproportionately
high compared to letting it remain as Green Belt.
A focus on the periphery of the Borough in sacrificing Green Belt Land
The Council's seemingly defeatist attitude toward the loss of Green Belt (particularly the land West of
Glebelands, given the history) is astonishing. The Council justifies the loss of Green Belt indicating that it
is dispensable as it is only on the periphery of the Borough. The major purpose of Green Belt is the
prevent urban sprawl, prevent neighbouring towns merging and to safeguard countryside from
encroachment. This is why we have been fighting to retain the Green Belt.
This sacrificing of land on the periphery seems to be a local decision. A matter of opinion more than a
matter of policy. An opinion we think is completely upside down.
We don't doubt that this land is easier to sacrifice on a logistics/convenience level, but that doesn't make
it right or proper. Yes, it is a convenient site for a developer. This community will not accept that as
justification.
The Threat of Developers or what's best for the Borough?
An aggressive developer is not grounds to justify surrendering an important piece of strategic Green Belt.
The land can be justified as Green Belt land under the 4-point test. Just because it would be convenient
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to a developer to build on the site, doesn't mean the site should be built on, nor should an aggressive
attitude to their business practices.
There are more obvious Brownfield sites that are crying out of development, but the commercial viability
of such sites makes them unattractive to developers or too much like hard work for the public sector to
enable. However, this plan is about what is best for the people of the borough, not what is best for
developers or what's easiest.
Some Suggested Alternatives
No doubt these will all be turned down on the basis of viability, but with a bit of effort and imagination, the
following sites would all make for better locations for future housing development.
•

Manor Trading Estate - a massive mistake from a Town Planning point of view, situated as it is
right in the centre of a major housing area. In terms of road access, large trucks making their way
to and from the site represent a danger to the local community and other road users.

The need for local jobs is clear, but that doesn't mean that this estate couldn't serve the borough being
located elsewhere. This isn't being relocated to a more appropriate area because of the number of land
owners involved, therefore it is too difficult and too much effort.
While Manor Trading Estate remains where it is, that Castle Point can even consider sacrificing Green
Belt land for housing is an affront to the local community.
As we have mentioned before, would it not make more strategic sense to relocate the Manor Trading
Estate to a site with better access to the local motorway networks, specifically the A127/M25? To a site
with sufficient acreage to promote sustained business growth while having strategic close links to other
enterprise areas in the Thames Gateway including the Basildon Enterprise Zone and the new port at
Tilbury?
Surely this would be an ideal site for a large scale housing development that is in keeping with the local
area, at the same time making the surrounding roads safer from large lorries shedding their loads as they
speed along the side roads!
•

The ‘Blinking Owl' Site for development also feels like an option that has been dismissed too
easily - we implore the Council to look at this again. Indeed, according to the local press, so do
some Elected Members,

We recognise that there are a large number of freeholders on both the ‘Blinking Owl' site and the Manor
Trading Estate, making moving them difficult, but this doesn't make it any less of an option. Green Belt
Conservation must be a key issue here - not expediency in the eyes of Planning Inspectors and
developers.
•

Woodham Ley School Site - we have two primary schools within a 3 minute walk of each other
down Rushbottom Lane, as well as the Glenwood special school. Given the decline in pupil
numbers in the past 30 years, as tax payers, we have to ask whether Essex County Council are
making best use of these buildings and land assets at this point in time.

Montgomery is now a Primary, but the buildings still reflect a separate Infant and Junior school structure.
The buildings are also increasingly out of date and inefficient. However, it does have significant playing
field space that should be preserved for use by all of the area's pupils.
We do not know the future of Glenwood, but we understand that there are considerations around
relocating this school already. If so, a housing development on this site would fit with its residential
surroundings.
Using a bit of imagination and creativity (as well as looking for financial efficiencies and better learning
environments in the longer term), we would propose that Essex County Council look to merging
Woodham Ley and Montgomery on the Montgomery site in a new purpose built facility. The Woodham
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Ley site could then be released (with a generous capital receipt back to ECC) for housing.
•

Existing Green Belt that has been developed - we haven't the resources to review every example
of this and the reasons why Planning Enforcement has failed to prevent it, but perhaps these
sites should be explored on the basis of having already been lost. Perhaps they could be better
used on an approved footing. There are certainly discussions to be had with the landowners of
such sites.

Conclusion
We aren't able to offer arguments around the housing targets - we don't have the resources to do so.
We aren't arguing against the need for a Local Plan - we aren't going to change national policy in a
response to a Local Plan consultation.
We can offer our input from a practical, common sense perspective as local residents who will have to
live with the consequences of whatever the final Local Plan looks like.
The Council owes it to residents to assure them that all options have been considered carefully and that
our green spaces (particularly our Green Belt) is protected and will only be sacrificed as an absolute last
resort. At this stage, as residents we have not been convinced.
ATTACHMENT: RSGGS CP Draft LP Response - FINAL.pdf
The proposed housing allocations for Castle Point Borough, when assessed against the criteria of
Paragraph 192 within the NPPF are considered to be unsound. The land at Oak Tree Farm, Hadleigh is
of greater suitability for sustainable residential
development than a selection of the current proposed allocations and should be included as an allocated
site in order for the plan to be considered as sound.
Sustainable Location of Oak Tree Farm

232

East of Central
Avenue
Redrow Homes

There are number benefits of Oak Tree Farm, to the east of Central Avenue, which render the site as an
appropriate site for growth. The site is served by Central Avenue, which is a linear residential street that
is lined with 1960s family housing to the north east of Hadleigh town, as seen in Plan 2. The site is
located 1000 metres from Hadleigh's town centre. In Hadleigh, the north to south transport links provide
an important connectivity corridor with a frequent bus service between Rayleigh and Southend. It can be
accessed 150 metres from the site entrance which provides access to employment, leisure and retail
facilities. The local primary school is 800 metres from the site, and the nearest secondary school is 1200
metres away. A GP surgery is approximately 600 metres away. The site is therefore located in a very
sustainable location.

David Fletcher
Strutt and Parker
LLP

Object

In addition the site is contained in the landscape adjacent to the northern boundary of the settlement.
Dodds Grove, an established woodland, lies to the east of the plot beyond a small area of agricultural
land. The Grove forms a natural barrier to
development to the east and will ensure that the built form of Hadleigh does not encroach further. In
addition, a stream runs along the northern boundary of the site, representing a natural termination to
further development. The development of the site would not result in coalescence as the settlement
distance between Hadleigh, Daws Heath, Rayleigh and Eastwood will be maintained.
The suitability of the land at Oak Tree Farm as a site for a residential allocation is set out within the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2011) and the SHLAA update 2013. Within the
SHLAA the site is identified as being suitable for development within years 6-10 of the plan. The SHLAA
identifies the benefits of the site as being its close proximity to public transport and amenities and
compatible with surrounding land uses. The 2011 SHLAA also identifies the site as being a site that can
be developed with only a minimal impact upon the Green Belt.

It is noted that this consultee seeks to discredit the
inclusion of other sites within the plan in order to ensure
the selection of his site.
The Council has undertaken a full range of assessments in
order to determine those sites which should and should not
be included within the New Local Plan. There was
considerable concern in relation to this site due to its
incursion into the Green Belt separating Hadleigh with
Eastwood, and the difficulty in determining a logical Green
Belt boundary. There were also concerns in relation to the
proximity of this site to Great Wood (a SSSI) and to the
Prittle Brook which is a local source of fluvial flooding with
associated concerns regarding surface water flooding. The
individual merits of this site resulted in its current exclusion
from the plan.
ACTION: Whilst this site has previously been the subject to
assessments, and considered for inclusion in the New
Local Plan, the information provided in this representation
provides some new information to that previously supplied
by this consultee.
The site identified in this representation will therefore be
reconsidered within the SHLAA Review 2014. Members will
receive advice on the outcomes of this process separately,
and will need to determine whether the land identified
within this representation should be included within the
New Local Plan.

The land at Oak Tree Farm also has a number of benefits over a number of the other proposed allocated
sites when considering impact of development upon the Green Belt. In this regard it is important to
consider the draft site allocations in the context of the five tests of the Green Belt set out within paragraph
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80 of the NPPF. The development of land at Oak Tree Farm is not considered to conflict with the five
tests of the Green Belt when considered against other sites allocated within the plan.
1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas
The land at Oak Tree Farm to the east of Central Avenue is a well enclosed site situated adjacent to the
development boundary of Hadleigh. Residential development bounds the western border of the site, with
established planted boundaries to the north and east. The bounded nature of the site, in addition to its
proximity to Hadleigh ensures that a comprehensive landscape led development would not compromise
the openness of the Green Belt. In addition, a small stream runs along the northern border of the site,
signifying a logical termination of development for Hadleigh and enabling a defensible Green Belt
boundary across the northern development boundary of the settlement. The openness of the Green Belt
will not therefore be compromised by the release of the site for housing.
Conversely a number of the other sites allocated for development within the plan will have a negative
impact in terms of encouraging urban sprawl. In particular site allocations H10, H11, H12 and H18 are
particularly open with no- logical termination to check and restrict urban sprawl. In this regard it is not
considered that the Council has justified why these sites have been allocated in preference to land to the
east of Central Avenue, Hadleigh.
2. To Prevent Neighbouring Towns merging into one another
Castle Point is a constrained Borough in terms of accommodating land for development to support
growth. The Borough currently supports a high density of urban development and therefore coalescence
between settlements is an important
consideration when considering an allocation of land. Land to the east of Central Avenue has the ability to
be developed without resulting in coalescence with Daws Heath to the north and the Dodds Grove Wood
to the east ensures that separation to the east with Eastwood and Leigh- On- Sea will be maintained in
perpetuity.
Alternative Draft Site Allocation Sites
Given the constrained nature of Castle Point Borough in terms of settlement coalescence it is surprising
to note a series of sites have received preliminary allocations that would compromise the settlement
distinction within the Borough/to settlements in adjacent Boroughs. H11 Land South of Daws Heath,
Hadleigh is an example of this. The site extends to approximately 8.34 hectares of open farmland to the
south of the settlement of Daws Heath and has an allocation for 180 dwellings. A
development of this scale in this location will reduce the distance between Hadleigh and Daws Heath,
which currently lie only approximately 0.25 kilometres apart. This will result in coalescence between the
two settlements, which goes against the principles of Green Belt protection as set out in paragraph 80 of
the NPPF. In addition policy H10 will result in coalescence with Rayleigh to the north, particularly given
that the Council are also seeking to allocate an area of land for employment directly to the north of H10.
The allocation of this site ahead of land to the east of Central Avenue is not considered to be justified in
planning terms and therefore the plan cannot be considered as sound.
3. To Assist in Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment
The land at Oak Tree Farm is well-enclosed from the wider Green Belt due to established border planting
on the northern and eastern boundaries. In addition, the southern boundary of the site is adjacent by the
settlement boundary of Hadleigh
beyond a small agricultural plot of land. A development on the site would be well shielded from the wider
countryside with views into the site limited. Dodds Grove Woodland to the east provides a clear barrier to
any further development and protects the Green Belt from further encroachment.
Conversely, allocated sites H10, H11, H12 and H18 are all very open in nature, with no logical
termination to their boundaries. The development of these sites will result in encroachment into the Green
Belt and it is not clear why the four sites have been
allocated instead of land to the east of Central Avenue. The Council need to justify their position in this
regard.
4. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns
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This is not considered to be applicable in relation to the allocation of sites in Castle Point.
5. Urban Regeneration
Test 5 of the Green Belt relates to a preference in favour of developing brown field sites before releasing
land from the Green Belt. Castle Point Borough Council does not currently have a sufficient supply of
Brownfield land available to meet the housing requirement needs of the Borough over a five year supply
period. As a result, the Council must release a proportion of Green Belt land to meet the requirements for
new housing. It is therefore considered that an allocation for residential development at the land east of
Central Avenue at Oak Tree
Farm will not compromise the objective of seeking to recycle derelict and other urban land. There is an
insufficient supply of Brownfield land to meet the required housing supply.
The land at Oak Tree Farm, Hadleigh is considered to be a suitable Green Belt site for development
given its proximity to the settlement boundary of Hadleigh, a major settlement within Castle Point
Borough. Furthermore, the site benefits from stabilised and mature planted boundaries that enclose the
site and ensure that a residential development would not impact upon the openness of the Green Belt. In
addition being a modest sized site with capacity for 90 dwellings, unlike many of the larger strategic sites
it has potential to address the extreme lack of 5-year housing land supply as required by the NPPF.
Other Criteria for Considering the Suitability of Sites for Development
Paragraphs 99 and 100 of the NPPF sets out that Local Plans should take account of climate change
over the long term, including factors such as flood risk. Inappropriate development in areas of flooding
should be avoided by directing development away from areas of highest risk. Local Plans should apply a
sequential, risk- based approach to the location of development to avoid, where possible, flood risk to
people and property and manage any residual risk, taking account of the impact of climate change.
Paragraph 101 states that development should not be allocated if there are reasonably available sites
appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a
lower probability of flooding. The Local Plan in it is current form is seeking to allocate a number of sites
within flood zone 3 (highest risk). Land to the east of Central Avenue is located within a flood zone 1
(lowest risk). Therefore, in accordance with
paragraphs 99 - 101 of the NPPF, it is a sequentially more appropriate site for development than the sites
within flood zone 3.
Canvey Island in its entirety is identified as Flood Risk Zone 3 by the Environment Agency. In this regard,
recent flooding in the winter of 2013 has confirmed that the area is at a significant risk and should not be
developed. In accordance with paragraphs 99-101 of the NPPF it is not clear why the Council are
proposing to allocate over 1000 dwellings in Canvey Island, instead of land to the east of Central Avenue,
Hadleigh. In this regard the plan is not in accordance with the NPPF, the sequential test has not been
properly applied and it cannot be considered to be sound in planning terms.
Benfleet has received the greatest residential development allocation within the Draft New Local Plan,
totalling 1135 units across the plan period up to 2031, with a further potential allocation of 400 units on a
reserve site detailed within Policy H18. Policy H14 indicates that the new housing site at land west of
Benfleet is proposed to receive an allocation of 800 new homes across the plan period on a Green Belt
site that extends to 46.2 hectares in area. The site is located adjacent to the development boundary of
Benfleet. Expansion in this location will push the urban boundary of the settlement directly to the A130,
removing the current green buffer between the busy
roadway and urban residential areas. In addition, a residential allocation in this location will drive
development to the Castle Point Borough Boundary, placing additional pressure on Basildon Borough
Council to maintain a substantial portion of
Green Belt land beyond the A130 in order to avoid excessive urban sprawl.
Changes required for the Plan to be Sound
In order for the plan to be sound, it is considered that a new policy housing policy needs to be provided,
to formally allocate land at Oak Tree Farm, to the east of Central Avenue for a residential development
for 90 dwellings. For reasons explained
in this report the site is considered to be a sustainable location for housing growth and can be developed
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without compromising the strategic objectives of the Green Belt. Unlike all of the proposed sites on
Canvey Island it is also within a flood zone 1
rather than a flood zone 3. In accordance with the NPPF it should be regarded sequentially as a preferred
site, above those allocated on Canvey Island. Land at Oak Tree Farm has the ability to be delivered
within years 0-5 of the plan.
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 2a of policy H4
is amended to read as follows:
High quality design and layout which creates a spacious,
attractive, green parkland environment integrated into the
existing landscape.
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 2a of policy H5
is amended to read as follows:
High quality design and layout which creates and attractive
green coastal environment. This must incorporate a
boulevard leading from the existing urban area to the
coast.
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 2a of policy H7
is amended to read as follows:
A high quality design and layout which complements and
greens the existing urban environment, and accentuates
the boulevard effect that exists on Scrub Lane.
Kevin Fraser
298

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 13.48/13.49 - reference is made to various urban design approaches outlined in the Essex
Design Guide. References are made in certain policies to the preferred urban design approach (e.g.
Policy H4 - Arcadia). ECC considers that there should be some flexibility with regards the type of
approach to be used on individual sites, and the capacity of the site to accommodate a certain level of
development.

ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 2a of policy H9
is amended to read as follows:
A high quality design and layout which creates a spacious,
attractive, green, wooded environment integrated into the
existing landscape and topography;
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 2b of policy
H10 is amended to read as follows:
High quality design and layout which responds to the local
landscape, including historic and ecological features to
create an attractive, green parkland environment. A
boulevard should be created around the spine road.
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that parts 2a and 2b of
policy H11 should be amended to read as follows:
Adopt a contextual approach to urban design with
integrates with the existing built form to the north, and is
also sensitive to the openness of the farmland to the south.
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 2a of policy
H13 is amended to read as follows:
An approach to urban design which creates an attractive
green, parkland environment which complements the
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adjacent built form and integrates with the wider landscape.
ACTION: The need for flexibility in relation to design is
noted and therefore it is proposed that part 3a of policy
H16 should be amended to read as follows:
High quality design and layout which responds to the local
landscape, including historic and ecological features to
create an attractive, green parkland environment. A
boulevard should be created around the main entry road.
ACTION: In order to ensure that regard is still had to the
urban design approaches detailed in the Essex Design
Guide, it is proposed that paragraph 13.48 is amended to
make it clear that reference should be had to these design
approaches. It is proposed that paragraph 13.48 is
amended as follows:
The EDG details a number of urban design approaches
which can be applied to different locations and
environments. There are a number of these approaches
which are relevant to the strategic development sites
identified in policies H4 – H17. The relevant urban design
approaches are listed below, and detailed on appendix 2.
Regard should be had to this when considering the design
requirements in policies H4 – H17.
•

Matthew Winslow
536

Basildon District
Council

Object

Arcadia Approach...

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
In paragraph 3.10 of Castle Point's Draft New Local Plan it identifies the Borough's objectively assessed
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
housing need to be 400 homes per year which equates to 8,000 homes over the 20 year Plan period
(2011-2031). However due to environmental and land capacity issues, Castle Point Borough has stated in
• ‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
paragraph 13.22 of the Plan that they can only accommodate 200 homes per annum (4,000 homes over
opportunities to meet the development needs of
the Plan period).
their area;
•
Local
plans should meet objectively assessed
Basildon Borough Council raises questions regarding Castle Point's land capacity for housing. The 2013
needs,
with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) identifies that Castle Point has capacity for
change, unless:
around 7,300 homes. This is further supported in the public consultation leaflet that accompanies the
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
Draft New Local Plan, where it states that:
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
"If a Local Plan is not in place, there is the risk that 7,000 homes will be delivered in Castle Point through
this Framework taken as a whole; or
the planning appeal process."
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’
The Draft New Local Plan identifies that 1,840 dwellings can be provided in non Green Belt areas and
2,300 dwellings in Green Belt areas, totalling 4,140 dwellings over the plan period.
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
Whilst it is recognised that the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning
Practice Guidance (NPPG) requires Local Planning Authorities to demonstrate that sites are developable
and have a reasonable prospect that a site can be built-out, Basildon Borough Council notes that a
precautionary approach has been applied to the potential land capacity.
The 2013 SHLAA identifies that the maximum provision on non-Green Belt sites is around 2,800 and the
maximum provision on Green Belt sites is around 4,500. Basildon Borough Council recommends that
introducing a range of housing land capacity in the Local Plan would allow a greater degree of flexibility,
and maximise the land potential to help address the full objectively assessed need of the Borough as
identified in paragraph 3.10 of the Plan.
Basildon Borough Council also questions how any resulting shortfall in meeting objectively assessed

‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
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regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
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with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
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ALTERNATIVE SITE
Morrison’s are promoting the “Triangle” site, henceforth referred to as “the site”, for residential
development to assist the Council in meeting its housing targets (site location plan attached at Appendix
1). Specifically, this report explores:
•

The site and its surroundings;

•

The planning history of the site, in the context of the 1996 planning permission for the Morrison’s
food store and related retail development;

•

Relevant parts of the National Planning Policy Framework;

•

Recent discussions with the local authority;

•

An indicative scheme layout, and

•

The main planning considerations relevant to the site’s release from the Green Belt.

Site and Surroundings
The Site
The 9.43 hectare site itself represents an “island” off Canvey Road (A130), Northwick Road and
Roscommon Way, and lies within the Green Belt.
The site contains two large fields and fragments of former fields of species-poor and semi-improved
grassland that are currently maintained by informal horse grazing on a short term lease agreement.
Bisecting the site is the ‘Pantile Dyke’, which enters via a culvert under Roscommon Way, with further
open drains interspersed across the site.
533

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

The Surroundings
Object

ACTION: Whilst this site has previously been the subject to
assessments, and considered for inclusion in the New
Local Plan, the information provided in this representation
is new and additional to that previously supplied by this
consultee.

The site identified in this representation will therefore be
reconsidered within the SHLAA Review 2014. Members will
receive advice on the outcomes of this process separately,
and will need to determine whether the land identified
The site’s western boundary is defined by Roscommon Way, a dual carriageway separating the site from within this representation should be included within the
the West Canvey Marshes, a non-statutory Local Wildlife Site (LoWS). To the south western corner of the New Local Plan.
site, beyond a farm, is Northwick Road Roundabout that allows for vehicular access to the Morrison’s
food store and a McDonald’s, both located to the south west of the site.
To the north of the site is Russell Head Roundabout directing vehicular traffic either south west along
Roscommon Way towards the Morrison’s superstore or south east along Canvey Road (A130) towards
the Charfleets Industrial Estate.

The southern boundary of the site is defined by agricultural buildings used as horse stables and poultry
farms, which lie to the north of Northwick Road. To the south eastern corner of the site is ‘Garden World’,
a garden centre, and customer car parking (which, although in the Green Belt, is allocated for sheltered
housing within the Draft New Local Plan). Immediately to the south of Northwick Road, in Charfleets
Industrial Estate, is a mix of sui generis uses including a car wash and motor vehicle displays, as well as
light industry businesses, a dance studio and the Thames Ambulance Service headquarters.
Immediately to the east of the site is Canvey Road (A130), a dual carriageway separating the site from a
residential area which comprises a mix of detached and semi-detached residential dwellings. In addition,
along the central section of the eastern boundary are detached residential dwellings, the Dutch Cottage
Museum (Grade II listed), and an adjacent car parking area. To the north eastern corner of the site is a
local bus stop (Holland Avenue).
Planning History
In the mid 1990’s, Safeway purchased the “Triangle” site: as part of a wider land parcel incorporating
much of the west side of Canvey Island. In September 1996, Safeway secured outline permission for the
following development on land south of the “Triangle” site;
“Development of a Retail Park of 11,613 sqm (125,000 sqft) gross floorspace and a new carriageway and
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access from Canvey Road to the site at land South of Northwick Road and land North of Northwick Road
and West of Canvey Road, Canvey Island” (Ref: CPT/56/96/OUT)
The outline permission therefore included not only a retail park, but also an access road from Canvey
Road, now known as Roscommon Way which forms the north-western boundary of the “Triangle” site. It
should be noted that under the Section 106 Agreement associated with this consent, there was a clause
included which prevented the “Triangle” site from being used for purposes inconsistent with the Green
Belt.
It is recognised that, in order to develop the “Triangle” site for residential use, this clause will need to be
varied. However, in the context of the Council’s position on housing need, and the other planning issues
discussed in this report, it is not considered that there would be any reason for this variation not to be
agreed.
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be taken
as a golden thread running through both plan making and decision taking. At Paragraph 14, the NPPF
confirms that the local planning authority should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area, unless – inter alia – any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies of the NPPF.
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF confirms that local planning authority should boost significantly the supply of
housing by using 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
NPPF. This should include identifying key sites critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the
plan period. Paragraph 52 confirms that the supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved
through planning for larger scale development, including extensions to existing villages and towns that
follow the principles of Garden Cities.
At Paragraph 80, the NPPF confirms that the Green Belt serves five 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.

Paragraph 83 confirms that Green Belt boundary should only by altered in exceptional circumstances,
through the preparation and review of the Local Plan. When considering adjusted Green Belt boundaries,
regard should be had to their intended permanence in the long-term, so that they should be capable of
enduring beyond the plan period.
Paragraph 85 confirms, when defining boundaries, local planning authorities should, inter alia:
•

Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for
sustainable development;

•

Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries would not need to be altered at the end of the
development plan period, and

•

Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.

Pre Representation Consultation with Castle Point Borough Council
rd
At a meeting on the 3 February 2014, Jason Lowes reconfirmed to Mr Steve Rogers (Castle Point
Borough, Head of Planning) that Rapleys LLP continue to work on behalf of Morrison’s, who own a
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substantial part of the western part of Canvey Island, including the “Triangle” site. The purpose of this
meeting was to provide an update to Mr Steve Rogers in respect of Morrison’s aspirations and progress
in respect of the “Triangle” site (agreed meeting note attached to Appendix 2 ).
In the Officer’s view, the Council could not support the site at present as it was not felt to be “suitable or
appropriate” for residential development. In particular it was felt that the most significant issue preventing
the Council from supporting the site for residential use was the impact of it on the local landscape. As
such, the Officer advised that Morrison’s would need to produce substantial evidence from a Landscape
Consultant for the Council to reconsider its position.
In addition, the Officer indicated four other issues which were considered, by the Council, to be
outstanding:
•

Flood risk;

•

Transportation issues;

•

Ecology, and

•

Archaeology.

At the same meeting, Mr Steve Rogers accepted that there might be a technical solution to these issues,
but he also confirmed that this would need to be evidenced to the Council in order to secure its support.
As a result of these discussions and on-going monitoring on behalf of Morrison’s, these representations
have been drafted with the help of specialist experts (see appendices 4-8) in light of the issues raised
above.
Indicative Scheme Layout
In consultation with the development project team for the site, an indicative scheme layout is proposed
(see Appendix 3).
Development on the site is currently conceived as two residential areas, both with an average housing
density of 35 units per hectare surrounded by extensive open space provision. To the north, ‘Site Area A’
would accommodate up to 88 units with ‘Site Area B’ to the south providing up to 111 units.
Within the south eastern area of ‘Site Area B’, a soft landscape is proposed near to the Grade II Listed
Dutch Cottage Museum, which is located adjacent to the site’s boundary. Within the centre of the site,
and separating the two residential areas is a footbridge as well as an underdeveloped, ecological ‘blue
corridor’ running along the ‘Pantile Dyke’. Similarly, ‘blue corridors’ are proposed along routes of retained
and enhanced ditches. Landscape screening is promoted between the north western boundary of the site
and Roscommon Way, as well as between the site’s southern boundary and the poultry farm. Ecological
buffer zones are also located to the far northern point of the site, as well as within the western boundary,
at the start of the ‘Pantile Dyke’.
In terms of access, a new priority junction (and visibility splay) is provided off Canvey Road (A130) at the
north eastern corner of the site, serving vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists. In addition, a potential
pedestrian and cycle way access to and from Canvey Road (A130) is promoted at the Canvey Road
(A130)/ Dyke Crescent junction. There would also be the possibility of a future pedestrian links between
the southern boundary of the site and Northwick Road.
Clearly there is still more detailed work to be done, and amendments to be made as necessary.
Notwithstanding this, the indicative scheme layout proposed as part of these representations, has the
support of all the specialist consultants and therefore confirms the site’s suitably for residential
development in the manor illustrated by the proposal.
Main Planning Considerations
Housing Need

Page 89 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions

In order to support Morrison’s aspirations, Rapleys LLP have closely monitored Castle Point Borough
Council’s emerging New Local Plan, as well as other relevant evidence based documents published on
the Council’s website.
Within the Draft New Local Plan, Policy H1 (Housing Strategy) states that, during the period 2011 – 2031,
at least 4,000 new homes will be delivered in Castle Point, which would equate to 200 homes per annum.
There is, however, a recognition that Castle Point’s objective housing need is a minimum of 400 homes
per annum. As Paragraph 13.22 of the Draft New Local Plan states, the Council’s identification of sites in
the Green Belt with a capacity in the region of 2,200 homes has been carried out in order to meet the
“realistic” delivery target of 200 homes per annum. Crucially however, the Draft New Local Plan
recognises that this additional provision of sites “…does not represent objectively assessed need, but
reflects the capacity of the Borough to accommodate growth” (Para 13.22, Draft New Local Plan).
In addition to the above, Castle Point Borough Council’s most recent Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment Update (SHLAA) in October 2013 revealed that the Borough only has a 2.6 year housing
supply. In particular, the SHLAA assessed that there is a need to bring forward sites with an additional
capacity of 699 homes “quickly”, in order to ensure a five year housing land supply consistent with the
NPPF requirements.
Taking into account the housing evidence presented above, any site that can be established as being
suitable in planning terms, as well as available and deliverable, for residential development through the
planning process, would bring the Council closer to meeting its identified objective housing need and five
year housing supply. Such sites should therefore be embraced and supported by the Council.
Green Belt
The site has been reviewed against the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, and the
following commentary is made:
•

To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas – the site is bounded to the northwest by the arc of Roscommon Way. This road not only divides the site from the surrounding
Green Belt in functional terms at the present time, but would also act as an affective barrier to
further encroachment on to the Green Belt in the future, should it be allocated for housing.
Therefore, the release of this land from the Green Belt would not encourage sprawl. Rather, it
would represent a discreet expansion of the existing built-up area, and further growth could be
easily prevented.

•

To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another – Canvey Road is one of the
two roads leading into Canvey Town. The residential area to the east of Canvey Road is already
within the settlement boundary, and the redevelopment of the site for residential purposes would
not bring the settlement boundary of Canvey Island any closer to other settlements (most notably,
the nearest settlement – Benfleet). In these · terms, the site does not, at present, prevent the
neighbouring towns of Canvey and Benfleet from merging, and the removal of the site from the
Green Belt would not prejudice this purpose.

•

To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment – as previously detailed,
Roscommon Way already provides an obvious and clear boundary between the site and the
wider Green Belt. This role would continue if the site was redeveloped for residential purposes,
and therefore there would be no danger of further encroachment through its removal from the
Green Belt.

•

To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns – although Canvey Island
has a long and unique history, the only nearby historic built elements are the adjacent Dutch
Cottage Museum (a Listed Building) and the nearby Heritage Centre on Canvey Road. Although
both of these elements are recognised as being valuable in retaining the character and heritage
of Canvey Island, it is not considered that – in principle – the redevelopment of the site would
prejudice the special character of this part of Canvey Town. This matter is explored in further
detail in the Archaeology and Heritage Appraisal attached at Appendix 8 ).
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To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging recycling of derelict and other urban land
– it is not proposed that the site be released from the Green Belt in preference to Brownfield
development within existing settlement boundaries, or in preference to the regeneration of
Canvey Town Centre. It is fully recognised that making use of previously developed land should
take priority over residential development within the Green Belt. However, as previously
identified, and as commented upon in further detail below, the Council has identified that existing
settlement boundaries are not capable of supporting the Borough’s objectively assessed housing
need. In these terms, the release of the site would not prejudice urban regeneration, and would
take place in parallel with maximising the development and regeneration potential of derelict and
other urban land.

In these terms, the removal of the site from the Green Belt will not be detrimental to its purposes, and will
ensure that it is protected from further encroachment during, and after, the plan period. Further, the
Council has already accepted the principle of Green Belt release to the west of Canvey Road, through
draft Policy H17.
Landscape Analysis
As previously detailed, the local authority feel that landscape impact is the main issue preventing their
support for residential development on the site. In this context, a detailed landscape appraisal has been
instructed, and is attached to these representations at Appendix 4. The representations confirm:
•

The assessment methodology used for the appraisal;

•

The landscape planning context of the site;

•

The strategic framework proposals, including mitigation measures and the way in which these
have been influenced by the landscape and visual appraisal, and

•

The potential effect of the proposed strategic framework on the landscape character and visual
amenity of the area.

The appraisal is supported by various plans and photographs.
The report concludes that there will be no significant adverse residual effects on:
•

Landscape features within the site, or on the nature conservation value of the site;

•

The wider landscape character of the environs of the site, and

•

The visual amenity of recreational receptors, including those using local footpaths on the
marshes.

In this context, it is considered that developing the site is, in principle, acceptable in landscape impact
terms.
Flood Risk
The advice of a flood risk consultant has been secured to support these representations, and their report
is attached in Appendix 5 . This confirms that, notwithstanding the Council’s sustainability appraisal of
potential development sites, the site lies within Flood Zone 3a.
The report provides background information pertaining to the flood risk relating to the development of the
site, reviews relevant policy, assesses potential sources of flooding, and presents flood risk mitigation
measures.
The report also applies the sequential and exception tests, and the report confirms that – in flood risk
terms – the site can be developed for housing, subject to mitigation measures set out in the report.
Transportation Issues
Transportation issues are explored in the report attached at Appendix 6 . This report describes existing
transport and traffic conditions around the site, and matters relative to transport pertaining to
development on the site, including access arrangements, an estimate of potential traffic generation, and a
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package of sustainable transport measures.
The report confirms that the site is well located to the local amenities, employment opportunities as well
as public transport services. It confirms that access from the site to the wider built up area of Canvey
Island can be satisfactorily obtained by a new pedestrian and cycle crossing on Canvey Road. It also
confirms that the site can be accessed by vehicles at a single point on Canvey Road. In these terms, the
report confirms that there are no matters relating to transportation that would prevent the site from being
developed for housing.
Ecology
A ‘best practice’ approach has been adopted in respect of potential ecological issues, with detailed
ecological surveys and feasibility studies undertaken between 2010 to 2013 to assess ecological
constraints, and opportunities associated with possible residential development on the site. These are
focused on protected species, but have also considered habitat and flora, and the non-statutory Local
Wildlife Site (LoWS) designation.
A report, exploring these matters, is attached at Appendix 7. This confirms that all ecological issues can
be readily addressed, subject to mitigation.
Archaeology and Heritage
The views of an archaeology and heritage expert have been secured in respect of residential
development on the site. An appraisal, confirming these views, is attached at Appendix 8 .
The appraisal confirms that there are no “in principle constraints” in respect of archaeological and
heritage assets in terms of the future development of the site. The site does not contain any previously
recorded undesignated archaeological sites, monuments or remains. Further, there is no reason to
believe that undesignated archaeology should constrain the site’s deliverability or capacity for
development.
In addition, the appraisal confirms that there are no grounds to expect that the setting of the Dutch
Cottage Museum will prejudice delivery of development in the form proposed, or compromise its capacity.
As such, there are no archaeological or heritage grounds that would tell against the allocation of the site
for housing.
Air Quality
In some of the Council’s evidence base, there is reference to air quality being a potential constraint on the
site. However, the site is currently undeveloped. Further, there are no Air Quality Management Areas
(AQMA’s) within Castle Point Borough, and therefore it is not clear why air quality is deemed to be an
issue. At present, the only known potential sources of air pollution are the public highways adjacent to the
site. This is a common occurrence on development sites, and as such it is not considered that the site is
impacted by air quality issues to the extent that it would prevent it from being released from the Green
Belt and developed for residential use. Any issues arising relating to air quality should be easily mitigated
against through detailed design.
Conclusions
Castle Point Borough’s objectively assessed need for housing is 400 homes per annum. However, the
draft New Local Plan identifies a supply of 200 dwellings per annum. The rationale behind this shortfall is
a perception that there are insufficient sites, within the Borough, that are suitable, available and
deliverable to accommodate all of the objectively assessed need.
The NPPF confirms that local authorities should be proactive and take a positive approach to allocating
sites in order to meet the development needs of their areas, unless the adverse impacts of doing so
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. In these terms, this report confirms:
•

That releasing the site from the Green Belt would not be prejudicial to the purposes of including
land within Green Belts, in the terms of National planning policy, and
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In terms of all of the other matters raised by the Council to date in respect of the site, this report
confirms that there are no planning issues arising from residential development on the site that
cannot be adequately mitigated against.

Further, there are no encumbrances preventing the site from being brought forward for housing in a
deliverable manner.
In this context, the site is suitable, available, achievable and deliverable and should be released from the
Green Belt and allocated for housing within the New Local Plan. In terms of housing delivery, allowance
should be made for the site’s development at the earliest possible juncture, and certainly within the first 5
years of the New Local Plan period. Such an allocation would not only meet short and long-term housing
needs, but would also assist in ensuring that the Green Belt is defendable over the long-term.
ATTACHMENT: Appendix 1 - Triangle Site - New Plan (9.918ha) (A4) - Copy.pdf

535

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Housing allocations - the "triangle" site should be identified as a housing allocation, to deliver circa 200
The outcomes of assessments carried out per the Council’s
homes. Given the site's immediate availability, and in the context of the Council's lack of 5 year land
response to representation 533 will determine whether the
supply, the delivery of the site for housing should be confirmed as being within the first 5 years of the plan
triangle site is allocated as housing site, or not.
period.

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

With regard to Draft Local Plan, it is the view of Castle Point Constituency Labour Party that the Borough
Council should:-

Mr Brian Wilson
304

Castle Point
Constituency
Labour Party

Object

The National Planning Practice Guidance sets out the
methodology that should be applied when determining the
• Scrap the content of Section H of the Draft Local Plan, and replace the basic concept of catering need for housing within an area. It states that the starting
for the building of 200 houses per annum with a more sustainable number of 100 per annum, with point for determining need should be the CLG Household
Projections, adjusting accordingly to ensure that the needs
a significant, but specified number of affordable houses being included. (see Appendix)
for labour and affordable housing are appropriately
• in the event of requiring to use existing green belt for building, to prioritise the selection of these
addressed. It is clear that in areas where there has been
sites on the basis of sustainability.
an under-delivery of housing in the past (Castle Point is
such an areas) there should not be reliance on data based
• Include proper provision in the plan, for infrastructure commensurate with both the existing and
on historic patterns of delivery.
proposed housing, to be completed before the building of new homes.
The Housing Needs Topic Paper undertook an assessment
• Ensure that they include in the Local Plan, provision for new good quality Business Parks on
that complied with the requirements of the National
Canvey Island and the Mainland to increase job opportunities and to enhance work-place
Planning Practice Guidance. This identified a requirement
environments.
for around 400+ homes per annum in Castle Point. It is not
• Demolish and decontaminate the existing Charfleets and Manor trading estates and make ready therefore appropriate to reduce the housing target to 100
homes per annum as suggested by this consultee. The
the land for building some of the required housing.
calculations undertaken by this consultee do not comply
• Insist that the appropriate authority makes provision for an adequate additional road to and from
with the National Planning Practice Guidance and are not
Canvey Island.
therefore considered to robustly identify the objectively
assessed need for housing.
Appendix
In terms of the selection of housing sites in the Green Belt.
Using data from Castle Point Borough Council's Tax base calculations at 2008 and 2013, it can seen that The Council has identified sustainable sites through the
the number dwellings increased from 36,839 to 37747. This increase being 908 over 5 years, indicating a use of a Sustainability Appraisal of Sites.
mean increase of 182 dwellings per annum. This figure being close to the 200 p.a. agreed to form the
In terms of infrastructure, each housing policy is required to
basis the H section of the Draft Local plan'.
make provision for infrastructure having regard to its
impacts on infrastructure capacity. Additionally, the plan
However the increase in dwellings on Canvey Island over the same period (16594-15937) is 657,
makes provision for transport and other infrastructure to
corresponding to 131p.a. This indicates that an average of 51pa dwellings were built over the same
address existing deficits. It should be noted that it is not
period on the Mainland. This would seem to indicate that Canvey Island has had a disproportionate
permissible under planning law to expect developments to
number of dwellings erected in the same period.
address existing deficits in infrastructure provision.
Over the same time, the number of Band A dwellings in the Borough has increased by 586 from 2,093 to In terms of business, it should be noted that chapter 9 of
2,679, i.e. 117pa. While the increase in the same period, of Band A dwellings on Canvey has increased
the local plan proposes new locations for business
by 546 from 1576 to 2132. i.e. 109pa. This giving an average rise on the Mainland for Band A of 8 pa
development on both Canvey Island (policies E4 and E5)
and in Benfleet (policy E3).
It is assumed that the extraordinary increase in Band A dwellings on Canvey Island can be attributed to
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the huge expansion of the number of caravan accommodation at Thorney Bay Caravan Park.
Therefore it is concluded that over the last 5 years, the number of permanent houses built on the
Mainland is 51pa.and on Canvey Island is 31pa. (131- 109+9)
In order to prevent a serious discontinuity in the projected house building figures from the historic values,
a figure of houses 100pa. Is probably a more reasonable figure compared to the proposed 200pa.
It is understood that historically, migration from overseas into the Borough has been and is of little
significance to any increase to the number of residents in Castle Point.
The graphs of projected population versus time and table showing projected annual housing rates, on
page 96 of "Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts- Phase 3" , which by 2033 indicate the possibility
of a Castle Point population varying from say 82,000 to 107,000. This in turn, presumably renders a
required number of houses per annum of between 31 to 425 (a very wide variation). From this graph it is
appears that 31 houses per annum are required to maintain the status quo. That is no net migration.

Recommended Response and Actions
In terms of the existing employment areas, the draft New
Local Plan does not propose the demolition of Charfleets
Industrial Estate or Manor Trading Estate. These
employment areas are well occupied with just 1% vacancy
rates. They are therefore required for business purposes.
Additionally, there is no developer interest in the
redevelopment of these sites – for such a proposal to be
included within a plan it must be deliverable and it is not
considered that this is the case for these sites.
Finally, in respect of improved access for Canvey Island,
proposals are included within policy T2 of the draft New
Local Plan. It should however be recognised that any such
route will be expensive to deliver. The Council will need to
provide a robust case for the provision of such a route
grounded in evidence. It cannot simply insist that such a
route should be provided.

Therefore it can be argued that any migration into the Borough would be driven by the construction of
houses, rather than a need to build to meet migration.
The Districts adjacent to Castle Point are very similar to Castle Point and it is difficult, therefore, to
understand why these Districts should cause any significant migration into this Borough.
It is well understood that there has been a reduction in the ratio of residents per dwelling over the last few
years, due to an ageing population and the increase in single parenthood, therefore consideration of the
Borough's needs, in terms of building, should in first instance be centred on the provision of smaller
houses which are affordable to local people.
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
By way of response to the Castle Point Draft New Local Plan, we consider there is little if any crossboundary strategic impact on Brentwood Borough as a consequence of your proposals.
In terms of housing provision, we feel it necessary to point out the potential risk in progressing a Plan that
does not meet the Borough's full identified objectively assessed housing need. On that basis, without
convincing evidence as to why the constraints prevent you from meeting full assessed need, and in the
absence of the shortfall being met outside your Borough boundaries, we would advise you consider this
issue further.
Phil Drane
327

Brentwood Borough
Council

Thank you for inviting us to attend your consultation workshop held on 12 February 2014. I refer to your
request at the event that those local planning authorities in attendance might consider accommodating
some of Castle Point's shortfall housing need within their own areas. We do not consider that there is a
shared housing market area connecting Brentwood and Castle Point Borough's, as confirmed in the
Thames Gateway South Essex SHMA (2008, revised 2013) and the London Commuter Belt (East)/M11
Sub-Region SHMA (2010). In addition, whilst Brentwood Borough has many of the same constraints as
Castle Point, as set out in the Brentwood Borough Draft Local Plan 2015-2030 Preferred Options
consultation document (July 2013), it also has had a very significant increase in the number of dwellings
to be accommodated as a consequence of meeting objectively assessed needs. Given these
circumstances the Council is having difficulty meeting Brentwood's housing need within the Borough.
Therefore, I am afraid we are not in a position to take some of the shortfall from Castle Point Borough.

•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
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The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
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housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
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address this issue.

Alternative Site

Mary Power
335

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Seek a
technical
alteration

A site location plan is attached for land proposed for a housing allocation to the rear of the Hoy & Helmet
Public House. This site should be considered for housing development for up to 14 units given the
sustainable location of the site within five minutes walking distance of Benfleet station, its location
adjacent to the South Benfleet Leisure Quarter (Policy R8) and the community of South Benfleet. It is a
highly sustainable location with the additional housing supporting the important community facilities in this
location. It is not within the defined South Benfleet Flood Storage Area (Fig 3-1) or Figure C-1 of the
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Review (2010). The site should therefore be allocated for housing
development. It was not considered in the SHLAA Update 2013 but would make a meaningful
contribution to housing needs in this location.

ACTION: The site identified in this representation will be
the subject of consideration within the SHLAA Review
2014. Members will receive advice on the outcomes of this
process separately, and will need to determine whether the
land identified within this representation should be included
within the New Local Plan.

ATTACHMENT: Location Plan Hoy Helmet Benfleet (2).pdf
Allocation Request Draft New Local Plan Consultation: Full Plan and Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment 44 Badger Hall Avenue, Thundersley SS7 1TN Site 2012/10
I refer to the above site. In my letter dated 9 September 2011 to the Council I suggested that the Authority
should formally consider my clients site at 44 Badger Hall Avenue as an allocated site in the drafting of
the Core Strategy DPD, the revised Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and future drafting of
the Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley Allocations DPD.
I again enclose plan delineated in red forming the house and land to 44 Badger Hall Avenue and request,
on behalf of my clients and owners of the land, Mr and Mrs Allen, that the Authority formally considers
this site in the drafting of the Local Plan.

Mark Jackson
370

Mr & Mrs Allen

Mark Jackson
Planning

Object

The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to significantly boost the
supply of housing. The starting point to meeting objectively assessed need for market and affordable
housing should be figures from the SNPP population projections, considered against the results of the
SHMA. The Office for National Statistics Sub-national Population Projections indicates that migration into
Castle Point will increase sharply over the next 20 years. The Council state that it has been determined
that the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing in Castle Point is of the order of 400 to 500 homes per
annum (Reference Castle Point Ordinary Council Meeting Paragraph 6.5, January 2014, Castle Point
Growth Topic Paper and Chapter 13 Draft Local Plan Draft Policy H1). I am of the opinion that all local
planning authorities should seek to meet their objectively assessed housing need unless there are
exceptional reasons why this cannot be achieved.

ACTION: The site identified in this representation will be
the subject of consideration within the SHLAA Review
2014. Members will receive advice on the outcomes of this
process separately, and will need to determine whether the
Having regard to the Council’s evidence base, I am not convinced that the Council has demonstrated that land identified within this representation should be included
it has examined all of the potential sites in a positive manner as required given the Council’s Objectively
within the New Local Plan.
Assessed Need for Housing of 400 to 500 homes per annum. To set a figure of 200 dwellings per annum,
50% below the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing demonstrates to me that the plan will again be
found to be unsound. Chapter 13 of the Draft Local Plan refers.
Paragraph 182 of the Framework states: “A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination
which it considers is “sound” namely that it is positively prepared. The plan should be prepared based on
a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements,
including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and
consistent with achieving sustainable development.
It is recommended that the Council re-examine the Green Belt boundaries again. In terms of my client’s
site at 44 Badgers Hall Avenue, it is considered that this site should be allocated for residential
development to contribute to the objectively assessed need. The allocation of this site will not prejudice
the strategic functions of the Green Belt and will not undermine the more strategic areas designated as
Green Belt. The site is contained between existing urban form and a similar recent development has
taken place immediately to the west of the site at Badgers Hollow. The release of this land will not cause
the coalescence of any towns. In accordance with other sites suggested to be included for allocation
resulting in the review of the Borough Green Belt Boundary, it is recommended that this site is also
included. The site is highly sustainable being well related to the existing urban area, community facilities
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and public transport. The site is 0.8 acres, 0.32 hectares. We note the summary made in the SHLAA
October 2013. An Arboriculture Assessment would be undertaken to demonstrate how a development
could proceed without undue harm to the existing trees should the Authority be minded to allocate the site
and the density of the development would have regard to the impact on the trees and the character and
pattern of development in the wider area. The development is capable of coming forward in 2015/2016.
ATTACHMENT: 44 Badger Hall Avenue.pdf
Alternative Housing Site
Manor Trading Estate
The previous sections have demonstrated that there is insufficient land allocated for housing for the
Council to achieve their objectively assessed housing need. Furthermore, the Council have allocated too
many sites for employment land even if the appropriate level of housing is achieved. It has also been
detailed that the principle reasons for removing the site to the east of Manor Trading Estate from the
Green Belt for Employment Land apply to allocating the site for residential.
In light of this, a Vision Statement has been completed supporting the case for allocating the site to the
east of Manor Trading Estate for a residential led scheme.
Masterplan/Vision

430

Strategic Land
Group

Paul Smith
NJL Consulting

Object

The accompanying Vision Statement demonstrates that the site is suitable, achievable and deliverable. In ACTION: The site identified in this representation will be
order to demonstrate the deliverability of the site, SLG has completed detailed technical investigations
the subject of consideration within the SHLAA Review
which have informed the preparation of a realistic, deliverable Masterplan for the development of the site. 2014. Members will receive advice on the outcomes of this
process separately, and will need to determine whether the
The Masterplan has presented the option of a mixed use scheme with an area for employment to the
north west of the site abutting the existing employment area within Manor Trading Estate. The remainder land identified within this representation should be included
within the New Local Plan.
of the site will be dedicated to housing and can achieve between 70 and 95 units.
The layout of the site has been informed by the constraints and opportunities of the site. The main
constraints are of the site are:
•

Woodland areas to the eastern and northern boundaries of the site

•

Single point of access onto Church Road

•

A pond area to the north

•

The employment area to the west which presents a potential noise intrusion.

The Vision Statement demonstrates that the site is suited to being re-allocated for residential
development and will form a natural extension to the settlement boundary without impact upon the
principles of the Green Belt.
ATTACHMENT: 2013.060.004.c Development Statement.pdf
In relation to site H5 this matter is dealt with in response to
representation 182.

David Hammond
524

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

Housing Sites referenced under Policies H7 to H18 , inclusive, will vary and have different
characteristics, be adjacent to different landscape types and provide different levels of
housing/population. Therefore specific approaches will need to be undertaken for each development. A
generic approach should not be adopted.

In relation to site H15 this matter is dealt with in response
to representation 185.
ACTION: Natural England indicates that they expect a
specific response to biodiversity in relation to the different
sites. They have identified that a specific response has
already been included for policy H6 and would expect
something similar to be included for other sites H4 – H17.
A review has been undertaken. Site H12 has a specific
response and sites H5 and H15 have been amended in
relation to other representations to include a specific
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response in relation to biodiversity.
In order that site H4 has a specific response in relation to
biodiversity, it is recommended that part 2b is amended to
read as follows:
An integrated approach to wildlife, which retains areas of
biodiversity interest and established areas of native
woodland, creates opportunities for new habitats to
establish within gardens and open spaces, and fully
compensates any loss of priority habitat or priority species;
ACTION: In order that site H9 has a specific response in
relation to biodiversity, it is recommended that part 2b is
amended to read as follows:
An integrated approach to wildlife, which retains and
enhances the Local Wildlife Site, retains and enhances an
area of woodland as a community woodland, retains trees
with visual amenity value, creates opportunities for new
habitats to establish within gardens and open spaces, and
fully compensated any loss of priority habitat or priority
species;
ACTION: In order that site H10 has a specific response in
relation to biodiversity, it is recommended that part 2c is
amended to read as follows:
An integrated approach to wildlife which ensures that
protected species are retained and their habitats are
enhanced, and that enhances biodiversity on the site to
complement the assemblage of habitats and species at the
nearby Local Wildlife Sites.
ACTION: In order that site H13 has a specific response in
relation to biodiversity, it is recommended that part 2(b)(iii)
is amended to read as follows:
An approach to wildlife which enhances the presence of
biodiversity on the site through the protection and
enhancement of grassland verges and hedgerows, and
through the creation of new habitats within open spaces
and gardens.
ACTION: In order that site H14 has a specific response in
relation to biodiversity, it is recommended that part 2(b)(iii)
is amended to read as follows:
An approach to wildlife which enhances the presence of
biodiversity on the site through the protection and
enhancement of protected species, grassland verges and
hedgerows, and through the creation of new habitats within
open spaces and gardens.
ACTION: In order that site H16 has a specific response in
relation to biodiversity, it is recommended that part 3(b)(iii)
is amended to read as follows:
An approach to wildlife which enhances the presence of
biodiversity on the site through the protection and
enhancement of creeks and their embankments within the
site, and through the creation of new habitats within open
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spaces and gardens, with a focus on priority habitats as
identified for the Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area.
Additionally, paragraph 13.127 of the supporting text to
policy H16 should be extended with the following text
... Consistent with the objectives and targets for the
Greater Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area.

Housing Allocations H4-H17, and paragraphs 13.23-13.26 - General Comments
The Local Plan on page 83 refers to new housing allocations being set out in Policies H4-H15, but H16 is
a new housing allocation, whereas H8 appears to be a C2 allocation.
Irrespective of the above, it is not wholly clear how the allocations at H14-H16 relate to the previously
quoted figures of 1,840 units for urban sites and 2,200 Green Belt sites. It is assumed that those sites
subject to previous allocations or safeguarded designations fall within the non-Green Belt rather than
Green Belt, but even discounting those sites, adding up the Green Belt contribution comes to in excess of ACTION: Amend the title at page 83, after policy H3, to
the 2,200 units referred to.
read Policies H4 – H16: New Housing Sites
Again, therefore, it would be helpful to have greater clarity in the Plan, perhaps in the form of a table that
lists the H4-H17 sites, and sets out what the total capacity for each site is, how many units are expected
to be delivered by 2031, how many might be delivered in the next 5 years to contribute to 5-year supply,
whether the units to be delivered are count towards the OAN or whether they are for specialist
accommodation, and how many units are assigned to the “non-Green Belt” and “Green Belt” totals.
In terms of the sites themselves and the rationale for their selection, we note that the Housing Options
background paper seeks to bring together the evidence from various other sources (including the
Transport and Green Belt background studies, and the output of the Sustainability Appraisal) to provide a
site by site assessment. Whilst useful, we have two main comments to make about this work, as follows:

Mr Kevin Coleman
498

Argent Homes

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Object

(1) There is no clarity as to how the overall capacity figure for each of the locations has been derived, and
on the face of it there seems to be some inconsistency between the background work and the Draft Plan.
For example, the three sites between the A130 and South Benfleet have a combined capacity of 800
units according to the sheets on pages 25-28 of the Housing Options study, but a capacity of 600
according to the Green Belt study and the draft Plan. In respect of our clients’ land at Brook Farm and
Solby Wood Farm there is no apparent rationale for the suggested capacity of 140 units, which appears
to be a significant underestimate of the combined capacity of H11 (although we note this has been
increased to 180 in the draft Plan).

ACTION: For the purposes of clarity include insert a
housing trajectory as an appendix to the New Local Plan
once the housing allocations to be included in the
submission version have been agreed.
ACTION: It should be noted that the Council will be
undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to ensure that the capacity and
deliverability of all other sites within the SHLAA has been
accurately assessed.
ACTION: It should also be noted that the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment will be reviewed before the draft New
Local Plan is finalised. This will ensure that any issues
raised regarding viability through this consultation area
addressed before the New Local Plan is finalised for
submission.

ACTION: It should be noted that an infrastructure delivery
In all cases, therefore, the assessments in the Housing Options paper could helpfully contain details as to plan is being prepared to accompany the New Local Plan.
The consultation provided the Council with the opportunity
how the site capacity has been derived.
to test proposals with service providers before finalising the
(2) The second issue relates to delivery and viability – we appreciate that an overall generic assessment infrastructure delivery plan.
of the viability of the Plan has been undertaken, which amongst other matters has impacted on the future
policy for affordable housing delivery, but there also needs to be certainty that the key strategic sites
upon which the Local Plan housing strategy is based are of themselves viable and deliverable. In most
cases, delivery of off-site infrastructure through CIL would be covered through the generic viability
assessments, but any site specific infrastructure that could affect viability would need to be assessed.
As a general point, the Plan does not set out anywhere the key items of infrastructure that will be required
to support the level of growth being proposed. The Community Infrastructure Needs background paper
sets out a variety of items of social infrastructure, but there does not appear to be any assessment of
costing within this work, or any information that supports the conclusion on page 7 of that document that
the amount of funding raised through CIL would be less than the cost of the infrastructure required. If that
is the case, however, the advice from PINS would suggest that the Council should be looking to increase
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the scale of development to help fund any infrastructure gap.
We assume more detail will be provided in due course in respect of infrastructure requirements and
costing to demonstrate that the Plan is viable as a whole. In the meantime, we share the concerns in
respect of viability outlined by the HBF in their representations to the draft charging schedule (by Savills).
On a specific infrastructure delivery point, we are unclear as to the arrangements for access for the land
between the A130 and South Benfleet – there is reference in Policy T4 and on the Proposals Map for the
provision of a new access from the A130 and widening of the A130 between that new junction and
Saddlers Farm. Presumably these works are envisaged as being required in connection with the new
development, rather than being required to support growth generally, but there is no assessment of how
that new junction is to be delivered, or by whom, and whether it will affect the viability of the A130 related
development sites.
Whilst it is recognised that the Local Plan should seek to
deliver the objectively assessed need for housing, the
Council is of the firm opinion that this is not realistic. The
work on the Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment
is therefore based on what will realistically be delivered.
Paragraphs 13.23-13.26 - Infrastructure Delivery and Viability - General Comments
The level of housing growth proposed through the draft
New Local Plan results in a very different demographic
The draft Local Plan is accompanied both by a Community Needs Infrastructure report and a Transport
profile for the borough compared to that of OAN. To
Assessment, which together set out a number of requirements for social, community and physical
prepare and base provision of community infrastructure on
infrastructure projects. We note however that both are based upon the requirements to deliver the
quantum of growth set out in the draft Plan, not the quantum of growth required under the Council's OAN. OAN would therefore be inappropriate in Castle Point.
Bearing in mind that the NPPF starting point is that OAN should be met, it would be appropriate in the
first instance to consider whether any additional infrastructure constraints exist in the event that the full
OAN were to be achieved. The Council will be aware that advice from Government and PINS (for
example, as per the advice given to Maldon Council, referred to in the Council's evidence base), is that
new development provides an opportunity to address infrastructure constraints.

Mr Kevin Coleman
499

Argent Homes

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Object

Irrespective of the above, it is not clear how the cost of achieving the district-wide infrastructure referred
to in the Community Needs and Transport background papers has affected the district-wide Viability
Assessment. No costs appear to have been assigned to either the transport or social/community
infrastructure listed, and therefore the likely cost-burden of delivering this infrastructure through new
development does not appear to have been tested at this stage.
We recognise that in the Viability Assessment, the testing of Strategic Site 1 with very high up-front
infrastructure costs might be assumed to set a bench-mark to the effect that if this site is viable, any
development site will be viable, but we assume that as the Plan progresses, a more detailed assessment
of infrastructure costs, and any critical infrastructure thresholds that may affect delivery, will be produced.

In terms of the Transport Assessment, two assessments
were undertaken for 2029. The first assessment
considered the impact of delivering all proposed sites
(capacity approach). The second assessment considered
TEMPRO growth estimates (estimation of growth based on
need and past trends). Again, this assessment represents
a realistic assessment of transport impacts in Castle Point
having regard to known capacity constraints and is
therefore more realistic than an assessment based on a
level of growth which cannot reasonably be achieved.
In terms of the provision of infrastructure, it should be
noted that an infrastructure delivery plan is being prepared
to accompany the New Local Plan. The consultation
provided the Council with the opportunity to test proposals
with service providers before finalising the infrastructure
delivery plan.

In the meantime, we share the concerns in respect of viability outlined by the HBF in their representations In terms of the impact of delivering such infrastructure on
viability, it should also be noted that the Whole Plan
to the CIL draft charging schedule (by Savills).
Viability Assessment will be reviewed before the draft New
Local Plan is finalised. This will ensure that any issues rose
regarding viability through this consultation area addressed
before the New Local Plan is finalised for submission.
Housing Allocations H4-H17, and paragraphs 13.23-13.26 - General Comments

Mr Kevin Coleman
494

T Manna

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Object

The Local Plan on page 83 refers to new housing allocations being set out in Policies H4-H15, but H16 is
a new housing allocation, whereas H8 appears to be a C2 allocation.
Irrespective of the above, it is not wholly clear how the allocations at H14-H16 relate to the previously

ACTION: Amend the title at page 83, after policy H3, to
read Policies H4 – H16: New Housing Sites
ACTION: For the purposes of clarity include insert a
housing trajectory as an appendix to the New Local Plan
once the housing allocations to be included in the
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quoted figures of 1,840 units for urban sites and 2,200 Green Belt sites. It is assumed that those sites
submission version have been agreed.
subject to previous allocations or safeguarded designations fall within the non-Green Belt rather than
ACTION: It should be noted that the Council will be
Green Belt, but even discounting those sites, adding up the Green Belt contribution comes to in excess of
undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
the 2,200 units referred to.
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
Again, therefore, it would be helpful to have greater clarity in the Plan, perhaps in the form of a table that
as an opportunity to ensure that the capacity and
lists the H4-H17 sites, and sets out what the total capacity for each site is, how many units are expected
deliverability of all other sites within the SHLAA has been
to be delivered by 2031, how many might be delivered in the next 5 years to contribute to 5-year supply,
accurately assessed.
whether the units to be delivered are count towards the OAN or whether they are for specialist
accommodation, and how many units are assigned to the “non-Green Belt” and “Green Belt” totals.
ACTION: It should also be noted that the Whole Plan
In terms of the sites themselves and the rationale for their selection, we note that the Housing Options
background paper seeks to bring together the evidence from various other sources (including the
Transport and Green Belt background studies, and the output of the Sustainability Appraisal) to provide a
site by site assessment. Whilst useful, we have two main comments to make about this work, as follows:
(1) There is no clarity as to how the overall capacity figure for each of the locations has been derived, and
on the face of it there seems to be some inconsistency between the background work and the Draft Plan.
For example, the three sites between the A130 and South Benfleet have a combined capacity of 800
units according to the sheets on pages 25-28 of the Housing Options study, but a capacity of 600
according to the Green Belt study and the draft Plan. In respect of our clients’ land at Brook Farm and
Solby Wood Farm there is no apparent rationale for the suggested capacity of 140 units, which appears
to be a significant underestimate of the combined capacity of H11 (although we note this has been
increased to 180 in the draft Plan).

Viability Assessment will be reviewed before the draft New
Local Plan is finalised. This will ensure that any issues rose
regarding viability through this consultation area addressed
before the New Local Plan is finalised for submission.
ACTION: It should be noted that an infrastructure delivery
plan is being prepared to accompany the New Local Plan.
The consultation provided the Council with the opportunity
to test proposals with service providers before finalising the
infrastructure delivery plan.

In all cases, therefore, the assessments in the Housing Options paper could helpfully contain details as to
how the site capacity has been derived.
(2) The second issue relates to delivery and viability – we appreciate that an overall generic assessment
of the viability of the Plan has been undertaken, which amongst other matters has impacted on the future
policy for affordable housing delivery, but there also needs to be certainty that the key strategic sites
upon which the Local Plan housing strategy is based are of themselves viable and deliverable. In most
cases, delivery of off-site infrastructure through CIL would be covered through the generic viability
assessments, but any site specific infrastructure that could affect viability would need to be assessed.
As a general point, the Plan does not set out anywhere the key items of infrastructure that will be required
to support the level of growth being proposed. The Community Infrastructure Needs background paper
sets out a variety of items of social infrastructure, but there does not appear to be any assessment of
costing within this work, or any information that supports the conclusion on page 7 of that document that
the amount of funding raised through CIL would be less than the cost of the infrastructure required. If that
is the case, however, the advice from PINS would suggest that the Council should be looking to increase
the scale of development to help fund any infrastructure gap.
We assume more detail will be provided in due course in respect of infrastructure requirements and
costing to demonstrate that the Plan is viable as a whole. In the meantime, we share the concerns in
respect of viability outlined by the HBF in their representations to the draft charging schedule (by Savills).
On a specific infrastructure delivery point, we are unclear as to the arrangements for access for the land
between the A130 and South Benfleet – there is reference in Policy T4 and on the Proposals Map for the
provision of a new access from the A130 and widening of the A130 between that new junction and
Saddlers Farm. Presumably these works are envisaged as being required in connection with the new
development, rather than being required to support growth generally, but there is no assessment of how
that new junction is to be delivered, or by whom, and whether it will affect the viability of the A130 related
development sites.
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Whilst it is recognised that the Local Plan should seek to
deliver the objectively assessed need for housing, the
Council is of the firm opinion that this is not realistic. The
work on the Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment
Paragraphs 13.23-13.26 - Infrastructure Delivery and Viability - General Comments
is therefore based on what will realistically be delivered.
The level of housing growth proposed through the draft
The draft Local Plan is accompanied both by a Community Needs Infrastructure report and a Transport
New Local Plan results in a very different demographic
Assessment, which together set out a number of requirements for social, community and physical
profile for the borough compared to that of OAN. To
infrastructure projects. We note however that both are based upon the requirements to deliver the
prepare and base provision of community infrastructure on
quantum of growth set out in the draft Plan, not the quantum of growth required under the Council's OAN. OAN would therefore be inappropriate in Castle Point.
Bearing in mind that the NPPF starting point is that OAN should be met, it would be appropriate in the
first instance to consider whether any additional infrastructure constraints exist in the event that the full
OAN were to be achieved. The Council will be aware that advice from Government and PINS (for
example, as per the advice given to Maldon Council, referred to in the Council's evidence base), is that
new development provides an opportunity to address infrastructure constraints.

Mr Kevin Coleman
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T Manna

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Object

Irrespective of the above, it is not clear how the cost of achieving the district-wide infrastructure referred
to in the Community Needs and Transport background papers has affected the district-wide Viability
Assessment. No costs appear to have been assigned to either the transport or social/community
infrastructure listed, and therefore the likely cost-burden of delivering this infrastructure through new
development does not appear to have been tested at this stage.
We recognise that in the Viability Assessment, the testing of Strategic Site 1 with very high up-front
infrastructure costs might be assumed to set a bench-mark to the effect that if this site is viable, any
development site will be viable, but we assume that as the Plan progresses, a more detailed assessment
of infrastructure costs, and any critical infrastructure thresholds that may affect delivery, will be produced.

In terms of the Transport Assessment, two assessments
were undertaken for 2029. The first assessment
considered the impact of delivering all proposed sites
(capacity approach). The second assessment considered
TEMPRO growth estimates (estimation of growth based on
need and past trends). Again, this assessment represents
a realistic assessment of transport impacts in Castle Point
having regard to known capacity constraints and is
therefore more realistic than an assessment based on a
level of growth which cannot reasonably be achieved.
In terms of the provision of infrastructure, it should be
noted that an infrastructure delivery plan is being prepared
to accompany the New Local Plan. The consultation
provided the Council with the opportunity to test proposals
with service providers before finalising the infrastructure
delivery plan.

In the meantime, we share the concerns in respect of viability outlined by the HBF in their representations In terms of the impact of delivering such infrastructure on
viability, it should also be noted that the Whole Plan
to the CIL draft charging schedule (by Savills).
Viability Assessment will be reviewed before the draft New
Local Plan is finalised. This will ensure that any issues rose
regarding viability through this consultation area addressed
before the New Local Plan is finalised for submission.
Housing Allocations H4-H17, and paragraphs 13.23-13.26 - General Comments
The Local Plan on page 83 refers to new housing allocations being set out in Policies H4-H15, but H16 is
a new housing allocation, whereas H8 appears to be a C2 allocation.

Mr Kevin Coleman
502

Countryside
Properties (UK) Ltd

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Object

Site H8 refers to Extra Care provision. Extra Care provision
is specialist accommodation for older people which
typically comprises independent living accommodation with
communal on-site support facilities. Independent living
accommodation would typically fall within Class C3. Even if
it were to be classified as Class C2, it represents the
provision of independent living accommodation and would
be counted towards housing provision.

Irrespective of the above, it is not wholly clear how the allocations at H14-H16 relate to the previously
quoted figures of 1,840 units for urban sites and 2,200 Green Belt sites. It is assumed that those sites
subject to previous allocations or safeguarded designations fall within the non-Green Belt rather than
Green Belt, but even discounting those sites, adding up the Green Belt contribution comes to in excess of
ACTION: Amend the title at page 83, after policy H3, to
the 2,200 units referred to.
read Policies H4 – H16: New Housing Sites
Again, therefore, it would be helpful to have greater clarity in the Plan, perhaps in the form of a table that
lists the H4-H17 sites, and sets out what the total capacity for each site is, how many units are expected
to be delivered by 2031, how many might be delivered in the next 5 years to contribute to 5-year supply,
whether the units to be delivered are count towards the OAN or whether they are for specialist
accommodation, and how many units are assigned to the “non-Green Belt” and “Green Belt” totals.
In terms of the sites themselves and the rationale for their selection, we note that the Housing Options
background paper seeks to bring together the evidence from various other sources (including the
Transport and Green Belt background studies, and the output of the Sustainability Appraisal) to provide a
site by site assessment. Whilst useful, we have two main comments to make about this work, as follows:

ACTION: For the purposes of clarity include insert a
housing trajectory as an appendix to the New Local Plan
once the housing allocations to be included in the
submission version have been agreed.
ACTION: It should be noted that the Council will be
undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to ensure that the capacity and
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(1) There is no clarity as to how the overall capacity figure for each of the locations has been derived, and
on the face of it there seems to be some inconsistency between the background work and the Draft Plan.
For example, the three sites between the A130 and South Benfleet have a combined capacity of 800
units according to the sheets on pages 25-28 of the Housing Options study, but a capacity of 600
according to the Green Belt study and the draft Plan. In respect of our clients’ land at Brook Farm and
Solby Wood Farm there is no apparent rationale for the suggested capacity of 140 units, which appears
to be a significant underestimate of the combined capacity of H11 (although we note this has been
increased to 180 in the draft Plan).

Recommended Response and Actions
deliverability of all other sites within the SHLAA has been
accurately assessed.
ACTION: It should also be noted that the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment will be reviewed before the draft New
Local Plan is finalised. This will ensure that any issues
raised regarding viability through this consultation area
addressed before the New Local Plan is finalised for
submission.

In all cases, therefore, the assessments in the Housing Options paper could helpfully contain details as to ACTION: It should be noted that an infrastructure delivery
plan is being prepared to accompany the New Local Plan.
how the site capacity has been derived.
The consultation provided the Council with the opportunity
(2) The second issue relates to delivery and viability – we appreciate that an overall generic assessment to test proposals with service providers before finalising the
of the viability of the Plan has been undertaken, which amongst other matters has impacted on the future infrastructure delivery plan.
policy for affordable housing delivery, but there also needs to be certainty that the key strategic sites
upon which the Local Plan housing strategy is based are of themselves viable and deliverable. In most
cases, delivery of off-site infrastructure through CIL would be covered through the generic viability
assessments, but any site specific infrastructure that could affect viability would need to be assessed.
As a general point, the Plan does not set out anywhere the key items of infrastructure that will be required
to support the level of growth being proposed. The Community Infrastructure Needs background paper
sets out a variety of items of social infrastructure, but there does not appear to be any assessment of
costing within this work, or any information that supports the conclusion on page 7 of that document that
the amount of funding raised through CIL would be less than the cost of the infrastructure required. If that
is the case, however, the advice from PINS would suggest that the Council should be looking to increase
the scale of development to help fund any infrastructure gap.
We assume more detail will be provided in due course in respect of infrastructure requirements and
costing to demonstrate that the Plan is viable as a whole. In the meantime, we share the concerns in
respect of viability outlined by the HBF in their representations to the draft charging schedule (by Savills).
On a specific infrastructure delivery point, we are unclear as to the arrangements for access for the land
between the A130 and South Benfleet – there is reference in Policy T4 and on the Proposals Map for the
provision of a new access from the A130 and widening of the A130 between that new junction and
Saddlers Farm. Presumably these works are envisaged as being required in connection with the new
development, rather than being required to support growth generally, but there is no assessment of how
that new junction is to be delivered, or by whom, and whether it will affect the viability of the A130 related
development sites.
Paragraphs 13.23-13.26 - Infrastructure Delivery and Viability - General Comments

Mr Kevin Coleman
503

Countryside
Properties (UK) Ltd

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Object

Whilst it is recognised that the Local Plan should seek to
deliver the objectively assessed need for housing, the
The draft Local Plan is accompanied both by a Community Needs Infrastructure report and a Transport
Council is of the firm opinion that this is not realistic. The
Assessment, which together set out a number of requirements for social, community and physical
work on the Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment
infrastructure projects. We note however that both are based upon the requirements to deliver the
is therefore based on what will realistically be delivered.
quantum of growth set out in the draft Plan, not the quantum of growth required under the Council's OAN. The level of housing growth proposed through the draft
New Local Plan results in a very different demographic
Bearing in mind that the NPPF starting point is that OAN should be met, it would be appropriate in the
profile for the borough compared to that of OAN. To
first instance to consider whether any additional infrastructure constraints exist in the event that the full
prepare and base provision of community infrastructure on
OAN were to be achieved. The Council will be aware that advice from Government and PINS (for
OAN would therefore be inappropriate in Castle Point.
example, as per the advice given to Maldon Council, referred to in the Council's evidence base), is that
In terms of the Transport Assessment, two assessments
new development provides an opportunity to address infrastructure constraints.
were undertaken for 2029. The first assessment
considered the impact of delivering all proposed sites
Irrespective of the above, it is not clear how the cost of achieving the district-wide infrastructure referred
(capacity approach). The second assessment considered
to in the Community Needs and Transport background papers has affected the district-wide Viability
TEMPRO growth estimates (estimation of growth based on
Assessment. No costs appear to have been assigned to either the transport or social/community
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infrastructure listed, and therefore the likely cost-burden of delivering this infrastructure through new
development does not appear to have been tested at this stage.
We recognise that in the Viability Assessment, the testing of Strategic Site 1 with very high up-front
infrastructure costs might be assumed to set a bench-mark to the effect that if this site is viable, any
development site will be viable, but we assume that as the Plan progresses, a more detailed assessment
of infrastructure costs, and any critical infrastructure thresholds that may affect delivery, will be produced.

Recommended Response and Actions
need and past trends). Again, this assessment represents
a realistic assessment of transport impacts in Castle Point
having regard to known capacity constraints and is
therefore more realistic than an assessment based on a
level of growth which cannot reasonably be achieved.

In terms of the provision of infrastructure, it should be
noted that an infrastructure delivery plan is being prepared
to accompany the New Local Plan. The consultation
In the meantime, we share the concerns in respect of viability outlined by the HBF in their representations
provided the Council with the opportunity to test proposals
to the CIL draft charging schedule (by Savills).
with service providers before finalising the infrastructure
delivery plan.
In terms of the impact of delivering such infrastructure on
viability, it should also be noted that the Whole Plan
Viability Assessment will be reviewed before the draft New
Local Plan is finalised. This will ensure that any issues
raised regarding viability through this consultation area
addressed before the New Local Plan is finalised for
submission.
PETITION WITH 94 SIGNATORIES
We, the undersigned residents of Castle Point Borough, call on Castle Point Borough Council to revise
the proposals in the Draft New Local Plan (2014) taking full consideration of the following six points;1. The period of consultation given to the residents of the borough, currently due to end on 21 March
2014, is an inadequate period of time for proper and informed debate, especially when considering that
delivery of the Draft Plan to many residents was seriously delayed due to postal problems, and we
therefore call for this to be extended until 30 June 2014.
2. A number of full public and open meetings should be held where residents of the borough are given
adequate opportunity to express views. Any time limitations placed on speakers should be identical for
each speaker, whether they are speaking for or against the plan and whether they represent residents or
the council.

541

ChangeThePlan.org

Object

3. The development of open land in the centre of the borough, identified as H4 and H9 on the draft plan,
should be substantially reduced in order to preserve the “green lungs” of the areas and to protect the
areas from the following; 1. Greater potential flood risk due to loss of open ground. 2. A severe worsening
of the already chronic traffic problems in the area. 3. Increased levels of through traffic in existing quiet
side streets. 4. Increased pollution and noise. 5. The centuries old setting, character and history of the
areas being lost forever.

With regard to consultation, a consultation plan was
prepared prior to the consultation being undertaken and
this was approved by the Leader of the Council and the
Cabinet at the time. It involved the delivery of information to
households, press coverage, exhibitions and online
engagement opportunities. The consultation period was
initially 8 weeks. This was extended to 9 weeks to provide
residents with additional opportunity to engage. The Town
and Country Planning (Local Plan)(England) Regulations
2011 require the Council to place a press advert and make
the information available online only. The required
consultation period is 6 weeks only. The consultation
undertaken went substantially beyond these minimum
requirements.

4. Any development of new housing in the borough should be by way of either very small developments
dispersed across the whole borough or if sizeable should be sited on the periphery edges of the borough
in order to prevent further congestion and pollution on the already over-crowded road network within the
central part of the Borough.

With regard to the sites identified in the draft New Local
Plan, their identification was informed by a substantial
evidence base including a Sustainability Appraisal,
Transport Modelling, a Surface Water Management Plan, a
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and a Flood Risk
Sequential Test, and a Green Belt Boundary Review. The
sites identified in the draft New Local Plan were found to be
appropriate development locations through this
assessment process. Any potential negative impacts have
been addressed through the introduction of requirements in
the individual policy of each site.

5. Areas already identified on the Draft Plan as being safeguarded to meet housing needs after 2031
(H18) should be used as prime development sites now, not at some ill-defined point in the future, due to
the proximity to major artery routes and periphery location in the borough. A “sticking plaster” easy
approach of simply filling in open areas in the heart of the borough should be avoided and more difficult
decisions should be taken by the Council to ensure the long term management of the borough without
sacrificing the unique character and attraction of areas H4 and H9. As much housing as possible should
be focussed on H18 now as development of this land offers the opportunity to provide direct access out of
the Borough straight onto the strategic road links of the A130 and A127 without the need to add
congestion in the existing suburban areas and particularly at Tarpots and The Woodman’s. Development

In terms of the dispersal of development, the proposed
strategic sites are dispersed widely across the borough.
Additionally, there is capacity to accommodate around 950
homes on smaller sites across the borough. Whilst many of
these sites are small or peripheral, it is noted that sites H4
and H9 are central to the mainland part of Castle Point.
This provides a clear opportunity to promote more
sustainable travel movements by increasing the catchment
population for public transport services and community
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in the form of an urban extension in the north-west corner of the borough would create a new
neighbourhood and the full spectrum of community facilities and public transport infrastructure can be
provided, including schools, shops and additional employment at the Manor Trading Estate and so would
be sustainable. These areas should be developed ahead of areas identified as H4 and H9 in order to
prevent additional congestion and over-population of central parts of the borough.

facilities. These locations are therefore sustainably located
in transport terms, and not inappropriate as suggested.
Peripheral development locations are more likely to
generate car movements due to their removed proximity
from services and public transport.

6. Possible other robust and imaginative solutions to housing requirements should be thoroughly
investigated in partnership with other Borough Councils within Essex, maybe even culminating in the
creation of a New Town located in the vast undeveloped areas of the county in order to cater for
requirements without any disruption or compromise to existing towns and villages. This would create
capacity for generations rather than a proposed sixteen year plan and could be achieved if Councils
make difficult decisions now rather than opting for easy short-term solutions.

With regard to safeguarded land, the area of land
‘safeguarded’ to the north west of Thundersley – Site H18
is not considered to be deliverable or developable within
the time period of the Local Plan. The safeguarding of this
land does not therefore result in other sites being favoured,
as it is unlikely to occur in the first instance.
It should be noted that as a consequence of representation
253 from Essex County Council site H18 is recommended
that site H18 be removed from the Local Plan as access
proposals are not deliverable.
In terms of solutions for the wider South Essex area, the
Council is working with neighbouring authorities on a
planning memorandum. It should however be noted that
these other areas have their own housing targets, which in
all cases are higher than that of Castle Point, and also
have their own constraints on development. It is therefore
unlikely that a ‘new village’ is a realistic option (rendering
any plan unsound). Indeed, with a shared requirement of
around 3,000 homes per annum, a ‘new village’ would be
insufficient in any event.

Policy H1: Housing Strategy

4

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Object

Further housing will only be detrimental to the health and well being of residents from further traffic
congestion, lack of open spaces and promotion of ghetto type areas, lack of secondary schools, health
providers, and with the destruction of Deanes sports centre, lack of sports and leisure facilities, and
decimation of local, thriving sports clubs.

The draft New Local Plan sets out policies in relation to the
provision of open space, education facilities, health
facilities, sports and leisure provision and improvements to
the transport network. It is proposed that these
improvements are delivered alongside housing provision,
with essential infrastructure requirements for each
development site identified within the associated housing
policy.
The Borough Council supported the retention of the
Deanes School and is pleased to see that it will now
remain open. At no point has the Borough Council
proposed that the Deanes School Site should be used for
anything other than community purposes. It is shown as a
community site upon the draft Proposals Map.

STOP BUILDING on GREEN BELT

16

Gillian Dix

Object

The matters raised in this consultation response largely
related to the Government’s policies on migration, and
WHAT ABOUT OUR QUALITY OF LIFE, it is overcrowded horrible lives we have now because Tony Blair
other matters that would need to be legislated for at a
Opened the Doors and we are now overcrowded. To think some of my family lost lives in the war just for
national level. They are not matters that can be addressed
our politicians to give our freedom away.
through the New Local Plan.
STOP BUILDING and CLOSE OUR DOORS
In terms of the Green Belt, the NPPF states that Green
Belts should only be reviewed in exceptional circumstances
SEND the PEOPLE OVER TO SPAIN they have thousands of unoccupied properties and SPAIN IS
through the review of the local plan.
PART OF THE EU
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It also states that when defining Green Belt boundaries
local authorities should ensure consistency with the Local
I WILL NEVER VOTE TORY AGAIN they have been a terrible let down
Plan Strategy for meeting identified requirements for
I thought we would be looked after when Cameron got in but he gave all the POWER TO THE MINORITY sustainable development.
group.
Local Plans are required by the NPPF to meet the full,
objectively assessed needs for housing, as far as is
Now it’s UKIP FOREVER for me.
consistent with other policies in the NPPF.
A very miserable taxpayer.
There is a significant need for housing in Castle Point,
identified through demographic modelling. As a
consequence, there are exceptional circumstances for
reviewing the Green Belt Boundary in Castle Point to meet
the identified requirements for sustainable development. It
is not however possible as a consequence of the quality of
the natural environment to fully meet these needs.
I HAD ONE CHILD to be responsible now we are encouraging people to have babies to get an income.

H1: Housing Strategy.
1. No further mass housing development should be allowed on any sites until a full investigation is
undertaken to the effect of increased traffic on existing traffic black spots. Namely on the
mainland at Sadler’s Farm, Woodman’s, Rayleigh Weir, and Hadleigh London Road. On Canvey
at Canvey Way, Somnes Ave and Long Road. The investigation should clearly state proposals to
address the problems.
2. This plan talks of new roads out of West Benfleet and a new road through West Canvey to
Thurrock, which is nice in theory, but who is to pay for it. The developers would not bear such a
cost, CPBC couldn't afford it, and so it would need County Council or National Government
backing. We see now, how long Canvey has been waiting for a new road off the island so the
outlook is not hopeful.
24

Mr Ray Hilton

Object

3. It talks of improvements to the Rayleigh Road between the Woodman’s and the Rayleigh Weir.
What improvements? Widening the road, knocking down existing houses? The plan as usual is
woolly and non-specific. What is the effect of an additional 430 homes as mentioned in the plan?
Who knows!! If Deanes School is closed what will Essex CC seek to do with the land. Another
600 homes!! Who knows?
4. It talks of regeneration in Hadleigh, but at a cost. Yes closing one of the carriageways through
Hadleigh to become a Pedestrian area. Effect on traffic flow, who knows?
5. At present the Local Plan is very explicit about the number of homes and sites where
development will be allowed, but very lacking on solutions to existing problems yet alone those
likely to be caused by another 4000 homes.
I have put forward my proposals to item H18 (Area of Search and Safeguarded Land - North West
Thundersley), to allow development in this area. This solution would cause the least disruption and avoid
all the present traffic black spots. I hope CPBC will seriously consider this option.

Transport Modelling was prepared to inform the New Local
Plan. This has been used to prepare policies H4 – H17
related to housing. It has also been used to inform policies
T1 – T5 related to transport.
Additionally, the Transport Modelling has been used by the
Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership, which includes
ECC as the highways authority, to make a bid for funding
to the Government via the South East Local Enterprise
Partnership. Key schemes within Castle Point including
Somnes Avenue widening, improvements to the A127 and
improvements to the A129 Rayleigh Road are included
within this bid as priorities.
Details of these schemes will emerge as the transport
planning authority, Essex County Council, progress these
proposals. It is not appropriate to include detailed road
proposals within the New Local Plan, just as detailed
planning application proposals are not included for the
development sites.
In terms of policy H18, the proposed highway layout
provided shows direct access and egress to the
development site from the strategic highway network. This
is contrary to the policies of the Highway Authority and is
considered to present a significant risk to highway safety. It
should be noted that not only is the risk to life of poor
quality junctions a concern to the highways authority, the
impact of accidents on congestion is a significant concern
and irritation for residents and other users of the highway
network.

Dear Sir/Madam

26

Mr Paul Fisher

Object

The NPPF requires the Council to plan for its Objectively
Assessed Need for housing. There is insufficient land
Utter shock, disappointment and then anger are the emotions that I felt having read this plan. I have lived
within the existing urban area to accommodate such
in Thundersley for over 30 years and one of its main advantages over other adjacent areas is that there is
growth. It has therefore been necessary to consider
still some open space. This plan clearly sets out to concrete over and build on this precious land. For
whether it is possible to review the boundaries of the Green
some time Thundersley has been seen as a soft touch by developers and this plan clearly supports there
Belt to meet this need. A Green Belt boundary review has
view. What is more shocking is that this land is GREEN BELT as designated by the Government.
been undertaken and this has indicated that it is possible to
maintain the strategic purpose of the Green Belt whilst
Green belt is an irreplaceable resource that gives character to the area and no more Green Belt is likely
to be allocated. So in a nutshell once it’s gone it’s gone. Castle Point owes it to the local people to not be enabling some development to occur. The proposals in the
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cowed by the government and not be tricked by developers into thinking this is a good thing for us,
because it is not.
We need to think about what is important for our area and what we need. We do not need 200 houses
per year until 2031. How will roads cope, how will the schools cope, how will local services cope???
Please, please do not allow this plan to go through. We will stand up and be counted and will fight tooth
and nail to stop this happening.
Thank you

Recommended Response and Actions
draft New Local Plan seek to retain 92% of the current
Green Belt extent in Castle Point – 2,517ha.
It should be noted that the purpose of the Green Belt is not
to manage traffic, or manage capacity of community
infrastructure. A Transport Assessment and a Community
Infrastructure Needs Assessment have been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. Policies in chapters 11 and 15
of the draft New Local Plan set out how infrastructure will
be improved to support growth. Housing developments will
be required to contribute through on-site infrastructure
provision and through the payment of CIL.
Finally, it should be noted that there has been limited
development in Thundersley within the period 2001 to
2013. During this period less than 200 homes have been
delivered in Thundersley (17 homes per year). Other areas
of Castle Point have experienced far higher levels of
growth over this period.

The National Planning Policy Framework requires Council’s
to plan for their Objectively Assessed Need for housing.
1. During the period 2011 to 2031 at least 4,000 new homes will be delivered in Castle Point. These The National Planning Practice Guidance sets out how this
new homes will respond to the likely needs of the borough's residents and include additional
should be calculated using the CLG household projections
smaller homes for first time buyers and more specialist accommodation for older people.
as a base, adjusting to ensure that the demand for labour
and for affordable housing are also met. The Housing
a. Objection. The term at least 4000 new homes suggests that there could be more. The
Growth Topic Paper was prepared having regard to this
number of houses must be defined as a maximum otherwise any other planning
methodology and indicates that the Objectively Assessed
assumptions that follow would not be valid.
Need for housing in Castle Point is around 400 homes per
b. Objection. The term will respond to the likely need of the boroughs residents. What
annum (8,000 homes over 20 years). On this basis, a
information supports this statement likely need? I suspect this figure is made up noncapacity based target, such as that set out in policy H1
residents who currently live out of the borough, mainly in London.
should be expressed as a minimum, allowing for additional
provision towards meeting OAN to be achieved on suitable
2. In order to ensure that homes are delivered when people need them, the market will be allowed
sites.
to determine the rate of supply over time during this period, within the capacity of those sites
identified in this plan. However, the supply of homes must be aligned with the provision of
The SHMA identifies the types of homes that future
infrastructure to meet the needs of a growing population and increased traffic on the road
residents of the borough will need. This is clearly explained
network.
in the supporting text, and also in part 1 of policy 1. Whilst
a person may live elsewhere at this time, it does not mean
a. Objection. The term the market will be allowed to determine the rate of supply over time
that they will not be a resident in the future, just as
during this period suggests that the housing could be delivered far more quickly than 20
someone living in Castle Point now will become a resident
years.
of elsewhere should they move. It should be noted that it is
common for young people to move elsewhere – flows are
b. Objection. The term the supply of homes must be aligned with the provision of
infrastructure to meet the needs of a growing population and increased traffic on the road not just into Castle Point but outwards also.
network. Whilst I agree with this there is no concrete proof in the local plan that this
In terms of the phasing of supply, given the capacity
deliverable. This is certainly so for the road network which mostly appears to be a nice to
limitation on supply, it is appropriate for sites to be brought
have list. No detail of who would pay for it.
forward when they are ready, and not use policy to
constrain supply further. Whilst this may result in some
3. Homes will be delivered in sustainable locations that make the best use of land, in particular the
periods of higher supply, it will also mean that in periods of
best use of previously developed land, and ensure that the strategic functions of the Green Belt
low supply (economic downturns) the Council is not
are retained in order to maintain the individual identities of towns and places in South Essex.
committed to a delivery rate it cannot achieve. It should be
1. Objection. The amount of housing that the plan proposes for Green Belt contradicts the
noted that the market does self regulation, as it is not in the
statement ensures that the strategic functions of the Green Belt are retained in order to
interest of developers to swamp the market as it affects the
maintain the individual identities of towns and places in South Essex. Removing
value of their product. It should be noted that part 2 of
practically the entire western mainland green belt hardly maintains our individual identity
policy H1 is clear that supply can only be taken from within
and relying on Basildon to provide green belt is a dangerous policy.
those areas identified for development within the plan.

Policy H1: Housing Strategy.

39

Mr Ray Hilton

Object
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In terms of infrastructure provision, each housing policy
clearly identifies on-site infrastructure requirements.
Additionally, the Council is proposing to collect a CIL from
residential, retail, residential institution and some other
types of development. This will pay for infrastructure
provision off-site. Additionally, through the Local Enterprise
Partnership, a bid has been submitted to the Government
to deliver key infrastructure projects in Castle Point
including a number of transport schemes and also Canvey
Town Centre regeneration. An infrastructure delivery plan
is being prepared to accompany the New Local Plan. The
consultation provided the Council with the opportunity to
test proposals with service providers before finalising the
infrastructure delivery plan.
In terms of the impact of the housing proposals in this plan
on the strategic purpose of the Green Belt, a Green Belt
Boundary Review has been prepared to inform the draft
New Local Plan. This indicated that the proposals included
within policy H4 to H17 would not cause harm to the
strategic purpose of the Green Belt. It is noted that in this
regard, the Council is reliant on Basildon to maintain the
Green Belt in its district. To the South of the A13 this will be
achieved as this area is allocated for nature conservation
and landscape enhancement purposes. Ongoing
discussions are underway to ensure that this remains the
case to the north of the A13.
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

Mr Tony Collins
45

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Paragraphs 13.8-13.11 confirm that the CLG housing projections should be used as the starting point for
housing assessment under guidance from the National Planning Policy Guidance. However, recent
research by the RTPI (Research Briefing No.3 - Jan 2014) identifies that the CLG projections may be an
underestimate of housing demand due to increased international migration and poor housing affordability
due to the long economic downturn. Therefore, the Council may need to increase its housing supply to
take account of this increased underlying demand.

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
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the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which displays a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England has indicated
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
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need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
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We would like to emphasize that trees and woods are a particularly important element of GI.

147

The Woodland Trust believes that woodland creation is especially important for green infrastructure
provision because of the unique ability of woodland to deliver across a wide range of benefits - see our
publication Woodland Creation - why it matters (http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/aboutus/publications/Pages/ours.aspx ). These include for both landscape and biodiversity (helping habitats
become more robust to adapt to climate change, buffering and extending fragmented ancient woodland),
for quality of life and climate change (amenity & recreation, public health, flood amelioration, urban
cooling) and for the local economy (timber and wood fuel markets).

Mrs Ellie
Henderson

Object

The Woodland
Trust

The Case for Trees (Forestry Commission, July 2010) states: ‘There is no doubt that we need to
encourage increased planting across the country - to help meet carbon targets - and every tree can count
towards those targets as part of a renewed national effort to increase the country's overall woodland
canopy. But it's not all about carbon; there is a growing realisation among academics about the important
role trees play in our urban as well as the rural environment. It has long been accepted and confirmed by
numerous studies that trees absorb pollutants in our cities with measurable benefits to people's health such as reducing asthma levels. Yet trees also deliver a whole host of other extraordinary economic,
environmental and social benefits.'

Each of the housing policies requires a landscape strategy
to be prepared which amongst other things addresses
issues of habitat and biodiversity. Additionally, policies
H11, H13, H14 and H15 require the creation of new
landscaped buffers which include mature planting.
Each development will also be assessed against other
relevant policies in the plan including policies DES3
Landscaping and NE9 Protecting and Enhancing the
Landscape and Landscaped Features. These policies will
see existing trees retained and appropriate planting of
trees on development sites.

The report goes on to say: ‘The development of the space in which we live and work represents an
opportunity for change that may not be repeated for many years. Making the right decisions at these
pivotal moments can influence peoples' sense of place, health and wellbeing for generations.'

Elaine De Can
100

127

Object

Canvey Island
Town Council

Juliette Arnold

Object

Due to the scale of the development proposed and the current inadequate infrastructure in place the
Town Council object to Policy H1 Housing Strategy, paragraph 2 as it is concerned that the infrastructure
on Canvey Island and its surrounding areas must be improved prior to any consideration of development
and not aligned with the supply of homes.

Government funding for infrastructure, distributed via the
South East LEP, and community infrastructure levy are
linked to the provision development and growth. Therefore,
there will be very limited funding for the provision of
infrastructure without growth. The aspirations of the
Canvey Island Town Council related to the phasing of
infrastructure delivery and housing are therefore
unrealistic.

I feel that the development at Glyders is at odds with section 4 of H1 particularly as point 13.5 above
states that the purpose of Green belt is for the prevention of urban sprawl.

A Green Belt Boundary Review has been prepared in order
to inform the identification of sites within the draft New
Local Plan. This indicates that the Green Belt boundary
can be amended to allow for development at the Glyders
without affecting the strategic purpose of the Green Belt in
this location. This representation does not present
evidence to indicate that the findings of this assessment
are incorrect.

Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan makes provision for approximately 4,000 homes to be delivered
within Castle Point across the Plan period 2011 to 2031, the reasoning behind the figure being that ‘new
homes will respond to the likely needs of
the Borough’s residents’.

231

East of Central
Avenue
Redrow Homes

David Fletcher
Strutt and Parker
LLP

Object

A central principle of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development. The theme of enabling sustainable development runs through the document
and has implications for plan making and decision making. In relation to plan making, paragraph 14 of the
NPPF
states that Local Planning Authorities (LPA) must ensure that their housing process should be positively
planned and seek to meet the objectively assessed needs of their area. Positive planning also requires
an LPA to actively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area through the allocation
of suitable sites to bring forward for sustainable development. Additionally, paragraph 17 of the NPPF
states that “Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and
other development needs of an area”.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
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Prior to the consultation phase for the Draft New Local Plan, Castle Point Borough Council commissioned
development should be restricted’
a series of evidence documents to assist in identifying current and future housing need across the
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
Borough. It is therefore surprising that the Council deems approximately 4000 new dwellings a sufficient
NPPF restricts development. This states:
level of housing to support the needs of the Castle Point across the period 2011 to 2031 as this
contradicts the evidence base commissioned to inform identified housing needs.
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
In October 2013 Edge Analytics in partnership with Turley Associates were instructed by the Council to
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
produce a Housing Growth Topic Paper to provide area-specific analysis of the housing projections for
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
Castle Point. In order to provide an encompassing picture, the Housing Growth Topic Paper investigated land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
a series of projected scenarios to inform the objectively assessed housing need for the Borough.
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
Through this process it was determined that across the plan period to 2031, Castle Point requires the
erection of 400-500 dwellings per annum to satisfy forecasted employment growth and in-migration. This heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
projection amounts to a requirement for 8,000-10,000 new houses over the plan period up to 2031. This
figure is more than double the current level of provision proposed by Castle Point Borough Council within
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan. Therefore Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan cannot be
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
considered to be in accordance with the NPPF as the quantity of housing proposed to support the
nstraints, flood risk
Borough falls short of the objectively assessed housing need for the District and is not positively planning regard to nature conservation co
constraints,
landscape
constraints
(including historic
for growth.
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The low housing growth in the Borough is likely to impact upon the economic prosperity of the Borough in
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
the medium to long term. The 2013 Thames Gateway South Essex Fundamental Review of Strategic
international and national designated sites. It has also
Housing Market Assessment 2013 (SHMA) indicates that:
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
“Castle Point and Rochford have significantly more adults aged 60-74 years than other Thames Gateway consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
South Essex Boroughs and relative to England.”
11 of the NPPF.
The age of the population in Castle Point has undoubtedly been influenced by a lack of housing delivery
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
in the past. A continuation in under supply of housing provision as identified in the plan will detrimentally
impact upon the economic ability of the Borough to support not only its substantial ageing population, but borough which displays a significant concentration of
also the needs for families and starter homes generated within the district as well as a reasonable level of ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
migration. As a result the number of economically active residents in Castle Point is likely to further
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
reduce, which will mean an imbalanced demographic within the
area.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
Duty to Co-operate
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
Paragraph 178 of the NPPF sets out a requirement for public bodies to co-operate on planning issues
that cross administrative boundaries and that the government expects joint working on areas of common
interest to be diligently undertaken for the
mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities. Only one reference is made to the duty to co-operate within
the draft Local Plan (paragraph 3.4). It is not clear how or whether the requirements of paragraph 178 of
the NPPF have been accounted for within the
Castle Point Local Plan. This is particular with reference to a number of proposed sites, which are
adjacent to the boundary with the neighbouring authorities. In this regard it is not clear how or whether
Castle Point have accounted for the housing needs within the wider housing areas as set out within the
Greater Essex
Demographic Forecast, undertaken by Edge Analytics 2013. At a minimum in order for the plan to be
sound Castle Point need to provide clearer justification on this point.

•

•

Distribution of Growth
In addition to concern in relation to the number of houses proposed over the plan period, concern is also
raised with regard to the distribution of housing growth.

•

Hadleigh is one of four key towns in Castle Point Borough in addition to Benfleet, Canvey Island and
Thundersley. The settlement is well-supported in terms of infrastructure, services and facilities,
supporting a population of 18,500 residents. It is therefore considered to be a key settlement to be able to
accommodate the Districts housing growth.

•

Hadleigh as a main settlement of the Borough is currently proposed to receive a disproportionately low

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
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level of residential growth to support the needs of the Borough across the plan period, with an allocation
of only 64 new houses. In contrast, the
remaining three key settlements have received substantially larger allocations.

development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England has indicated
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Thundersley has received a residential development allocation within the Draft New Local Plan which
includes the allocation two major sites H4 and H10, for 450 and 430 homes respectively. In addition,
Benfleet, across sites H9 (200 units), H13 (100 units), H14 (800 units) and H15 (35 units) has a total
allocation of 1,135 residential units. Canvey Island has also received a considerable allocation for 1,075
homes across the sites H5 (600 units), H6 (150 units), H8 (50 units) and H16 (275 units).

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
It is considered that this disproportionate split of housing growth does not present an effective strategy for objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
the Borough and does not provide the level of growth in Hadleigh required in order to support the housing small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
needs for Hadleigh. For this reason the plan cannot be considered to be sound.
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
In terms of the location for development within Hadleigh, the land south of Hadleigh is located in close
housing
growth required to meet objectively assessed
proximity to Southend Marshes and is therefore constrained with issues of flood risk. The east and west
need.
Demands
for higher levels of growth more consistent
of Hadleigh town centre are constrained by the neighbouring settlements of Eastwood and Thundersley.
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
As a result, North Hadleigh is best presented to accommodate the additional housing needs of the town.
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
In particular land to the east of Central Avenue, which is well related to the development boundary and
context.
well screened from the Green Belt provides the most suitable site to accommodate the housing growth
that Hadleigh needs. It is considered that this site has capacity for approximately 90 dwellings and can be
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
delivered in the short term 0-5 years to meet the considerable housing land supply shortfall.
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
ATTACHMENT: Representation 2014 - Hadleigh.pdf
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
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Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•

Objectively Assessed Need
Castle Point Council has prepared various reports and technical studies that provide the objectively
assessed need by which to base the decision on the policies and proposals in the draft New Local Plan.
The Housing Growth Topic Paper includes the main scenarios tested for the objectively assessed need.
The Objectively assessed need presented by Castle Point Council in the technical evidence and reports
is based on a need for employment and homes in line with an economic led scenario to
enable Castle Point Borough to retain its job position within the South Essex Thames Gateway (TGSE).
The main Housing Growth Topic Paper also identified this approach in supporting the provision of an
appropriate level of affordable homes taking account of affordability ratios, land prices and historic build
rates.

Mr Richard Hatter
234

Thurrock Borough
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

Growth Forecasts under the employment led scenarios in the Housing Growth Topic Paper are higher
than demographic led household and dwelling led scenarios and above the dwelling scenarios for Castle
Point in the recently published TGSE Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). Castle Point
Council considers the objectively assessed need to be in the order of 400 homes per annum or 8,000
dwellings between 2011-2031.
However in order to ensure the plan supports a sustainable level of growth Castle Point Council only
partly seeks to accommodate within the draft New Local Plan the levels of growth derived from the
identified objectively assessed need. The new draft Local Plan only makes provision for 4,000 dwellings
between 2011 to 2031 (a target of 200 homes per annum ) (See also response below to Policy H1).
Thurrock Council is concerned that Castle Point Borough Council needs to ensure that the local plan
strategy and policies evidenced on economic and employment led growth scenarios and other evidence
are based on a sound and robust objectively
assessed evidence and economic forecasting methodology.
This year the government will be producing the 2012 set of population forecasts and household
projections which is likely to be the first robust set of post census data and projections. Castle Point
Council should consider the need to take these projections
into account in any objectively need assessed scenario for employment or housing upon which to base
the strategy for development for Castle Point borough.

•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which displays a significant concentration of
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ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicated
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
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•
•
•
•

this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
Policy H1 - Housing 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.

Mr Richard Hatter
235

Thurrock Borough
Council

Object

However Thurrock Council objects to the Policy H1 of the Castle Point draft New Local Plan and in
particular the failure to properly address the implications of not meeting the Objectively Assessed Need
within the wording of the policy. The new draft Local Plan only makes provision for 4,000 dwellings
between 2011 to 2031 (a
target of 200 homes per year) which is only half of the objectively assessed need.
Thurrock Council acknowledges that the duty to cooperate process across the TGSE authorities is

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
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evolving and that further involvement of authorities is required to consider the issue of housing
distribution across the TGSE area. However the Policy H1 makes no reference to the objectively
assessed need and how this would be expected to be met. This will require further revision and
consultation including an ongoing duty to cooperate with adjoining local authorities.
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.
The National Planning Policy Guidance and earlier advice from the Planning Advisory Service
recommend that local authorities should be required to thoroughly test all reasonable options before
requiring other authorities to accommodate some of the need.
Castle Point Borough Council will need to demonstrate it has properly addressed the national policy
approach on this issue to ensure the legal compliance of the draft New Local Plan.
Thurrock Council supports local authorities across the TGSE in developing a Memorandum of
Cooperation on joint working and Duty to Cooperate matters to ensure a consistent and robust approach
to plan making.
The National Planning Practice Guidance states that there should be continuous and ongoing
engagement with adjoining Duty To Cooperate authorities on strategic matters. The need to consider the
distribution of Castle Point Objectively assessed need would be one such matter.
Thurrock Borough Council is commencing work on a consolidated Local Plan including undertaking a
review of the adopted Core Strategy. Thurrock Council will be seeking to roll forward the plan period to at
least 2031 and will therefore need to accommodate further additional growth needs.
Until Thurrock Council has properly considered the objectively assessed need and the potential to
accommodate existing and future growth within the borough it is unlikely to be able to commit
accommodate growth from surrounding areas.

Recommended Response and Actions

‐

this Framework taken as a whole; or
Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.

Within Thurrock Borough all land outside of the urban area is within the Green Belt. Due to Green Belt
and other environmental constraints plus existing levels of infrastructure provision the Council will have to The Council has however sought to take a more positive
carefully consider how it is able to accommodate future development pressures.
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
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authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
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districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

My client objects to following aspects of this policy:
•

The overall housing target, in particular the failure of the target to meet the objectively assessed
housing need;

•

The absence of confirmation of the buffer that will be applied to the annual housing target despite
the evidence base acknowledging that Castle Point is a ‘20% authority';

•

The absence of any clarification of how undersupply in previous years will be addressed;

•

The absence of any clarification of the source of housing that will make up the housing target (i.e.
commitments, new allocations, windfalls);

•

The absence of any clarification about the previous reference to the need for 1,150 homes for
specialist accommodation and the extent to which this is included in the overall housing target.

In light of the above, my client considers that the policy is not positively prepared, lacks justification, will in
ineffective and is inconsistent with national policy.
Justification
246

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Objectively assessed needs
Object

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:

‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
The SHMA identifies a range of scenarios to assist in identifying the demand for housing and employment erosion.’
in the area. It is concluded within Figure 67 for Castle Point that the annual housing requirement over the
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
period 2011-31 is 200 dwellings per annum. It is explained at paragraph 8.29 that this conclusion is
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
informed by the use of migration scenarios for household projections which have been adjusted to reflect
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
the peak sustained rate of net housing completions in the Borough. This simply means the figure of 200
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
dwellings per annum has been constrained and does not represent the true objectively assessed housing
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
need as required by the NPPF and clearly stated at paragraph 004 Reference ID: 2a-004-20140306 of
the Planning Practise Guidance.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
It is noted that the Council has worked with the Local Planning Authorities within the Thames Gateway
South Essex to prepare the ‘Fundamental Review of Strategic Housing Market Assessment Review 2013’
(SHMA). It is stated at paragraph 2.6 of the SHMA that “this SHMA Review seeks to identify the likely
realistic level of growth that may occur within the Thames Gateway South Essex Housing Market Area in
the period 2011 to 2031”. It is also noted at paragraph 2.7 of the SHMA that it “reports the likely minimum
need for housing within the Thames Gateway South Essex Housing Market Area.”

In accordance with the Planning Advisory Service Guidance another demographic modelling report was
commissioned. This was prepared by Edge Analytics and Turley Associates and entitled ‘Housing Growth
Topic Paper’. This paper tests additional economic scenarios and considers that the objectively assessed
need is in the region of 400-500 dwellings per annum (paragraph 9.18).

international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
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The Housing Growth Topic Paper (as summarised in Table 11 reproduced below) has considered the
alignment of the scenarios with the assessment criteria of:
•

meeting growing population pressures,

•

enabling economic growth, and

•

responding to market signals regarding affordability

It can be seen that only the Experian May 2013 Scenario (approximately 570 dwellings per annum) fulfils
all of the assessment criteria. The Council’s proposed housing target of 200 dwellings per annum
(Approved RSS) only meets the assessment criteria of meeting growing population pressures and more
worryingly is expected to result in a loss of on average 99 jobs per annum (see Table 2 below).

Recommended Response and Actions
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

As acknowledged in the Council’s evidence base and at paragraph 13.22 of the draft New Local Plan, the
housing target does not meet the objectively assessed needs. There is no discussion in the Plan as to
how this shortfall in the requirement will be dealt with or indeed the implications of such a shortfall. This is
in direct conflict with the requirements of the NPPF, as recently clarified in the PPG.
Meeting the demand for affordability

•

Castle Point Borough Council has a longstanding issue regarding the delivery of affordable housing with
the Annual Monitoring Report 2012/13 revealing that just 110 affordable dwellings have been delivered
over the last 11 years.
Table 3 (see attachment) summarises the large number of households who have been on the housing
waiting list over the last 6 years and identifies a notable increase in 2013. It is clear that there is a need to
deliver additional affordable dwellings to meet both the existing shortfall and future demand.
It is noted that paragraph 7.24 of the Housing Growth Topic Paper confirms that only the Experian May
2013 Scenario (570 homes per year) is able to deliver the sufficient supply of residential development to
meet the demand for affordable housing.
It is stated at page 40 of the Housing Capacity Topic Paper that “the provision of just 4,000 additional
homes in Castle Point during the period 2011 to 2031 will have negative implications for housing
affordability. At this level of total housing delivery, it is likely that just over one-quarter of affordable
housing requirement will be delivered (20% rather than 73%). Issues with the affordability of housing
have the potential to cause overcrowding in some homes, and may also drive out-migration of local
families to more affordable areas. This has implications for the community and for individual families,
where the cost of childcare may increase due to a lack of access to family support. Additionally, the high
cost of housing will have implications for the welfare budget, with an increasing number of people relying
on benefits to access local housing.”
With reference paragraph 152 of the NPPF the Council has provided no evidence to show that it is
attempting to reduce or eliminate these negative impacts to both the social and economic dimensions of
sustainability in the Borough. As a consequence the Council has not provided any evidence to
demonstrate it complies with the Duty to Cooperate.
In its current form the plan is at serious risk of being found unsound (Planning Practice Guidance:
Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 9-002-20140306) as a result of the housing target proposed.
Meeting the demands for Economic Growth
It should be noted that Policy E1 seeks to deliver at least an additional 2,100 jobs over the plan period
2014 to 2031; this is equivalent to approximately 123 jobs per annum. My client considers the target for
employment growth to be realistic and supports this level of growth.

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.

However, concern is raised about the ability of the proposed housing target to fulfil the jobs target. As can ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
be seen from Table 2 above the figure of 200 dwellings per annum is expected to result in an annual
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
average loss of 99 jobs per annum.
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
This negative impact to the economic dimension is clearly noted within the Sustainability Appraisal and
as an opportunity to:
Strategic Environmental Assessment (2013) which states “In failing to meet the objectively assessed
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need for housing and affordable housing, the draft policy puts at risk sustainability objectives related to
housing provision and meeting the needs of younger and older people within the community, with a
particular emphasis on younger people in this regard... 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” (paragraph 3.6.5). It is noted there may be a
positive impact through a reduction of out commuting but crucially there is no mention of the likely impact
of inward commuting which is relied upon to support the Castle Point economy as a result of the
employment target and the reduced work force (page 42 of the Housing Capacity Topic Paper).
The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment (2013) also tested a scenario of
350 homes per annum. Paragraph 3.6.6 states this scenario ”would achieve the objectives related to
meeting housing need and meeting the need of younger and older people.” Paragraph 3.6.8 states that
“The economically active population is expected to increase under this scenario, adding to peak time
congestion as people commute out of the borough for work. The increased demand for travel will provide
the impetus for additional public transport provision.”
The ‘Housing Topic Paper’ notes that “Business and economic growth can be driven by innovation and
efficiency also, neither of which necessarily require more labour” it continues that “the implications of a
housing growth target of 4,000 homes for the local economy may not be severe as is suggested by the
potential change in the labour force, particularly having regard to the growth in the working aged
population across the wider housing market. There is also the potential for business and economic
growth to occur as a consequence of investment in education, skills and training, and in business
development activities” (page 42). This is not a compelling case for justifying the housing target and is
unlikely to withstand scrutiny at the Examination of the Plan.

Recommended Response and Actions
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.

ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
The supporting evidence base namely the Sustainability Appraisal and the Housing Capacity Topic Paper
will be addressed within the housing market area.
does not provide adequate justification for the Council’s housing target in light of the economic strategy of
the Plan.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Potential for 7000 homes across the plan period

It is interesting to note what the Council state within the leaflet about the Draft New Local Plan issued to
the general public, under the Housing section of the ‘Main Proposals in the Draft New Local Plan’:
“4,000 new homes in the period to 2031, of which 20% are to be affordable and aimed at those local
people who are unable to access the housing market. Without a plan there is a risk that 7,000 homes will
be delivered in Castle Point through the planning appeal process...”
It is noted that the reference to 7,000 homes stems from the results of the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment 2013. This supply has then been heavily reduced to between 3,614 and 5,060
dwellings on the basis of ‘changing aspirations of landowners and completion from other land uses’
although there is no apparent evidence to support this assumption. Given the fact that the Plan
acknowledges that it has not identified sufficient homes to meet its objectively assessed needs and the
potential impact on jobs referred to above it is illogical that this potential supply has not be allowed for.
Protection of the Green Belt
2.40 Following the Council’s Green Belt Boundary Review 2013 it has indicated the release of 100ha of
land – or just 3.6% of the total Green Belt – for housing development. The Housing Capacity Topic Paper
explains this exercise, which looked at the extent of Green Belt land and the constraints within it. As a
starting point it looked at physical constraints and Table 4 (see attachment) summarises the results.

Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

The Housing Capacity Topic Paper, with reference to the Green Belt Reviews then assessed the extent
to which this ‘available’ land fulfilled the purposes of Green Belt designation. This exercise deducted a
further 274ha leaving 274ha potentially available for housing development.
Finally, the Housing Capacity Topic Paper then reduced this available land to take into account the needs
of competing uses such as countryside activities, employment, retail, SPA mitigation land and surface
water management. It then arrived at the figure of 100ha of Green Belt land available for housing
development. However, there is no apparent supporting justification for basis of the deductions made and
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this in turn has had a direct impact on the housing target that has been proposed.
The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment tested a higher scenario of 350
dwellings per annum. The higher scenario found when that there is “insufficient capacity within Castle
Point to accommodate this level of growth. To seek to do so would put at risk areas of nature
conservation. It would also require development within areas of high landscape value. It would also
require significant levels of development in areas at risk of tidal flooding. There are also issues
associated with surface water flooding that may also be exacerbated at this level of growth. It is likely that
drainage capacity would struggle in this scenario (Water Cycle Study)” paragraph 3.6.7.
This justification is at odds with the Housing Capacity Paper, which clearly identifies that the majority of
these considerations were allowed for before arriving at 274ha of potentially available land. This was then
reduced to just 100ha with limited justification. The contribution of this to the failure of the Council to meet
its objectively assessed needs therefore lacks adequate justification.
Delivery and Phasing
The new Local Plan does not explain the approach to be taken to the pace of delivery of housing. There
is no reference to any planned phasing or intended annual rates. It does not identify the buffer that will be
used despite the evidence base acknowledging that it is a 20% authority.
The Plan does not summarise the anticipated source for the supply identified to meet the target.
The proposed allocations are based on previous allocations carried over, expanded sites that already
have housing consents or resolutions and new allocations. This is summarised below based on the
information for each allocation:
Supply with pp or resolution to grant 900
New supply from enlarged sites 510
1998 LP allocation carried over 64
New sites allocated 1,970*
Total 3,444
*includes 100 residential care home spaces and 275 units for delivery only where there is a five year land
supply deficit.
Paragraph 13.140 of the New Local Plan advises that a further 956 units are available from the urban
area bringing the total supply to 4,400 – albeit with no explanation of where these sites in the urban area
are. A further 400 homes are identified on land North West of Thundersley (see paragraph 13.147 and
policy H18) bringing the supply to 4,800. The remainder of this site is also identified as having capacity to
deliver a further 800 new homes post-2031 or early if identified as necessary as part of a Local Plan
review.
As currently drafted the policy lacks clarity about the source of its housing supply and its annual housing
requirement. This renders it inconsistent with national policy.
Addressing Shortfall
The Plan also fails to address the issue of the previous shortfall in housing supply in its housing target.
Castle Point’s Annual Monitoring Report 2012/13 (AMR) provides a summary of housing delivery
compared to the adopted RSS figure of 200 dwellings per annum at Table H2a. This figure of 200
dwellings per annum is proposed to be carried forward for the emerging plan period 2011-2031.
Table H2a and H2b of the AMR 2012/13 (see below) clearly illustrates that over the last 12 years the
Council has achieved the annual target of 200 dwellings just once. On average the Council has secured
an annual delivery of 99 dwellings equivalent to only 49.5% of the housing target (1,189/12).
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Over the 12 year period 2001/02-2011/12 there has been a cumulative shortfall of 1,211 dwellings when
the achieved delivery of 1,189 is compared to the target of 2,400. This is an overall shortfall in housing
delivery of 50.5%.
The shortfall to March 2013 when measured against the target of 200/year is currently 1,211 (2,400 –
1,189). Of this 275 are part of the 4,000 target for the period 2011-2031 (assuming a 200/year target).
This leaves 936 units of shortfall that are not accounted for in the housing target of the new Local Plan
and not justified by alteration to the household formation rates.
It is identified in the ‘New Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Site Options’ (Nov
2013) that due to under delivery the Local Planning Authority should seek to make up such a shortfall
within the five year housing land supply, this approach is known as the Sedgefield Approach. It is also
recognised that Castle Point should be applying an additional 20% supply due to the consistent pattern of
under-delivery.
As currently drafted the policy is considered to be ineffective in meeting housing needs without adequate
justification. This conflicts with national policy.
Remedy
In order to overcome the concerns and objections identified my client requests the following:
•

Confirm in the policy that a 20% buffer will be added to the annual supply until such time as the
housing supply returns to a positive state;

•

Confirm the intended annual housing rate that the Plan will provide for including any reference to
any intended phasing of the supply;

•

Summarise the source of the potential supply for the housing target in broad terms;

•

Identify how the previous shortfall in housing supply will be addressed;

•

Confirm the arrangements for meeting/addressing the shortfall in the objectively assessed needs
with reference to any agreement made with adjoining authorities;

•

Increase the housing target to ensure adequate housing provision to satisfy the planned jobs
growth by allowing for the housing potential identified in the SHLAA;

•

In the event that the 4,000 figure is retained, confirm that the figure and notional capacity of the
identified sites will be treated as a minimum in light of the inability to meet the objectively
assessed needs of the area;

•

Clarify the evidence base to justify the deductions made to the available Green Belt land for
development and the discounts applied to the SHLAA capacity (if retained).

ATTACHMENT: CAM 0803 - Castle Point Reps 210314 Rev A.pdf

Kevin Fraser
252

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

Local authorities are expected to prepare a spatial strategy which `significantly boosts' the supply of
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
housing in order to meet in full the `objectively assessed needs' for market and affordable housing of their favour of sustainable development. It states that:
administrative area (NPPF, paragraph 47).
• ‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
ECC notes the considerable work undertaken by the borough in trying to identify its `objectively assessed
their area;
need' through a number of studies including Thames Gateway South Essex - Strategic Housing Market
• Local plans should meet objectively assessed
Assessment (SHMA); Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA); Greater Essex
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
Demographic Forecasts, Phase 4, Green Belt Review; Housing Growth and Capacity Topic Papers and
change, unless:
other commissioned work.
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
The proposed Housing Strategy is contained in Policy H1 and proposes to provide at least 4,000 new
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
homes over the period 2011 to 2031.The Borough Council has undertaken a considerable amount of
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
work seeking to identify its `objectively assessed need' (see above), which it considers to be 400 homes
this Framework taken as a whole; or
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per annum equating to 8,000 over the plan period. The New Local Plan provides for 200 new homes per
annum, which includes some 2,200 dwellings in the Green Belt following a Green Belt Review. The 4,000
new homes is below its `objectively assessed need' and is argued on the grounds that there is limited
land mass for development; the Borough is constrained by Green Belt, significant nature conservation
designations and wide areas at risk of flooding.

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:

In fact the Plan identifies some 4,925 dwellings from specific sites over the period. However, this is some
3,075 homes below its identified `objectively assessed need'. Under the Localism Act 2011 the borough
also has a legal requirement to comply with section 110 of the Act under the 'duty to cooperate'. If the
borough is not fully providing for its own indigenous housing growth it will have to secure voluntary
agreements with neighbouring authorities in its housing market area (or those further afield) to
accommodate a proportion of its housing growth that is being transferred elsewhere. ECC should be kept
informed of these discussions in order that the potential impact on key functional areas within the Castle
Point's administrative boundary.

‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’

This strategic issue under the duty will need to be resolved before submission of the New Local Plan for
independent plan examination.

The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.

This situation is likely to be exacerbated by the strong highway objection to allocation H18 (400
dwellings), which is not considered deliverable at this capacity (see later comments)

‐

Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
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infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
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well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
ACTION: Given that some development sites are nearby
areas of historic interest, it is proposed that paragraph 13.7
is amended to include reference to:

Kevin Fraser
268

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 13.7 - the Local Plan identifies a number of the sites that have been identified as having
potential historic environment implications (and have already been submitted as planning applications or
scoping consultations). Consequently, this paragraph should also refer to policies HE 1-5 in considering
the design and layout of developments.
A number of the housing allocation sites have already had applications submitted for which
archaeological recommendations have been made. Others have the potential or are known to affect
archaeological sites or Scheduled Monuments. Reference to the requirements for archaeological
investigation should be included on H7, H9, H10, H14 and especially H16 (see above).

Chapter 19: the Historic Environment
ACTION: Matters related to site H16 are addressed against
representation 260 due to the proximity of this site to a
Scheduled Ancient Monument. However, it is proposed that
policies H7, H9, H10 and H14 are amended so that the
following text forms part of the requirements for the
landscape strategy at these sites:
An assessment of the historic environment has been
undertaken and the design of the development takes
opportunities to preserve and enhance the setting of
heritage assets.

In addition to comments regarding the proposed housing provision for the Borough the following
comments are also recommended to ensure cross reference with relevant policies.
ECC recommend an addition to this policy in point 4, bullet a) in order to strengthen the policy through
coordination with Policy CC7 - Sustainable Buildings (New Build):
Kevin Fraser
283
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Mr Sam
Hollingworth
Rochford District
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

`......, in line with Policy CC7'
ECC welcomes the requirement for high standards of sustainability within the design and construction of
new homes in Policy H1 - Housing Strategy. It is however suggested that this commitment is explicitly
extended to the sustainable sourcing and use of building materials. It is noted that ‘Materials' are a
consideration within Policy DES1 - General Design Principles and mention is also made in Policy CC7
and Policy CC8 of the need to use building materials sustainably but the additional clarity would be
supported in Policy H1.
Duty to Cooperate

Policy H1 does not include cross referencing. When the
plan is read as a whole the requirements of policy CC7 will
be applied. Therefore the addition of this cross reference is
not necessary.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:

Rochford District Council (RDC) is concerned that Castle Point Borough Council (CPBC) has not fully met
the duty to cooperate in the preparation of its draft New Local Plan on a number of points, as outlined
below.

•

Paragraph 159 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires that objectively assessed

•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
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housing need is determined through the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). Although
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) provides further guidance on this topic, the NPPF clearly
sets out the importance of SHMAs in determining housing need within housing market areas.
Furthermore, National Planning Policy Guidance is clear that needs should be assessed in relation to the
relevant functional area, i.e. in this case the Thames Gateway South Essex
housing market area; as opposed to individual Boroughs / Districts
In light of the above, RDC is concerned that CPBC has made a unilateral decision in respect of housing
provision, looking at the Borough in isolation, and departing from the figures in the SHMA without
consideration as to what this will mean for the rest of the housing market area. Further to the issue of
housing provision and the Duty to Cooperate, we note that CPBC has sought to demonstrate that they
cannot meet their (revised) objectively assessed housing need of between 400 and 500 homes per year
(as stated in CPBC's Housing Growth Topic Paper). However, RDC is concerned that CPBC has not
satisfactorily demonstrated that consideration has been given as to whether other local authorities would
be able to accommodate some of the Borough's predicted unmet need over the plan period, nor has
CPBC considered whether they could accommodate other local authorities unmet need (despite stating
that they cannot meet their own needs). As such RDC are concerned that the circumstances of other
local authorities have not been appropriately considered, contrary to the requirements of the Duty to
Cooperate and the NPPF.
Justification for under provision of housing
RDC is concerned that CPBC’s assertion that the objectively assessed housing is not currently clearly
evidenced.
As an example, land west of Glebelands (identified as H13 on the Proposals Map) has been assessed
within the 2011 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), and it suggests that this 7.7 ha
site has the capacity to deliver approximately 165 dwellings. Although the desire for a landscaped buffer
along the
western edge of the site along the A130 is noted, the overall justification for such a significant reduction in
site capacity is considered wholly inadequate given the Council’s requirement to meet its own housing
need.
It is pertinent to note that the merits of development of land for housing at site H13 have already been
considered through a planning application and subsequent Section 78 appeal. In determining the appeal
against CPBC’s refusal for the development of up to 165 dwellings, landscaping and open space on this
site (ref: CPT/7/12/OUT), the Inspector gave substantial weight to the “grossly inadequate” delivery of
housing provision in the Borough over the last decade, and the contribution this site would have to the
Borough’s affordable housing provision (paragraph 355 and 356). The Inspector did not suggest in his
report that 165 dwellings would constitute overdevelopment in this location. On the contrary, the Inspector
recommended the appeal be allowed.
Consequently there is limited justification that the site could not accommodate a greater number of
dwellings than that proposed in the Draft New Local Plan. Whilst other sites within the Draft New Local
Plan have not had the opportunity of being tested through a planning application (and possible
subsequent Section 78 appeal),
the circumstances in relation to site H13 give rise to the question of whether other sites in CPBC’s draft
plan may have the capacity to accommodate more dwellings than presently stated.

needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
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•

protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
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assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

534

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Object

It is noted that 4,000 new homes are anticipated during the Plan period, notwithstanding an objectively
assessed housing need of double this.

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
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The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
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ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

306

Barratt Homes
Eastern Counties

Mr SIMON
FLISHER
THE BARTON
WILLMORE

Object

1. We note that draft Policy H1 provides that at least 4,000 new homes will be provided within the
Borough over the period 2011-2031. In developing this draft policy, CPBC has adopted the
following approach:
o

Reference is made to the evidence associated with the relevant Housing Market Area

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
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(HMA), comprising the ‘Fundamental Review of the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment Review 2013' (December 2013). In addition to CPBC, the Thames Gateway
South Essex HMA incorporates the administrative areas of Thurrock Council, Southend
on Sea Borough Council, Rochford District Council and Basildon Council;
o

However, this SHMA document does not identify an objectively assessed need figure for
the HMA, as stated at Paragraphs 2.6, 8.2 and 12.43. The requirement for 4,000 new
homes in the CPBC administrative area is presented as an estimate in order to inform
further assessment and consideration;

o

CPBC has also prepared a Housing Growth Topic Paper (October 2013). At Paragraph
9.5, this document acknowledges that evidence of detailed engagement and joint working
with other authorities within the HMA will be required in order to provide a solid
foundation on which to evidence the objectively assessed need. The document notes at
Paragraph 7.33 that the objectively assessed need will be higher than the previous
requirement set through the East of England Plan and Paragraph 7.38 suggests that an
objective assessment of need is likely to represent 400-500 dwellings per annum over
the plan period (although alternative assumptions would generate even higher figures);

o

CPBC's Housing Capacity Topic Paper (November 2013) identifies a number of potential
constraints to housing growth in the CPBC administrative area, including the Green Belt,
the presence of hazardous installations and flood risk on Canvey Island. It suggests that
as a consequence of these constraints it is unlikely that the objectively
assessed need will be delivered and indicates that the rate of 200 dwellings per annum
should accord with the tests of soundness. However it is also acknowledged that "It will
be necessary for additional work to be undertaken as part of the Duty to Cooperate to
determine how un-met need will be addressed before this aspect of the tests of
soundness can be complied with".

2. The NPPF provides that Local Plans should meet objectively assessed need for new homes
based on household and population projections that take account of migration and changing
demographics. Paragraph 14 states that (for plan making) the presumption in favour of
sustainable development means "Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs" and
Paragraph 47 explains that Local Plans should meet "the full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the housing market area". These requirements also inform the
‘positively prepared' test of soundness.
3. Further relevant guidance is provided within the National Planning Practice Guidance (March
2014), as follows: "The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of
need based on facts and unbiased evidence. Plan makers should not apply constraints to
the overall assessment of need, such as limitations imposed by the supply of land for new
development, historic under performance, viability, infrastructure or environmental
constraints” (Paragraph ID2a-004-20140306). “Local Planning Authorities should assess
their development needs working with the other local authorities in the relevant housing
market area or functional economic market area in line with the duty to cooperate. This is
because such needs are rarely constrained precisely by local authority boundaries”
(Paragraph ID2a-007-20140306).
4. Given the above provisions, we consider that the following conclusions can be reached at this
stage:
o

a. The level of objectively assessed housing need to which the Housing Growth Topic
Paper refers is more than twice the level of housing provision to which draft Policy H1
refers;
b. CPBC have already acknowledged that, if the approach taken within draft Policy H1 is
to meet the tests of soundness, additional evidence would be required including further
work in the context of the duty to cooperate. We agree that further engagement between
CPBC and the other authorities in the Thames Gateway South Essex HMA will be

Recommended Response and Actions

•

opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
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essential in order to inform a robust assessment of objectively
assessed need for new homes;
c. The approach taken within Policy H1 must need to be considered to be provisional
until the quantum of objectively assessed need has been determined and until CPBC has
completed its intention to engage with Thurrock Council, Southend on Sea Borough
Council, Rochford District Council and Basildon Council in the context of the duty to
cooperate.

•

•

5. We consider that the next round of public consultation on the New Local Plan should address the
above matters in order to provide a sounder basis for plan making within the CPBC administrative
area.

result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
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assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan makes provision for approximately 4,000 homes to be delivered
within Castle Point across the Plan period 2011 to 2031, the reasoning behind the figure being that ‘new
homes will respond to the likely needs of
the Borough's residents'.

424

Felstead Road
Redrow Homes

A central principle of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development. The theme of enabling sustainable development runs through the document
and has implications for plan making and decision making. In relation to plan making, paragraph 14 of the
NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities (LPA) must ensure that their housing process should be
positively planned and seek to meet the objectively assessed needs of their area. Positive planning also
requires an LPA to actively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area through the
allocation of suitable sites to bring forward for sustainable development. Additionally, paragraph 17 of the
NPPF states that "Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing,
business and other development needs of an area".

David Fletcher
Strutt and Parker
LLP

Object

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Prior to the consultation phase for the Draft New Local Plan, Castle Point Borough Council commissioned
a series of evidence documents to assist in identifying current and future housing need across the
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
Borough. It is therefore surprising that the Council deems approximately 4000 new dwellings a sufficient
NPPF restricts development. This states:
level of housing to support the needs of the Castle Point across the period 2011 to 2031 as this
contradicts the evidence base commissioned to inform identified housing needs.
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
In October 2013 Edge Analytics in partnership with Turley Associates were instructed by the Council to
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
produce a Housing Growth Topic Paper to provide area-specific analysis of the housing projections for
Castle Point. In order to provide an encompassing picture, the Housing Growth Topic Paper investigated land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
a series of projected scenarios to inform the objectively assessed housing need for the Borough.
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
Through this process it was determined that across the plan period to 2031, Castle Point requires the
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erection of 400-500 dwellings per annum to satisfy forecasted employment growth and in-migration. This erosion.’
projection amounts to a requirement for 8,000-10,000 new houses over the plan period up to 2031. This
figure is more than double the current level of provision proposed by Castle Point Borough Council within The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan. Therefore Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan cannot be
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
considered to be in accordance with the NPPF as the quantity of housing proposed to support the
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
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Borough falls short of the objectively assessed housing need for the District and is not positively planning
for growth.

constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.

The low housing growth in the Borough is likely to impact upon the economic prosperity of the Borough in
the medium to long term. The 2013 Thames Gateway South Essex Fundamental Review of Strategic
Housing Market Assessment 2013 (SHMA) indicates that “Castle Point and Rochford have significantly
more adults aged 60-74 years than other Thames Gateway South Essex Boroughs and relative to
England.”

The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.

The age of the population in Castle Point has undoubtedly been influenced by a lack of housing delivery
in the past. A continuation in under supply of housing provision as identified in the plan will detrimentally
impact upon the economic ability of the Borough to support not only its substantial ageing population, but
also the needs for families and starter homes generated within the district as well as a reasonable level of
migration. As a result the number of economically active residents in Castle Point is likely to further
reduce, which will mean an imbalanced demographic within the area.

It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.

Duty to Co-operate
Paragraph 178 of the NPPF sets out a requirement for public bodies to co-operate on planning issues
that cross administrative boundaries and that the government expects joint working on areas of common
interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities. Only one reference
is made to the duty to co-operate within the draft Local Plan (paragraph 3.4). It is not clear how or
whether the requirements of paragraph 178 of the NPPF have been accounted for within the Castle Point
Local Plan. This is particular with reference to a number of proposed sites, which are adjacent to the
boundary with the neighbouring authorities. In this regard it is not clear how or whether Castle Point have
accounted for the housing needs within the wider housing areas as set out within the Greater Essex
Demographic Forecast, undertaken by Edge Analytics 2013. At a minimum in order for the plan to be
sound Castle Point need to provide clearer justification on this point.

The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
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therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
305

Mr and Mrs

Object

New local plan, The Castle Point area is congested enough without another 2,660 homes ,which means

The draft New Local Plan proposes the provision of 4,000
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another 6.000 cars on the road ,that’s assuming ,most family have two cars, and some have three where
I live . Most of these homes will be for sale and not for rent and the only people that will be able to afford
them will be from London which will ease London’s problem and give us a bigger problem, also will make
someone a fortune .

additional homes. The Transport Modelling indicates a Trip
Generation Rate of 0.495 in the AM peak and 0.518 during
the PM peak. This will result in around 2,000 additional
cars on the road during peak hours. There is no evidence
to suggest that the number of cars on the road will be as
high as suggested in this representation. The policies in the
draft New Local Plan make significant provision for new
highways infrastructure to accommodate this level of
growth.
In terms of the likely tenure and occupation of future
homes, it is likely that around 80% will be sold in the
private market whilst 20% will be made specifically
available to local people at affordable prices. This is
consistent with the requirements of the National Planning
Policy Framework.
It is recognised that people coming from London will
occupy some of these homes. This is a historic trend for
Castle Point and not a new phenomenon. The NPPF
requires local plans to plan for migration into their area,
such as that which Castle Point experiences from London.
In terms of individuals benefiting financially from
development, the NPPF is clear that landowners should
receive a competitive return for their land.

John Henry
432

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Support

NHSE welcomes the Council's recognition that new homes will need to respond to the needs of the
Support for reference to the need for specialist housing and
borough's residents. Specifically, NHSE supports the need for the supply of new homes to be aligned with
for infrastructure provision alongside housing is noted and
the provision of infrastructure to meet the needs of a growing population. NHSE also supports the
welcomed.
delivery of new homes in sustainable locations.
Planned Growth in Castle Point Borough and Healthcare Capacity Implications
Identifying the Population Increase Arising from Proposed Growth in Castle Point
The level of growth proposed for Castle Point Borough, set out within LP Policies H4 to H7 and H9 to
H16, has been used to inform the population calculations in Table 1of the attached letter.
It is noted that, in addition to the proposed housing growth set out in Table 1 above, the LP proposes
development of land fronting Canvey Road, Canvey Island (Policy H17) for a 50 bed residential care
home and land at the former Castle View School, Canvey Island (Policy H8) for 50 units of specialist
extra care accommodation for older people.

John Henry
451

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Seek a
technical
alteration

Although this proposed residential care accommodation growth has not been included in the above
population calculations, it should be noted that such developments would result in an increase in the
number of elderly persons in need of care within the catchment of the healthcare facilities and services
that would serve the new population. In turn, this would necessitate a greater draw on primary care
services local to the developments. This is likely to have a significant impact on NHSNE’s funding
programme for the delivery of healthcare provision within its area and specifically within the health
catchment of such developments. Specific comments on Policies H8 and H17 are set out below.
Healthcare Context for Castle Point Borough
Existing Capacity

The information provided within this representation is
somewhat different to the advice previously supplied by the
South Essex Primary Care Trust in terms of existing
provision. It is not however the role of new development to
address existing deficits.
It will however be necessary to secure additional provision
of healthcare services in order to support the level of
housing growth proposed.
NHS England has indicated a preference for achieving this
through improvements to existing GP Surgeries and
Healthcare Centres. They do not want additional
healthcare centres provided. It will therefore be necessary
to secure improvements through the charging and
expenditure of CIL monies.
ACTION: Ensure that the requirements for additional
healthcare facilities are identified on the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan and CIL 123 schedule.

Existing provision of GP services is at 17 main GP practices across the Borough. The baseline position of
these surgeries and their existing patient list sizes and floorspace capacity are set out in Table 2,
attached as Appendix 1 to this letter. A GP Plan identifying the location of these practices is included as
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Appendix 2 to this letter.
There is currently a patient list size capacity deficit of -16,905 and a floorspace and funding deficit of 464.45m2 and £2,360,400, respectively, associated with the capital cost required to bring existing
floorspace provision up to a standard suitable to manage natural population growth.
Healthcare Infrastructure and Funding Requirements Arising from Planned Growth
Table 3 (attached as Appendix 3 to these representations) summarises the healthcare needs arising from
the proposed levels of growth across the Borough, once the additional staffing and floorspace
requirements arising are factored in, including an estimate of the costs for providing new floorspace and/
or related facilities.
Table 4 (attached as Appendix 4 to these representations) sets out the healthcare infrastructure and
funding requirements arising from the individual growth locations, once the additional staffing and
floorspace requirements arising are factored in, including an estimate of the costs of providing new
floorspace and/ or related facilities.
As shown in Table 3, the population arising from the proposed growth set out in the draft LP would
require provision for an additional 3.54 GPs across the Borough and developer funding of £849,600.
Provision of the additional healthcare facilities and services would need to be consistent with current NHS
procurement guidelines that favour larger surgery formats, which are more cost effective and efficient to
run. This may, therefore, warrant the reconfiguration, refurbishment, re-equipping and expansion of
existing surgeries to build in further capacity, in preference to new surgery provision.
ATTACHMENT: NHSPS.LP.Reps.28.03.14.pdf
The Council identifies in Chapter 13 that paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) requires the Council to meet its full and objectively assessed housing needs (paragraph 13.1). Its
housing needs are quantified in the following evidence based documents:
- Strategic Housing Market Assessment - 2013
- Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA Update 2013)
- CLG Household Projections - 2011
- Housing Growth Topic Paper - 2013
- Housing Capacity Topic Paper - 2013
Mary Power
328

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

The Council also identified its considered constraints in meeting its housing needs based on the size of
the authority, the environmental constraints including nature conservation, historic and natural landscape
areas, flood risk areas and the importance of protecting strategic functions of the Green Belt (paragraphs
13.19 to 13.22 and Housing Capacity Topic Paper). It also considers that the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA Update 2013) identifies the capacity of deliverable and developable
sites, which justifies the level of housing growth adopted.
Martin Dawn Plc objects to Policy H1 as it does not meet the Council's objectively assessed housing
needs and that it is therefore not sound. It is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with
national policy. It only seeks to present reasons for not seeking to meet its objectively assessed housing
needs.
Policy H1 should be amended to reflect the Council’s evidence base which identifies an objective
assessment of need for Castle Point of between 400-500 houses per annum over the plan period (20112031). This equates to at least 8,000 dwellings for the plan period. This would provide for a moderate
level of employment growth in line with East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM) projections prepared
by Oxford Economics forecasts May 2013 and the golden thread running through plan making required
by the NPPF.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
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The Council has adopted a zero job growth approach to meeting its employment and housing needs by
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
utilising the former Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) housing growth figure (200 units’ pa). This is contrary
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
to the requirements of the NPPF in plan making and the Council’s evidence base.
international and national designated sites. It has also
Martin Dawn Plc supports the Council’s approach not to seek to phase the release of sites for
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
development.
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local

Page 140 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
351

James Stevens
Home Builders

Object

The duty to cooperate and meeting unmet needs

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
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The Castle Point Plan should also include an assessment of the implications for the other South Essex
authorities of adopting a housing requirement lower that is lower than the indications provided by the
Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report, such as the risk of rising levels of housing need in
Basildon as a consequence of the reluctance or inability of Castle Point to meet its needs.

Recommended Response and Actions
•
•

The Council maintains that it is capacity constrained (paragraph 13.19) but it does not appear to have
agreed an alternative strategy to provide for the unmet need elsewhere in the HMA. The NPPF expects
local authorities to collaborate to resolve problems of unmet development needs where these cannot be
wholly delivered within the administrative boundary (paragraph 179). If Castle Point is as constrained as it
maintains it is in terms of its land supply, then it should be raising this problem as a matter of urgency
with the other authorities in the HMA before their own respective plans become too advanced. We notice
that no additional provision is being made in the Basildon local plan which has recently concluded it
consultation.
Housing need
We note that Chapter 13 of the plan records that the Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report is
indicating potentially greater levels of need than the SHMA 2013. The proposed housing requirement in
the Castle Point plan is for 200 dwellings per annum (dpa) which accords with the findings of the SHMA
2013. However, the level on need indicated by the SHMA 2013 is based on two fairly questionable
methodological assumptions.
Firstly, the modelling for the future housing requirements is based upon a long-term migration trend
(paragraph 8.29). These longer term trends are considered more reliable as indicators of housing need
than the indications provided by the more recent DCLG 2008-based and 2011-interim household
projections (paragraph 8.17) which indicate a mean figure of 320dpa (figure 60). We consider this
assumption to be questionable. The NPPG regards the official projections as statistically robust. The HBF
would therefore tend to query a local authority that sets a housing requirement that is significantly lower
than the recent household projections. A figure of 200 dpa compares to 320 dpa does represent a
significant difference. We would also query whether a longer-term migration trend is more reliable than
more recent indicators. After all, the 2011-interim projection does incorporate elements of the 2011
Census, plus commentators caution against relying too heavily upon the 2011 Interim projection on the
basis that it probably downplays the true extent of future housing need owing to the effect of the
recession and the long-term lack of housing supply on suppressing the rate of household formation (e.g.
RTPI Briefing No. 3). Furthermore, the Council should bear in mind that the Greater London Authority is
assuming increased outward migration from London in its own modelling assumptions that have been
used inform the establishment of the housing targets in the Further Alterations to the London Plan
(FALP). The Mayor of London is in the process of writing to the authorities of the wider south east
requesting that they plan strategically for potentially growing populations to account for higher rates of
outward migration from London.
Secondly, we note in paragraph 8.29 of the SHMA 2013 that long term migration scenario of 130 dpa has
then been adjusted upwards in the case of Castle Point "in line with the peak sustained rate of net
housing completions". This is implies that past rates of completions serve as a reliable determinant of
future need. This is unlikely to serve as a robust determinant because past delivery will have been
constrained by the consequences of past planning policy. As a district identified as being one of relative
constraint under the Regional Strategy, with a low housing requirement that reflected this, the projections
will already reflect the structural consequences of this planning strategy. It is not appropriate to apply
policy constraints - past or proposed - to the assessment of need because this will already be reflected in
the trend projections. It is also unclear why Castle Point has been signalled out for this methodological
twist and not the other South Essex districts.
It is also acknowledged, not least by the Council itself, that the district has been a poor performer in terms
of maintaining housing supply (see paragraph 13.24). At the Glebelands Appeal Decision that the Council
refers to, the Council was found to have a housing land supply amounting to only 0.7 years. This will have
inhibited the pace of household formation. While we recognise that the SHMA 2013 has made a upward

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
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adjustment to the baseline figure of 130 dpa to account for this under-performance, and the feed-back
effect this would have had on the projections, it is still worrying that the resulting figure of 200dpa is still
well-below the 2011-Interim Household Projection (320 dpa - see figure 59).
The Council has participated in a SHMA for the HMA area - the SHMA 2013. Paragraph 13.9 of the draft
plan argues that the SHMA 2013 indicates levels of past migration for Castle Point that were significantly
lower than the various, recent DCLG Household Projections of 2008 and 2011. This is illustrated when
one compares Figure 59 with Figure 69. However, this contrasts with the Greater Essex Demographic
Forecasts report, which using the 2010-based sub-national population projections for Greater Essex
shows that the average annual net impact of internal migration is very high - 45% across Greater Essex
as a whole, and 128% in Castle Point. Castle Point has very strong migrations links with north east
London (paragraph 6.13). For this reason, the Council is probably right to give more weight to the findings
of the Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report than the assumptions underlying the SHMA 2013
which assumes a reduction in inward migration.
Greater weight may be attached to the Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report because of the
evidence in the report of the links between London and Castle Point.

•

•

flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Accounting for the needs of Greater London
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
Firstly, there is the need to address the GLA assumption that the outward migration of households from
London will increase over the next decade, with levels of outward migration beginning to return to the pre- with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
recession trend. If the assessment of housing need in the SHMA 2013 is based upon an assumption
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
about lower inward migration as a consequence of limited land availability (see 8.20) then there is a
context.
dissonance between the assumptions being made by the GLA and South Essex. What will happen in
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
reality is that the inward migration will continue, but relatively more affluent incomers from London will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
acquire the housing stock at the expense of current residents. The ability of current residents to form
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
households will be suppressed. The problems of housing stress this would cause (such as deteriorating
affordability, overcrowding, concealed households, homelessness, and length of the housing waiting list) required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
would ultimately find expression in evidence of an increased affordable housing need. In the meantime,
we can note the
• Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
Secondly; there is an objectively assessed, but unmet housing need, for at least 7,000 dwellings a year in
this consultation;
London. This undersupply in London compared to need will drive outward migration from London as
• Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
households attempt to find a means to accommodate themselves. Again, it will be lower income
sites previously rejected by the Council for
households in Castle Point who will pay the cost. Castle Point and the other authorities of the South
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Essex HMA must make provision for London's unmet need when considering their housing requirements.
• Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
The fact that Castle Point is unable to meet its own need in full (when judged against the Greater Essex
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
Demographic Forecasts) plus the needs of London, demands the production of a properly aligned south
assessed;
Essex plan.
• Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
The Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report does not appear to have made an allowance for
London's burgeoning needs although it does suggest the need to give consideration to the effects of
• Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
inward migration from the London Boroughs (paragraph 6.19). The evidence from the GLA of the level of
a critical friend.
need in London does reinforce this view. We therefore consider that the Greater Essex Demographic
Forecasts report projection of between 400 to 500 dpa for Castle Point (as referred to in paragraph 13.10 The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
of the draft plan) is likely to serve as a more reliable indicator of need than the findings of the SHMA
be
revised upwards any further.
2013. The Council agrees with this, but refers to the lower end of this range - 400 dpa - as representative
of the objective needs (paragraph 13.10).
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
Notwithstanding the difficulties that Castle Point may face in dealing with the trend-level of need, there is
also the question of London's needs to consider and making an allowance for this in the objective
assessment of need. The Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts report also advises this in paragraph
6.19. We have already referred to London's needs in the discussion above. This need has two
components:
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Since the Plan in its current iteration does not meet this need of 400-500dpa, and has no strategy of
delivering this unmet need of at least 200dpa outside of Castle Point, it is questionable whether the
proposed plan provide a sound basis for planning for the future.

Recommended Response and Actions
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

Castle Point Borough Council worked with the other authorities in the defined strategic housing market
area known as Thames Gateway South Essex (TGSE), which includes Rochford District, Southend-onSea Borough, Basildon Borough and Thurrock Councils in the preparation of a SHMA. Thames Gateway
South Essex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Dec 2013) in considering a range of projections and
evidence identified an annual housing need of 200 dwellings for Castle Point Borough.
As part of work on their New Local Plan, it is noted that Castle Point Borough Council produced their own
Housing Growth Topic Paper. This paper also considered a number of demographic scenarios and
indicated that the objectively assessed need for housing in Castle Point Borough Council was within a
range of 400 to 500 homes per annum, which is referred to in the draft New Local Plan.
Mark Shepherd
354

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Object

This objectively assessed need for housing in Castle Point appears to be relatively high compared to
other demographic projections prepared at the national and sub-regional level. We note the following
observations in relation to the objectively assessed need outlined in the Castle Point Draft New Local
Plan:
· It is more than twice as high as the annual average requirement for Castle Point presented in the joint
TGSE SHMA (Dec 2013) (200 dwellings per annum (dpa))

The NPPF states at paragraph 47 that local planning
authorities should meet their full, objectively assessed
needs (OAN) for housing within their area, as far as is
possible having regard to other policies in the NPPF. The
Planning Practice Guidance is clear that an assessment of
OAN should use the CLG Household Projections as a
starting point but also consider other drivers for housing
need such as the economy, the need for affordable
housing and market indicators. It is also clear that trend
based scenarios should not be relied upon in instances
where there has been a historic pattern of under-delivery of
housing. The TGSE SHMA did not use the CLG Household
Projections as its starting point and relied heavily on trend
based scenarios. This resulted in a housing figure for
Castle Point that was unable to achieve economic growth
requirements and a proportionately unrealistic requirement
for affordable housing. Other representations are therefore
critical of the SHMA, as it is not compliant with the NPPF.

It is recognised that the Housing Growth Topic Paper,
which applied the methodology in the Planning Practice
Guidance results in a higher OAN for Castle Point. Whilst
this may be uncomfortable for others due to the capacity
· The intercensal period (2001-2011) records an increase of just 120 dpa for Castle Point.
constraints of the borough, this evidence is likely to be
· It is higher than 5 out of the 6 scenarios presented by the Greater Essex Demographic Forecasts Phase considered more robust by an inspector than the TGSE
SHMA at this time. It is however clear that there are
4. The economic scenario was 425 dpa
aspects of the Housing Growth Topic Paper that would
benefit from consideration at a TGSE scale, in particular
· It is also higher than all of the emerging scenarios presented by the draft Greater Essex Demographic
economic growth scenarios. Therefore, further joint working
Forecasts Phase 5, which includes household projections based on CLG publications, economic
· It is higher than the last 5 CLG Sub national Household Projections (range 300- 360 per annum)
(average = 320 dpa)
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on this matter is necessary to ensure that the OAN is
robustly identified across the sub-region.

It is also worth noting that the Castle Point Housing Growth Topic Paper places significant emphasis on
In terms of housing land supply, paragraph 14 of the NPPF
economic forecasts when establishing it's objectively assessed need, particularly as justification for a
higher figure as compared to demographic/ migration scenarios. It is worth pointing out, however, that it is sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. It states that:
widely accepted that economic forecasts and their translation to household estimates at the local level
should be treated with a degree of caution and are prone to significant fluctuations. The SHMA 2013
• ‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
outlined that " Projecting future jobs growth is a difficult task, especially in areas where much of the
opportunities to meet the development needs of
employed population commutes to work in other local authority areas... given the volatility associated with
their area;
such forecasts, ORS would not normally recommend these figures as an appropriate basis for projecting
• Local plans should meet objectively assessed
housing requirements at a local authority level ." The SHMA 2013, in Figure 65, goes on to provide an
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
example of the fluctuations within the East of England Forecast Modal and Experian updates for Castle
change, unless:
Point, between 2007 and 2013; they range from between +400 to +5,900 additional jobs over a 20 year
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
forecast period (reported in the SHMA 2013).
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
The Plan states that the Borough cannot meet the fully objectively assessed housing need, described in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
the Housing Topic Paper, to 2031 but has instead established a target based on evidenced capacity
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
within the Borough to accommodate new housing. It is, nevertheless, noted that in Policy H4: New
development should be restricted’
Housing Site - Land off Kiln Road that the draft new Local Plan proposes to safeguard land 8ha of land to
the north east of the site for development until post-2031. Given that the Borough is unable to meet its
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
objectively assessed housing need it would seem appropriate for this land to be allocated in this Local
Plan rather than safeguarded as it is a location close to road infrastructure and centres of population with NPPF restricts development. This states:
access to facilities and services.
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
Furthermore, a site has been allocated on the boundary with Southend in Policy H12: New Housing Site - under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
Land South of Eastwood Old Road, Eastwood that is approximately 6.6ha in size. It is proposed in the
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
policy that this site is incorporated within the residential area of Eastwood. It is acknowledged within the
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
supporting text that in practical terms this area would need to be serviced by Southend Borough and
necessary infrastructure requirements from development would need to be identified. It is considered that within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
this site, owing to the potential issues with access arrangements and servicing, as well as its close
erosion.’
proximity to Garrolds Meadow SSSI and an ancient woodland forming part of Daws Heath Historic
Natural Landscape, should be considered either as safeguarded land to be considered post 2031 or it
should be reconsidered. This area of green belt land serves, among other things, to prevent areas of
Daws Heath and Eastwood from merging on the boundary of the two local authority areas.
Implications of Duty to Co-operate and Objectively Assessed Need on Plan Making Process
The requirements of the duty to cooperate and a need to meet objectively assessed within a local
authority area, and if not that this need should be met within neighbouring authorities has potential
consequences and implications for Southend Borough Council, if Castle Point Borough are unable to
meet this need, which has been highlighted in the New Draft Local Plan. To reiterate if the need is for 400
to 500 dwellings per annum in the Housing Topic Paper and the Plan only allows for sites to meet 200
dwellings per annum then there will be an unmet need within Castle Point Borough Council area. The
New Draft Local Plan does not appear to provide a definitive solution to how this unmet need will be met,
and as such this may have potential consequences for Southend Borough Council and other
neighbouring authorities. Southend is a dense urban area with limited capacity for additional development
within the existing urban area, other than through regeneration of previously development land. It is also
surrounded by strategic green belt and the Thames Estuary which makes it potential for growth limited by
physical and environmental factors as well as current policy constraints, which would make it very difficult
for it to accommodate the unmet need of another local authority area.
Conclusions
In relation to the Housing Strategy, the Council has concerns that the objectively assessed need for
housing in Castle Point appears to be relatively high compared to other demographic projections
prepared at the national and sub-regional level. Further the approach taken in preparing the Plan does
not fully meet the requirements of the duty to co-operate as outlined in the Localism Act 2011 and the

The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
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NPPF. It is considered that objectively assessed housing needs should be assessed at the strategic
housing market area defined by the SHMA and a need figure established at that level. It would then be for
the local authorities within that strategic housing market area, under the duty to co-operate, to determine
how this need may be met within the strategic housing market area and elsewhere, if this need can be
met within.
Currently the approach taken by Castle Point Borough Council may be considered as independent of the
other local authorities within the strategic housing market area, and the figure for the plan period is also
very different from that presented in the TGSE SHMA, through which paragraph 159 of the NPPF states
that objectively assessed need should be determined. There is also little evidence to demonstrate
whether this need could be met within neighbouring areas or areas outside of the strategic housing
market area, if needed. As such it is considered that further consideration is required to meet the needs
of the duty to co-operate and establish an objectively assessed need for the strategic housing market
area. A mechanism needs to be established that will fulfil this function and meet this aim. Examples of
good practice do exist whereby the principles of co-operating and delivery are agreed for meeting
housing need possibly through a memorandum of understanding or similar approach.

Recommended Response and Actions

•

•

•

purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Finally, in relation to Policy H4 where land has been safeguarded for development in the period after
2031, the acknowledgement that Castle Point cannot meet its Housing Topic Paper defined objectively
assessed need would make the rationale for this non-inclusion for this plan period unjustified; especially
as this site is well placed in terms of infrastructure and centre of population for access to services and
facilities. It is considered that this site is more appropriate for delivery of housing development, and would
form part of a much larger site (H4 1-5) that is already earmarked for development within the plan period,
than Policy: H12 owing to its detachment from the main infrastructure, services and facilities that serve
Castle Point Borough Council and proximity to a SSSI and ancient woodland and to the function it fulfil as
green belt on the boundary of the two boroughs. The difficulty of delivering the site and the onus placed
on Southend Borough Council is acknowledged in Policy H12.
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
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Recommended Response and Actions
a critical friend.
The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

Within the Policy context paragraphs, specific references to NPPF paragraphs 100-102 should be made
to emphasise the issue of flood risk.
Martin Barrell
384

426

Seek a
technical
alteration

Environment
Agency

Strategic Land
Group

Regarding paragraph 13.17, we would wish to highlight that the location of specialist accommodation for
older people should be subject to the flood risk Sequential and Exception tests under NPPF.
Policy H1 – Housing Strategy

Matters related to flood risk and the need for sequential
and exception tests are addressed in chapter 17. These
requirements will be applied as appropriate because the
plan should be read and applied as a whole. On this basis,
it is not necessary to repeat these requirements in policy
H1 or its supporting text.
ACTION: In order to ensure that the appropriate sections of
the NPPF in relation to housing land supply constraints are
highlighted, it is proposed that the following text is added to
the end of paragraph 13.6.

We support the inclusion of text at part 4a and 4b of the policy, requiring high standards of sustainable
design, and additional public open space and enhanced green infrastructure to assist with climate change
adaptation. You may wish to specifically define climate change impacts to include natural hazards such
In particular regard should be had to the requirements of
as flooding.
the NPPF in terms of flood risk (paragraphs 100 – 102) and
nature conservation and landscape (chapter 25) both of
which are particularly relevant in Castle Point.

Paul Smith
NJL Consulting

Object

Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) expects local planning
authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing. Local planning authorities are expected to 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.
Objective Assessment of Need

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
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The Council's Housing Growth Topic Paper (HGTP) identified that the Council's objectively assessed
housing need requirement is to accommodate between 400 and 500 houses per annum over the plan
period. However, it is noted within the HGTP that if the Council promote the lower level of provision than
"the full level of need for affordable housing would not be able to be met" (paragraph 9.14).

Recommended Response and Actions
•

The DLP states that the Council only seeks to achieve a relatively "modest level of employment growth"
(2,100 jobs, equivalent to 105 jobs per annum) and have, therefore, suggested that the lower end of this
range should be considered to be the objectively assessed need for new homes i.e. 400 homes per
annum.
There are a number of significant failures in this ‘objective' assessment of housing needs which mean
that the DLP is unsound and not in accordance with national planning policy.
Firstly, although the Guidance does suggest the most recent CLG projections should be used as a
starting point, caution is specifically urged in how these figures are interpreted. The ‘Scenario A'
assessments take the 2011 projections as their starting point, yet this headship formation rates are based
on data collected during a recession. During such periods, headship formation rates typically fall and
projecting these figures forward (and especially beyond 2021 when the data set runs to) is likely to
significantly underestimate the need for housing.
Secondly, the Guidance provides warnings regarding simply following the CLG projections. For example:
“The household projection-based estimate of housing need may require adjustment to reflect factors
affecting local demography and household formation rates which are not captured in past trends. For
example, formation rates may have been suppressed historically by under-supply and worsening
affordability of housing. The assessment will therefore need to reflect the consequences of past under
delivery of housing”.
This does not appear to have happened in this case.
The SHMA 2013 reports a need for affordable homes of between 3,700 and 4,100 dwellings across this
plan period. This figure is approximately the same as the proposed housing requirement and points to a
significant shortage of new homes in the borough. This is a clear market signal which the DLP has not
taken into account.
The main ‘market signal’ which has been reflected in the HGTP is the number of historic completions.
Those relatively low historic rates are said to represent “a consideration when assessing the realistic
position of future higher levels of development.” This statement is not correct. As the DLP notes in a
number of places, the borough is currently constrained by Green Belt, limiting the ability of new homes to
come forward. This will have had an impact on past levels of completions, but it is a policy driven impact,
not a market driven one. It is open to the Council to review the Green Belt and remove that element of
constraint, and therefore it should not be a factor in assessing objectively assessed need.
This is, in effect, applying a constraint to the assessment of need. This is inappropriate. As the Inspector
considering an appeal in Torquay observed in June 2012 (APP/X1165/A/11/2165846):
“I do not share the Council’s view that constraints on growth should play any part in establishing the
housing requirement.”
This view was subsequently endorsed in a High Court Judgment dated 5 September 2013 ([2013] EWHC
2678).
Thirdly, we would note that the Council’s housing projections have not accounted for the significant and
constant failure to deliver their housing target over the past 13 years. Indeed, only in 2004-05 did the
Council manage to build over 200 dwellings (218) and the Council’s 5 year average is 86 dwellings and
the 10 year average 105. This has resulted in a significant shortfall in the number of homes that should
have been delivered since that date, which the DLP makes no provision to catch up.
Furthermore, in accordance with the Framework, Guidance and recent case law, this accrued shortfall
should be recovered within the first five years of the Development Plan and not spread across its entire
period.
There is, therefore, no accurate objective assessment of need, and the DLP is therefore unsound. The

Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
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likely housing requirement would be significantly higher than the 8,000 homes claimed.

Recommended Response and Actions
•

Establishing an Appropriate Housing Requirement
The importance that the Government places on setting appropriate housing targets is well demonstrated
through the comments of Inspectors examining Local Plans. For example, in September 2012, the
Inspector considering the Salford City Council Core Strategy concluded that ‘in my judgement, the Core
Strategy is unsound in its present form in that it does not demonstrate an adequate (NJL emphasis) and
realistically deliverable supply of housing land. ’

•

Furthermore, in May 2012, the Inspector considering the Core Strategy submitted by Wigan Metropolitan
Borough Council commented that ‘as it stands I consider the submitted Core Strategy to be unsound in
that it fails to demonstrate an adequate (NJL emphasis) and realistically deliverable supply of housing
land. ’
It is clear therefore that the first step in plan making should be to establish the actual need for new
homes. Once that figure is established, a plan can be put in place to deliver it. Where there are real,
evidenced constraints on delivery, the Council should identify them and explain what steps are to be
taken to ensure that an adequate supply of new homes is delivered.
The DLP then sets out the housing capacity in Castle Point based upon the Housing Capacity Topic
Paper. The DLP details that the borough only has capacity to accommodate 4,000 to 4,500 homes in the
plan period due to 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. Paragraph 13.19 of the DLP states
that as a result of these constraints “it is not possible to meet the full, objectively assessed need for
housing in Castle Point”.
Based upon these constraints, the housing target in the DLP is set at 4,000 homes. Even if the
assessment of constraints is accepted, it is irrational for the Council to set a housing target at a level
which is so significantly below the objective assessed need but that is also below the identified capacity
of the borough to accommodate new homes. At the very least, based on the Council’s own (flawed)
evidence, the housing requirement should be 4,500 homes across the plan period. No justification is
provided for this reduction.
Additionally, the SHLAA identified a total maximum deliverable supply of 4,252 homes from Green Belt
sites. However, the HNCTP reduces this capacity arbitrarily by 33% on the assumption that some of the
sites may not be delivered over the next 15 to 20 years “as a consequence of the changing aspirations of
landowners, the presence of constraints on site that make it unsuitable for development, or as a result of
the cost of associated with infrastructure needed to support development”. This is a broad and
unsubstantiated conclusion, and suggests that the capacity of the borough to deliver new homes is
significantly understated.
It is clear that the Council have applied a constraint on the amount of Green Belt land that they are willing
to release for development without substantiating these reasons. The DLP is unjustified and ineffective.
Should the Council not wish to release a greater area of Green Belt in order to meet a greater proportion
of the objectively assessed need for new homes, neighbouring authorities should be asked to
accommodate the remainder of that need. The Guidance states that in the circumstance where one area
decides to assume a lower internal migration figure than the housing market area figures suggest this
approach will “need to be agreed with the other relevant local planning authority under the duty to
cooperate”. The Guidance advises that “failure to do so will mean that there would be an increase in
unmet housing need” (Reference ID: 2a-018-20140306).

A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
Furthermore, the HGTP states that “if the decision was reached through policy to provide for a lower level be revised upwards any further.
of housing due to other factors identified within the NPPF this will require a discussion through the duty to
co-operate with other authorities in the wider housing market area” (Paragraph 7.56).
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
It is clear from the DLP that this process has not been completed. At present, the DLP makes no such
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
provision. In this regard the Council have failed to demonstrate their duty to cooperate as required by the
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to

Page 149 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments
Framework and Guidance.
The DLP must allocate additional sites for residential development, or identify a deliverable strategy with
neighbouring authorities for how the housing need is going to be met. Failure to do so renders that DLP
unsound as it is not in accordance with national planning policy.
Impact on Economic Strategy
The Council’s failure to be able to deliver the required housing levels has significant implications for the
level of employment land that will be required and the resulting job growth.
This Council’s Vision for the Future to support economic growth and Strategic Objective 5 “to create an
environment that supports business growth, and creates local job opportunities”. The Economic Strategy
aims to create at least 2,100 jobs, below the 3,000 to 3,500 jobs which are forecast to be created by
Experian.
The HGTP considers several scenarios for housing growth and the implications for the number of jobs
that will be created. Figure 21 of the Growth Paper demonstrates that the delivery of 200 homes per
annum will lead to a loss of 76 jobs per year.
It is clear that the Council’s housing strategy runs contrary to the Economic Strategy and will not provide
sufficient housing for the number of jobs created. Put simply, the proposed Economic Strategy cannot be
delivered by the proposed Housing Strategy. The Housing Strategy is, therefore, ineffective, unjustified,
and is not positively prepared as required by the Framework (paragraph 182). Either one or both of the
strategies must change to ensure that the two are aligned and complimentary.

Recommended Response and Actions
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

The HNCTP reinforces this point and highlights that the comparison between the growth needed to
respond to the need for economic growth and population growth within the borough indicates that in order
“to meet the assessment criteria for objectively assessed housing need, it is necessary to deliver higher
levels of growth that deliver economic growth and respond better to the need for affordable housing”
(Page 20).
At the very least, this would suggest some proposed or existing employment allocations should be redesignated for residential development.
Summary
From this analysis it is clear that:
•

Technical flaws in the assessment of need has resulted in an under-estimate of the need for new
homes in the borough.

•

The planned level of housing growth is significantly less than that which could be accommodated
within the borough, notwithstanding the alleged constraints on growth.

•

The proposed housing requirement does not reflect the proposed economic strategy of the
borough.

In its current form, the DLP is therefore unsound.
Please find attached RAG spread sheet summarising comments on each site. I have also added some
additional comments below.

492

Katie Clark
Anglian Water

Seek a
technical
alteration

Asset Encroachment
Please note Sites H5 and part of H14 are within the 400m consultation zone of the Water Recycling
Centre (formally Sewage Treatment Works). Initial assessment has indicated that there is an odour risk.
At this early stage although we do not support growth within close proximity of the WRC, it is a warning
highlighting that further discussion with Anglian Water is needed and not an objection in the first instance.
Nuisance may be caused by noise, lighting and traffic movements but its most prevalent source will be
odours, unavoidably generated by the treatment of sewerage. For the purposes of the RAG sheet we will

It is noted that the comments of Anglian Water do not
represent an objection to the Local Plan, but do highlight
issues which need to be addressed through either the plan
making process, or through the subsequent planning
application process.
Asset Encroachment
In terms of asset encroachment a review has been
undertaken of the situation surrounding H5 and its
proximity to the Canvey Water Recycling Centre. The
proposed area for development is within 200m of that
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list all sites that encroach on sewage treatment works 400m consultation zone or the buffer zone of a foul
pumping station.
If a landowner or potential developer wishes to pursue an enquiry for development they are encouraged
to contact Anglian Water at the earliest opportunity when an initial odour risk assessment can be carried
out.
Anglian Water does not want to thwart development or apply a blanket embargo on all development
within 400 metres of our WRC, however we must balance this with protecting our new and existing
customers from the risk of nuisance/loss of amenity whilst allowing us to provide the essential sewage
treatment service to our customers and for this reason we take a risk based approach.
Similarly, with development proposals close to a foul pumping station, it may be the layout of the site can
be adjusted so as not to encroach on the protection zone. Development should be located a minimum of
15 metres from Pumping Stations. The landowner/developer is advised to contact us at the earliest
opportunity to discuss the viability of the sites.
Where there are sewers crossing the site, the site layout should be designed to take these into account;
this existing infrastructure is protected by easements and should not be built over or located in private
gardens where access for maintenance and repair could be restricted. The sewers should be located in
highways or public open space. If it is not possible to accommodate the existing sewers within the design
then diversion may be possible under section 185 of the Water Industry Act 1991 or entering into a build
over/near agreement may be considered.

Recommended Response and Actions
centre. It should however be noted that this site already
benefits from planning consent. Anglian Water was
consulted twice on the application for this site, first on the
20 January 2012 and a second time on the 22 November
2012. A chase up email was also sent prior to the
completion of the committee report. Anglian Water did not
respond to these consultations.
In terms of asset encroachment a review has been
undertaken of site H14. A very tiny pocket of the south
eastern most corner of the site is within 400m of the
Benfleet Water Recycling Centre. It is expected that within
any proposal for this site, this part of the site would form
part of the landscaping and would not be developed.
In terms of sewers crossing development sites, this will
need to be dealt with on a site by site basis through the
planning application process.
Sewerage Network and Funding

It is noted that there are requirements for the sewerage
network to be upgraded in respect of development in some
locations. Anglian Water does not perceive this to be an
absolute constraint on development, but does require a
provision ensuring that infrastructure is provided in line with
Details of Anglian Water encroachment policy can be viewed at:
development. Responses to representations made by NHS
http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/encroachment.aspx
England set in place a need for infrastructure provision to
be aligned with housing growth for sites H4 – H17 within
Sewerage Network
each of the respective policies. This issue has therefore
been addressed. However, it is necessary to amend the
The foul (or used water) flows from future growth will have an impact on the existing foul sewerage
supporting text to policies H4, H5, H6, H10, H14 and E2 to
network. As outlined within the attached RAG sheet, upgrades to the network is likely to be required for a identify the specific requirement for upgrades to the
number of developments. The foul infrastructure requirements will be dependent on the location, size and sewerage network. Developers are expected to pay for
phasing of the development. All sites will require a local connection to the existing sewerage network
such upgrades in accordance with the Water Industry Act
which may include network upgrades. The highlighting of these potential upgrades should not be seen as 1991 – these upgrades do not therefore impact on CIL.
an objection as we can work together to ensure development is brought online at the correct time.
Surface Water and Flood Risk
Upgrades are to be expected as our sewers are not designed to have infinite capacity for all future
growth.
It is noted that Anglian Water support the requirement for
surface water to be fully managed on-site as required by
We would want to see policy to ensure necessary infrastructure to serve allocations is planned and
policy NE7. It is expected that this is applied across the
implemented before development proceeds (and dwellings occupied). This should be on a strategic level borough and on Brownfield sites as well as Greenfield
as it would be most sustainable to ensure there is a drainage strategy for a whole site and to avoid a
sites. Assuming that this can be achieved, they are not
piecemeal approach. To ensure this is carried through to a tactical level, we would at planning consent
objecting to the proposals in the draft New Local Plan at
stage request the use of appropriate conditions to ensure infrastructure is in place before development is this time.
connected to the public sewerage network.
ACTION: Amend the supporting text to the following
policies to reflect the potential need for sewerage network
Surface Water and Flood Risk
upgrades:
Appropriate management of flood risk and the consideration of climate change is critical for long term
resilience.
Whilst fluvial flooding is a significant constraint to the location of development, other forms of flooding
such as surface water should be a consideration.
All developments should seek to reduce flood risk and incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems
(SuDS). We would wish to see in policy that all developments should adhere to the surface water
management hierarchy outlined in Part H of Building Regulations with disposal to a surface water sewer

•
•
•
•
•
•

H4
H5
H6
H10
H14
E2
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seen as a last resort. Under no circumstances will surface water be permitted to discharge to the public
foul sewerage network and no new flow will be permitted to discharge to the combined network. We
would want the document to clearly state that a surface water drainage solution will need to be identified
and implemented prior to the construction of hard standing areas. The solution would need to be agreed
with all stakeholders.
I am pleased to see on page 201 section 18.47 that it states new sites should not discharge surface water
to foul/combined network which we fully support. This is critical in all areas and not just those with limited
capacity. However, this needs to go a step further within your policy to ensure all Brownfield sites marked
for redevelopment take the opportunity to completely remove any surface water flows found to be
currently discharging to the foul or combined sewerage network. The demolished site should be, where
practical, treated as if it was Greenfield. Brownfield sites must still follow the surface water management
hierarchy to determine whether infiltration techniques or a connection to a watercourse can be utilised
prior to the consideration of a connection to a dedicated public surface water sewer where capacity is
available. This ensures there is a sustainable drainage strategy for the lifetime of the development and
reduces the risk of pollution and flood risk.
As you can see from our RAG sheet, we have indicated a ‘Red’ status for surface water. Unlike used
water flows, there are alternative methods of surface water disposal which does not require a discharge
to sewer. Significant upgrades will be required which may be a major constraint as our surface water
sewers are not designed to accommodate flows from sites which do not currently drain to the sewer.
However, if the surface water flows can be dealt with on site via infiltration for example, or discharge
directly to a watercourse, then the constraint can be overcome. Therefore this should not be seen as an
objection as at this early stage we are highlighting the potential constraints. We can work together to
ensure development does not cause a risk of flooding.
Funding of infrastructure
The foul sewerage infrastructure requirements would be dependent on the location, size and phasing of
the development. All sites will require a local connection to the existing sewerage network which may
include network upgrades. To enable new developments to connect to existing infrastructure local
connections and sewer reinforcements would be funded by developers through the provisions of the
Water Industry Act (1991). The statutory undertaker is responsible for any necessary upgrades to the
Sewage Treatment Works in order to cater for planned growth. Upgrades to the Sewage Treatment
Works are usually planned and funded through our 5 year business plan, approved by our economic
regulator Ofwat.
Please note the funding of foul sewerage infrastructure identified will be managed within the Water
Industry Act 1991 and will not be required to form part of your CIL provisions. Surface water management
will be managed on site in accordance with the management hierarchy set out within Building Regs part
H and the NPPF Technical Guidance which may require CIL or s106 contributions.
Engagement with developers
Anglian Water offers a pre planning service which includes a capacity check to determine the impact of
sewerage from a proposed development. We will also work with the developer or land owner during this
process to develop foul and surface water (where applicable) drainage solutions which will not cause a
detriment to our existing or future customer. We would encourage the prospective developer to contact us
at the earliest convenience to discuss drainage proposals to serve the development. Details regarding
this service can be found at http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/developers/pre-planning-service-.aspx
Anglian Water are keen to continue engaging with Castle Point on Local Plan consultations and on
individual planning applications. Any constraints highlighted can be overcome by ensuring there is
communication between all parties and by ensuring there is appropriate wording within policy to ensure
development does not come online until such time that there would not be an unacceptable risk of
flooding or pollution as outlined within the text above.
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ATTACHMENT: Anglian Water Castle Point Draft Local Plan RAG Sheet.pdf
Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
The Framework is clear in its objectives to increase the delivery of housing nationally: "To boost
significantly the supply of housing local planning authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that favour of sustainable development. It states that:
their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the
• ‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
housing market area..."
opportunities to meet the development needs of
Paragraph 14 of the Framework states "At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a
their area;
presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running
• Local plans should meet objectively assessed
through both plan-making and decision-taking. For plan-making this means that:
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
• Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
their area;
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
• Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
change, unless:
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
• Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
development should be restricted’
when assessed against the policies in this Framework when taken as a whole; or
•

Specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be restricted.

Policy H1 of the Draft New Local Plan sets out that during the period 2011-2031 at least 4,000 new
homes will be delivered in Castle Point. This equates to an annualised requirement of just 200 dwellings.

Nicole Penfold
510

Gladman
Developments

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:

‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
The Castle Point Local Plan: Housing Growth Topic Paper (October 2013) prepared by Edge Analytics
and Turley Associates provides detail on the various housing growth scenarios considered. This includes and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
employment led, demographic led and housing led scenarios. A summary of the dwelling requirements
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
derived from the scenarios is shown Figure 1 below (extracted from the Housing Growth Topic Paper).
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
The conclusions of this topic paper note that the demographic led scenarios generally show a lower
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
requirement based on comparatively low levels of migration which would result in lower growth in the size erosion.’
of the labour force. This approach does not reflect the current economic prospects of the area.
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
The Topic Paper notes “the consideration of market signals, including but not limited to affordable
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
housing, suggest the need to deliver a level of growth towards the upper end of the spectrum of scenarios regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
considered.” (Paragraph 9.17). The Topic Paper concludes that the OAN for Castle Point represents the
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
requirement to accommodate between 400-500 houses per annum over the plan period (2011-2031).
landscapes), and the Green Belt.
Gladman note that the higher end of this range would enable delivery of a more positive level of
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
employment growth, closer to the forecasts by Experian, whilst making a more significant contribution to
international and national designated sites. It has also
addressing affordability issues.
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
Based on the proposed 200 dpa target and the affordable housing need identified in the Council’s
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
evidence, the affordable need would amount to 73% of the total. This percentage would be significantly
11 of the NPPF.
reduced if the overall housing requirement were to increase.
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
The OAN report prepared by Regeneris Consulting (full report included in Appendix 1 of this submission)
borough which display a significant concentration of
details that the minimum OAN for Castle Point is 450 dpa (2011-2031) and that this figure could be
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
increased to 560 dpa (2011-2031). The key elements that lead Regeneris to an OAN in the range of 450landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
560 dpa are as follows:
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
Demographic Drivers
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
The latest DCLG Household projections suggest the need for 320 new households per annum. This
This has meant that:
population increase is likely to consist of a very large increase in people over 65 and a fall in the core
working age population (16-64). The resident population as it ages is likely to lead to a fall in the
• A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
population due to natural change (deaths over births). This growing tendency would lead to a fall in
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
population unless offset by increases in net-in migration. The rate of change is therefore particularly
available for development without harming the
sensitive to what is assumed about migration rates
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
Regeneris created a scenario which considers the implications of continuing with recent demographic
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
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trends. This scenario points to an annual housing requirement of 80 to 165 dpa depending on the
assumed change in headship rates by 2031. The purpose of this scenario is to exemplify the implications
of continuing with current trends and the dangers for the local area of such an approach. It is key to note
that the most recent interim projections to 2021 are for considerably faster population and household
growth than proposed through this scenario.

Recommended Response and Actions

•

Economic Drivers
The most recent sets of forecasts from Experian and Oxford Economics suggest similar orders of
magnitude for employment change in the wider Thames Gateway South Essex area (35,000 – 40,000
over the period 2011-2021). However, the share to Castle Point does vary somewhat.
Regeneris examined a scenario that assesses housing need consistent with the most recent Oxford
Economics forecasts (which is in line with historic change). The key conclusion from this scenario is a
need for 6,900 to 8,800 extra households or 360 to 440 dpa (depending on the path of the future
headship rate) to provide the population needed to meet this job growth. Regeneris believe that an
average of these two figures or 400 dpa would be a reasonable basis to plan for, which would meet this
future rate of economic growth (equivalent to 8,000 dwellings over the plan period).

•

•

The rate of employment growth that the Council are planning for in their Draft New Local Plan is a very
modest rate of growth when compared to historic trends. Furthermore, their proposed 200 dpa target
would provide no capacity for growth in local employment, indeed it would imply substantial falls in both
the working age and economically active population.
Market and Affordability Signals
Castle Point is clearly an area where market signals are suggesting that additional housing provision is
needed over and above any purely demographic needs. Castle Point has a serious affordability problem
and one that has worsened over the last 5 years.
A key issue to consider is to what extent any of the uplift required by the market signals and affordability
issues can be thought of as already included in the 400 dpa figure (or 8,000 total dwellings) that
Regeneris assessed is required to fully meet the demographic and employment needs in Castle Point
over the plan period (as detailed in the report). The evidence in the Regeneris report points that there are
of the order of 1,000 households in unmet need. This could be seen as the minimum to add to the
demographic /economic driven OAN number. This suggests a minimum figure of 450 dpa as the OAN
and that this figure could increase to 560 dpa.
Surrounding Areas
Regeneris considered the housing targets and demographic and employment needs in the other areas
that comprise the Thames Gateway South Essex HMA. Overall the analysis suggests that Castle Point
cannot and should not rely on surrounding areas to make provision to meet Castle Point’s local needs.
Conclusion on OAN
The analysis within the Regeneris report concludes that the minimum OAN figure for Castle Point is 450
dpa over the 20 years 2011-2031. This falls within the range proposed by the Council’s own evidence
(400-500 dpa); however suggest that the lower end of the Councils range 400 dpa would still fall short of
meeting the full OAN.
With both the Council’s Housing Topic Paper and the Regeneris OAN report pointing to an OAN figure of
400 dpa or greater, the Council need to have clear robust justification for why the Draft New Local Plan is
proposing a target of 200 dpa; only half of the identified OAN.
Whilst the Council acknowledge that the proposed housing requirement does not meet the OAN for the
area, they do not provide sufficient or robust justification for not meeting this need in full. The Draft New
Local Plan would not meet the tests of soundness outlined in paragraph 182 of the Framework, in
particular the plan is not positively prepared:

separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

“A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers is “sound” – namely

Page 154 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments
that it is:
•

Positively prepared – the plan should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements…”

Recommended Response and Actions
The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.

ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
Whilst Gladman recognise the constraints that the Council are working with (including the Green Belt and assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
areas at risk of coastal flooding) they should still be seeking wherever possible to deliver the OAN in full. neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
The Council need to clearly demonstrate that they have weighed up the planning balance, rather than just Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
pointing to the various constraints (identified in the Housing Capacity Topic Paper) and using these as
reasons for planning for a significantly lower scale of housing need than the full OAN. The proposed 200 will be addressed within the housing market area.
dpa target falls significantly short of the OAN (minimum of 400 dpa, based on the Councils own
evidence). The housing requirement as proposed is likely to have significant adverse effects for the local Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
area. The adverse social and economic consequences of CPBC failing to meet its future housing need
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
are detailed in section 9 of the Regeneris OAN report (Appendix 1 to this submission) and should be
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
considered in detail by CPBC when setting their proposed housing requirement.
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Gladman believe that the justification for only proposing to deliver 200 dpa is limited and that the Council Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
would struggle to defend this position through the Examination process. Therefore the Council run the
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
real risk of being found unsound at Examination.
Partnership and is ongoing.
Castle Point – Housing Capacity Topic Paper

The Housing Capacity Topic Paper refers to the SHLAA Update 2013. The SHLAA Update identified a
maximum housing land supply of 5,529 homes that could be delivered over a 15 year period. It also
identified an additional 1,650 homes that could potentially be delivered beyond a 15 year period.
Gladman note that this included both non-Green Belt and Green Belt sites. Therefore, the SHLAA points
to potential capacity for delivering in excess of the proposed 4,000 target over the plan period. Based on
these figures CPBC should not be restricting their housing requirement to the capacity constrained figure
of 200 dpa.
The Housing Capacity Topic Paper applies a proportional reduction for uncertainty to the maximum
capacity of non-Green Belt sites (2,850) identified in the SHLAA. These calculations reduce the nonGreen Belt capacity to 1,953 dwellings as shown Table 1 below.

A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

Gladman, whilst recognising the need to consider a rate of reduction for uncertainty, query what evidence
CPBC have used to set these rates of reduction for uncertainties. It appears that this element of the Topic
Paper has been used as an attempt by CPBC to reduce the capacity, when in reality (despite obvious
constraints) on a thorough assessment of land in the borough this may not be the case (or at least the
shortfall might not be as large as suggested by the Council). Gladman submit that the Council need to
undertake further detailed work regarding the capacity to deliver housing in order to justify the decisions
they have come to regarding the proposed housing requirement.
Similarly, Gladman note that the Housing Capacity Topic Paper applies a reduction to the Green Belt
sites identified in the SHLAA. The Council need to ensure the assumptions they are applying are robust
and legitimate. The SHLAA identifies a total maximum supply of 4,252 homes from Green Belt sites. The
Topic Paper set out the impacts of three different levels of reduction shown in Table 2 below. The Topic
Paper therefore concludes based on the various reductions applied to the sites identified in the SHLAA
that the potential housing land supply (for both non-Green Belt and Green Belt combined) ranges
between 3,614 homes 5,060.
The Council need to consider each of the identified constraints in detail and weigh this up against the
substantial housing need in the area. It is not legitimate just to ‘write off’ such a significant amount of
housing need without considering the manner by which delivering at this scale could be achieved and
whether the negative implications of this outweigh the positives of meeting the full OAN or vice versa.
The Housing Capacity Topic Paper concludes that the capacity of the borough to accommodate housing
growth allows for the delivery of around 4,000 to 4,500 dwelling. Taking this as read (notwithstanding the
concerns raised above) it is unclear why the
Council have opted to plan for the lowest end of this range, when the Council’s own evidence concludes
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that there is capacity for a higher level of growth and the housing need is greater still. CPBC could take a
more ambitious approach to growth within the Borough over the Plan period. In effect the Local Plan is
restricting growth significantly which has the potential to result in a range of negative implications across
the borough.
A key constraint in Castle Point is the Green Belt. The Council acknowledge this and are proposing
delivery of around 2,200 homes within this over the Plan period.
Gladman believe an area where the Council are arbitrarily restricting the housing growth potential of the
borough is in relation to the identified capacity of the proposed allocations. Gladman suggest that
alongside proposing the delivery of around 2,200 dwellings in the Green Belt, the Council should look in
more detail at the capacity of the sites proposed to be allocated through the Local Plan. As detailed in
later sections of this submission, sites such as land west of Glebelands (H13) have the capacity to deliver
a greater number of units than is currently proposed, whilst still delivering an appropriate and sustainable
scheme. The Council need to consider each of the proposed sites in detail and in a realistic manner. By
amending site capacity (where appropriate) this could result in the ability to increase the overall housing
requirement proposed through the Local Plan, without the need to look further into the Green Belt for
additional sites.
By only identifying enough land for 10 years based on the OAN of 400dpa the Council should be looking
to maximise the opportunity from sites to be released from the Green Belt sites. Moreover this suggests
that the identified safeguarded land is actually needed in the plan-period.
Due to the Council’s proposals not seeking to meet their full OAN, the Duty to Cooperate becomes even
more pertinent in this area. The Council are only proposing to deliver, at best, 50% of their OAN, leaving
in excess of 4,000 dwellings over the plan period which are currently not being planned for. CPBC need
to be talking seriously to their neighbouring authorities to establish whether there is any possibility of this
unmet housing need, being picked up in these neighbouring areas. The issue of the Duty to Cooperate is
picked up further in a later section of these representations.
A further related point, which Gladman raise in relation to the housing strategy is the inclusion of a
number of sites within the Councils five year housing land supply which are realistically not going to
deliver to the scale proposed within this period. The inclusion of these sites within the Draft New Local
Plan to contribute to the overall housing requirement is legitimate, however for the purposes of calculating
the land supply position accurately CPBC need to consider each site in detail, looking at the likely lead in
times and trajectory.
ATTACHMENT: Gladmans rep inc Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.pdf

As CPBC are not planning to meet their OAN in full they need to take all possible measures to secure
arrangements for this unmet need to be picked up by neighbouring local planning authorities as required
by the Duty to Cooperate (set out in the Localism Act and the Framework).

Nicole Penfold
522

Gladman
Developments

As noted in the Regeneris OAN report, CPBC forms part of the Thames Gateway South Essex Housing
Market Area. As well as CPBC this includes Basildon, Rochford, Southend and Thurrock. At the
Examination stage of the new Local Plan CPBC will need to be able to demonstrate that they have
effectively discharged the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate.
CPBC need to consider cross boundary strategic issues such as housing and employment growth/labour
See response to representation 510 above.
force. The Duty to Cooperate goes beyond simply engaging with other local authorities. It requires
effective cross boundary planning to meet in full the OAN of the HMA. Paragraph 181 of the Framework
states "Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having effectively
cooperated to plan for issues with cross boundary impacts when their Local Plan is submitted for
examination... Cooperation should be a continuous process of engagement from initial thinking through to
implementation, resulting in a final position where plans are in place to provide the land and infrastructure
necessary to support current and projected future levels of development."
It is unclear through the existing evidence base provided on the Council website whether CPBC has, in
preparing the Draft New Local Plan, considered the emerging issues in collaboration with the
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neighbouring authorities. Without this the Council will not discharge the requirements of the Duty to
Cooperate.
In relation to the Duty to Cooperate and housing targets and provision in the surrounding area, the
Regeneris OAN report provides detail on the situation. Overall the analysis suggests that Castle Point
cannot and should not rely on surrounding areas to make provision to meet Castle Point's local needs.
"Objectively Assessed Needs" and Delivery
Paragraph 13.10 of the draft Local Plan confirms that, based on the most up to date evidence on
demographics, migration and economic potential, the objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing
delivery in the Borough is 400 dwellings per annum, or 8,000 homes between 2011-2031. Even on the
basis of the SNPP projections, the overall requirement is in the region of 346 dwellings per annum, or
7,000 homes in total.
It is well known that adjoining Boroughs also have high housing requirements that they are struggling to
address, and although the Local Plan does not specifically refer to the ‘duty to co-operate', there is
realistically no likelihood of housing pressure in Castle Point being accommodated on neighbouring
districts, which are also subject to Green Belt restrictions.
As the Council will be aware, the problem for the Borough, in the context of the NPPF requirement to
deliver that quantum of housing and in the absence of any likelihood of assistance from outside the
Borough, is that Policy H1 is only proposing the delivery of just over 4,000 homes to 2031, comprising:

Mr Kevin Coleman
497

Argent Homes

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

April 2011-April 2013

125 Completions

Non-Green Belt Urban Capacity at April 2013

1,840 units

New Allocations

2,200 units

Total

4,165 units

The Local Plan cross refers back to the 2013 SHLAA. On the face of it, the SHLAA contradicts the draft
Local Plan by initially pointing out on page 23 that capacity has been identified for 7,315 units on sites
considered to be suitable for housing.
However, as we understand it, the non-Green Belt total of 2,805 units is reduced to 2,469 to reflect the
likely scale of delivery over the next 15 years to 2028, and is reduced further to a predicted total of 1,842
units in the Plan period, based on assumptions about non-delivery.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted’

Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.

We agree with the approach of discounting urban capacity in order to reflect the uncertainty inherent in
delivery, but, given the degree to which supply falls below the OAN, it may be appropriate to consider the
delivery of non-Green Belt sites on a site by site basis rather than through a generic method of
The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
discounting. It would be helpful to have a list of the sites that make up the 2,805 units identified in the
SHLAA (the schedules at present seem to be subdivided only by the date they were added to the SHLAA, international and national designated sites. It has also
extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
rather than separating out Green Belt and non-Green Belt sources).
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
11 of the NPPF.
Notwithstanding this comment, we agree that the supply of sites from the existing urban areas must
necessarily be limited, both by the finite capacity of the existing urban areas and by the need to ensure
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
that only sites likely to be delivered are included as part of the committed supply.
borough which display a significant concentration of
ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
However, it is less easy to understand the methodology by which the Green Belt supply has been
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
discounted. The SHLAA gives a total supply of 4,252 units from Green Belt sites, and adjusts this to an
footnote 9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
estimate of 2,938 units for delivery in the Plan period. This figure is further reduced to an estimate of
delivery of somewhere between 970 and 1,968 units (compared to the 2,200 units referred to in the Plan).
The Council has however sought to take a more positive
Although we understand that there may be uncertainties regarding the delivery of urban SHLAA sites
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
(since these are not predominantly subject to any policy constraint, and therefore are already technically
This has meant that:
available, but have not so far been delivered), we do not agree that a generic reduction should be applied
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to Green Belt sites. Again, it may be more helpful to have a list of all of the Green Belt sites that make up
the 4,252 units, and to consider individually what level of delivery each site can make (if any) to the
number of units completed by 2031.
It may be that the Council’s generic methodology of assigning risk to each category (as opposed to each
site) has resulted in an under-estimate of supply, and in fact the Council may be able to show that it can
get closer to achieving it’s OAN of 8,000 units than the Plan currently suggests. Equally, a site by site
analysis may show that even the 4,000 units assumed in the Plan is difficult to achieve.

Recommended Response and Actions
•

•

Either way, we feel that, given the significant extent to which the draft Local Plan is failing to meet the
NPPF requirement for meeting OAN, the Inspector appointed to examine the Plan will need to see a more
critical assessment of the potential for achieving that figure than the generic discounting methodologies
currently provide.
At this stage, the Council has not advanced any substantive justification for not meeting its Objectively
Assessed Needs, and the evidence from the SHLAA suggests that there is more suitable and deliverable
land available than the Council has chosen to allocate. If the Council is to advance a substantive
argument for not meeting its OAN, then it is imperative that best use is made of those sites that it does
allocate for housing supply (a matter addressed further in our comments to H11).
Five Year Housing Land Supply

•

•

Turning then to 5-year land supply, we note that Policy H1 does not seek to impose any phasing
restriction on allocated sites, which we support. However, it is evident from the background papers that,
notwithstanding the Council’s previous decision to identify 4 Green Belt sites that might contribute to early
supply, there is still a deficit of immediately deliverable sites to meet the Council’s 5-Year Land supply,
and Policy H1 and its supporting text are silent on this issue.

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

It is difficult to accelerate delivery on the larger Greenfield/Green Belt sites that require careful Master
planning and co-ordination of infrastructure to bring them forward, but there are smaller Green Belt sites
allocated in Policies H4-H17 that could make a contribution towards the 5-Year supply. These sites would
Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
include my clients’ land both east and west of Daws Heath Road (allocated in the draft Plan as Policy
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
H11), where there is no impediment to early delivery.
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
Elsewhere in our representations we suggest that a table summarising the main components of Policies
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
H4-H17 should be included in the Plan for the purposes of clarity, and this could include showing which
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
allocations are expected to contribute to meeting the 5-year supply. In addition, Policy H1 should show
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
how the 5-Year supply is to be achieved.
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.

ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
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•
•

Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.
ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.
Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green
Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.
"Objectively Assessed Needs" and Delivery

Mr
Kevin
493

T Manna

Coleman
Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Paragraph 13.10 of the draft Local Plan confirms that, based on the most up to date evidence on
demographics, migration and economic potential, the objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing
delivery in the Borough is 400 dwellings per annum, or 8,000 homes between 2011-2031. Even on the
basis of the SNPP projections, the overall requirement is in the region of 346 dwellings per annum, or
7,000 homes in total.
It is well known that adjoining Boroughs also have high housing requirements that they are struggling to
address, and although the Local Plan does not specifically refer to the ‘duty to co-operate', there is
realistically no likelihood of housing pressure in Castle Point being accommodated on neighbouring
districts, which are also subject to Green Belt restrictions.

See the responses to representation 497 above.

As the Council will be aware, the problem for the Borough, in the context of the NPPF requirement to
deliver that quantum of housing and in the absence of any likelihood of assistance from outside the
Borough, is that Policy H1 is only proposing the delivery of just over 4,000 homes to 2031, comprising:
April 2011-April 2013

125 Completions

Non-Green Belt Urban Capacity at April 2013

1,840 units
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2,200 units
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The Local Plan cross refers back to the 2013 SHLAA. On the face of it, the SHLAA contradicts the draft
Local Plan by initially pointing out on page 23 that capacity has been identified for 7,315 units on sites
considered to be suitable for housing.
However, as we understand it, the non-Green Belt total of 2,805 units is reduced to 2,469 to reflect the
likely scale of delivery over the next 15 years to 2028, and is reduced further to a predicted total of 1,842
units in the Plan period, based on assumptions about non-delivery.
We agree with the approach of discounting urban capacity in order to reflect the uncertainty inherent in
delivery, but, given the degree to which supply falls below the OAN, it may be appropriate to consider the
delivery of non-Green Belt sites on a site by site basis rather than through a generic method of
discounting. It would be helpful to have a list of the sites that make up the 2,805 units identified in the
SHLAA (the schedules at present seem to be subdivided only by the date they were added to the SHLAA,
rather than separating out Green Belt and non-Green Belt sources).
Notwithstanding this comment, we agree that the supply of sites from the existing urban areas must
necessarily be limited, both by the finite capacity of the existing urban areas and by the need to ensure
that only sites likely to be delivered are included as part of the committed supply.
However, it is less easy to understand the methodology by which the Green Belt supply has been
discounted. The SHLAA gives a total supply of 4,252 units from Green Belt sites, and adjusts this to an
estimate of 2,938 units for delivery in the Plan period. This figure is further reduced to an estimate of
delivery of somewhere between 970 and 1,968 units (compared to the 2,200 units referred to in the Plan).
Although we understand that there may be uncertainties regarding the delivery of urban SHLAA sites
(since these are not predominantly subject to any policy constraint, and therefore are already technically
available, but have not so far been delivered), we do not agree that a generic reduction should be applied
to Green Belt sites. Again, it may be more helpful to have a list of all of the Green Belt sites that make up
the 4,252 units, and to consider individually what level of delivery each site can make (if any) to the
number of units completed by 2031.
It may be that the Council’s generic methodology of assigning risk to each category (as opposed to each
site) has resulted in an under-estimate of supply, and in fact the Council may be able to show that it can
get closer to achieving it’s OAN of 8,000 units than the Plan currently suggests. Equally, a site by site
analysis may show that even the 4,000 units assumed in the Plan is difficult to achieve.
Either way, we feel that, given the significant extent to which the draft Local Plan is failing to meet the
NPPF requirement for meeting OAN, the Inspector appointed to examine the Plan will need to see a more
critical assessment of the potential for achieving that figure than the generic discounting methodologies
currently provide.
At this stage, the Council has not advanced any substantive justification for not meeting its Objectively
Assessed Needs, and the evidence from the SHLAA suggests that there is more suitable and deliverable
land available than the Council has chosen to allocate. If the Council is to advance a substantive
argument for not meeting its OAN, then it is imperative that best use is made of those sites that it does
allocate for housing supply (a matter addressed further in our comments to H11).
Five Year Housing Land Supply
Turning then to 5-year land supply, we note that Policy H1 does not seek to impose any phasing
restriction on allocated sites, which we support. However, it is evident from the background papers that,
notwithstanding the Council’s previous decision to identify 4 Green Belt sites that might contribute to early
supply, there is still a deficit of immediately deliverable sites to meet the Council’s 5-Year Land supply,
and Policy H1 and its supporting text are silent on this issue.
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It is difficult to accelerate delivery on the larger Greenfield/Green Belt sites that require careful Master
planning and co-ordination of infrastructure to bring them forward, but there are smaller Green Belt sites
allocated in Policies H4-H17 that could make a contribution towards the 5-Year supply. These sites would
include my clients’ land both east and west of Daws Heath Road (allocated in the draft Plan as Policy
H11), where there is no impediment to early delivery.
Elsewhere in our representations we suggest that a table summarising the main components of Policies
H4-H17 should be included in the Plan for the purposes of clarity, and this could include showing which
allocations are expected to contribute to meeting the 5-year supply. In addition, Policy H1 should show
how the 5-Year supply is to be achieved.
"Objectively Assessed Needs" and Delivery
Paragraph 13.10 of the draft Local Plan confirms that, based on the most up to date evidence on
demographics, migration and economic potential, the objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing
delivery in the Borough is 400 dwellings per annum, or 8,000 homes between 2011-2031. Even on the
basis of the SNPP projections, the overall requirement is in the region of 346 dwellings per annum, or
7,000 homes in total.
It is well known that adjoining Boroughs also have high housing requirements that they are struggling to
address, and although the Local Plan does not specifically refer to the ‘duty to co-operate', there is
realistically no likelihood of housing pressure in Castle Point being accommodated on neighbouring
districts, which are also subject to Green Belt restrictions.
As the Council will be aware, the problem for the Borough, in the context of the NPPF requirement to
deliver that quantum of housing and in the absence of any likelihood of assistance from outside the
Borough, is that Policy H1 is only proposing the delivery of just over 4,000 homes to 2031, comprising:

501

Countryside
Properties (UK) Ltd

April 2011-April 2013

125 Completions

Non-Green Belt Urban Capacity at April 2013

1,840 units

Mr Kevin Coleman

New Allocations

2,200 units

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Total

4,165 units

See the response to representation 497 above.

The Local Plan cross refers back to the 2013 SHLAA. On the face of it, the SHLAA contradicts the draft
Local Plan by initially pointing out on page 23 that capacity has been identified for 7,315 units on sites
considered to be suitable for housing.
However, as we understand it, the non-Green Belt total of 2,805 units is reduced to 2,469 to reflect the
likely scale of delivery over the next 15 years to 2028, and is reduced further to a predicted total of 1,842
units in the Plan period, based on assumptions about non-delivery.
We agree with the approach of discounting urban capacity in order to reflect the uncertainty inherent in
delivery, but, given the degree to which supply falls below the OAN, it may be appropriate to consider the
delivery of non-Green Belt sites on a site by site basis rather than through a generic method of
discounting. It would be helpful to have a list of the sites that make up the 2,805 units identified in the
SHLAA (the schedules at present seem to be subdivided only by the date they were added to the SHLAA,
rather than separating out Green Belt and non-Green Belt sources).
Notwithstanding this comment, we agree that the supply of sites from the existing urban areas must
necessarily be limited, both by the finite capacity of the existing urban areas and by the need to ensure
that only sites likely to be delivered are included as part of the committed supply.
However, it is less easy to understand the methodology by which the Green Belt supply has been
discounted. The SHLAA gives a total supply of 4,252 units from Green Belt sites, and adjusts this to an
estimate of 2,938 units for delivery in the Plan period. This figure is further reduced to an estimate of
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delivery of somewhere between 970 and 1,968 units (compared to the 2,200 units referred to in the Plan).
Although we understand that there may be uncertainties regarding the delivery of urban SHLAA sites
(since these are not predominantly subject to any policy constraint, and therefore are already technically
available, but have not so far been delivered), we do not agree that a generic reduction should be applied
to Green Belt sites. Again, it may be more helpful to have a list of all of the Green Belt sites that make up
the 4,252 units, and to consider individually what level of delivery each site can make (if any) to the
number of units completed by 2031.
It may be that the Council’s generic methodology of assigning risk to each category (as opposed to each
site) has resulted in an under-estimate of supply, and in fact the Council may be able to show that it can
get closer to achieving it’s OAN of 8,000 units than the Plan currently suggests. Equally, a site by site
analysis may show that even the 4,000 units assumed in the Plan is difficult to achieve.
Either way, we feel that, given the significant extent to which the draft Local Plan is failing to meet the
NPPF requirement for meeting OAN, the Inspector appointed to examine the Plan will need to see a more
critical assessment of the potential for achieving that figure than the generic discounting methodologies
currently provide.
At this stage, the Council has not advanced any substantive justification for not meeting its Objectively
Assessed Needs, and the evidence from the SHLAA suggests that there is more suitable and deliverable
land available than the Council has chosen to allocate. If the Council is to advance a substantive
argument for not meeting its OAN, then it is imperative that best use is made of those sites that it does
allocate for housing supply (a matter addressed further in our comments to H11).
Five Year Housing Land Supply
Turning then to 5-year land supply, we note that Policy H1 does not seek to impose any phasing
restriction on allocated sites, which we support. However, it is evident from the background papers that,
notwithstanding the Council’s previous decision to identify 4 Green Belt sites that might contribute to early
supply, there is still a deficit of immediately deliverable sites to meet the Council’s 5-Year Land supply,
and Policy H1 and its supporting text are silent on this issue.
It is difficult to accelerate delivery on the larger Greenfield/Green Belt sites that require careful Master
planning and co-ordination of infrastructure to bring them forward, but there are smaller Green Belt sites
allocated in Policies H4-H17 that could make a contribution towards the 5-Year supply. These sites would
include my clients’ land both east and west of Daws Heath Road (allocated in the draft Plan as Policy
H11), where there is no impediment to early delivery.
Elsewhere in our representations we suggest that a table summarising the main components of Policies
H4-H17 should be included in the Plan for the purposes of clarity, and this could include showing which
allocations are expected to contribute to meeting the 5-year supply. In addition, Policy H1 should show
how the 5-Year supply is to be achieved.
i) Summary
An objection is made to the overall housing requirement proposed by Policy H1. It is not considered that
the proposed target of 4,000 homes is positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national
policy, for the reasons summarised below:

Hollie Bryant
505

Bryan Haynes

PEGASUS
PLANNING
GROUP

Object

•

The proposed housing target of 4,000 is significantly below the level of objectively assessed
need. The plan is not therefore justified;

•

The proposed housing target is capacity led, based on unjustified environmental and policy
constraints and does not seek to meet development needs in full. The plan is not therefore
positively prepared;

•

The link between jobs and homes is not considered to be realistic. The level of housing proposed
will not support an increase in the local labour force and therefore any increase in jobs will be

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
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reliant upon in-commuting. As proposed the plan is not therefore effective;
•

The proposed housing target does not meet affordable housing needs and will exacerbate the
affordability crisis within the district.

In order to overcome this objection the Council must seek to meet objectively assessed housing needs in
full. Enough housing must be delivered by the plan to at least support the level of economic growth
proposed.
ii) Environmental Constraints
Within the draft, significant and unjustified weight is given to environmental constraints, resulting in a plan
which is negatively prepared and ineffective at meeting housing need in full.
Paragraph 13.10 of the new Local Plan claims that ‘objectively assessed need’ lies at around 8,000
homes for the period 2011 to 2031 (400 per annum) based on the findings of the SHMA.
The Housing Growth Topic Paper (2013) identifies a range of potential household projections and
associated dwelling requirements. The most realistic and robust set of projections suggest a need for at
least 12,140 (ExperianMay13_B).
A proposed housing target of 4,000 therefore results in a level of unmet need which is over double that of
the level of housing delivery proposed (a shortfall of 8,410).

development should be restricted’
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to nature conservation constraints, flood risk
constraints, landscape constraints (including historic
landscapes), and the Green Belt.

The Council has afforded a high level of protection to
As confirmed by paragraph 2.6 of the Draft New Local Plan, the proposed housing target has been based international and national designated sites. It has also
on a “capacity led approach” which “is constrained by the natural environment and the strategic corridors extended this protection to ancient woodland. This is
consistent with paragraph 14, footnote 9, and also section
of the Green Belt”.
11 of the NPPF.
The NPPF (paragraph 47) requires local planning authorities to “use their evidence base to ensure that
their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the
It has also extended protection to those areas of the
housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this Framework”.
borough which display a significant concentration of
The Plan must seek to meet housing needs in full. Where all options for housing delivery have truly been ecological and historic assets, contributing positively to
landscapes of value. This is consistent with paragraph 14,
exhausted, Castle Point must work with its neighbouring authorities under the ‘duty to cooperate’ to try
footnote
9 and also sections 11 and 12 of the NPPF.
and address the shortfall across the housing market area.
As set out by the information provided in Section 3 of these representations we do not consider the
Council has adequately considered all sources of housing land supply – particularly small Green Belt
sites.
iii) Household projections

The Council has however sought to take a more positive
stance towards development elsewhere in Castle Point.
This has meant that:
•

Paragraph 159 of the NPPF requires that when local planning authorities are identifying the level of
housing needed in their area, they should seek to meet household and population projections, taking
account of migration and demographic change.
The NPPG (paragraph 016; Reference ID: 2a-016-20140306) confirms that Household projections
published by the Department for Communities and Local Government should provide the starting point
estimate of overall housing need. However, the guidance recognises that projections are trend based and
should therefore be adjusted where appropriate, to reflect factors which may have historically suppressed
household formation e.g. under-supply of housing or worsening affordability.

•

The 2011 interim household projections indicate a need for 320 homes per annum or a total of 3,196
between 2011 and 2021 in Castle Point (as noted by paragraph 13.8 of the Plan).
The interim 2011-based population projections are the latest nationally available household projections
published by CLG in April 2013, and cover a ten year period from 2011-2021. Beyond 2021 plan makers
need to assess likely trends in household formation.
Within the Housing Growth Topic Paper (2013) the Council has considered two trends – trend A assumes
that household formation rates underpinning the 2011- based projections continue after 2021; trend B
assumes that household formation rates return to long term trends after 2021.
A number of papers provide guidance on assessing housing needs and emphasise the need for caution

•

•

A review of Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to identify where sites can be made
available for development without harming the
purpose of including land in the Green Belt, with a
specific emphasis on ensuring that the visual
separation between settlements is retained.
A pragmatic approach has been taken to
development on Canvey Island due to the
substantial protection offered by the sea defences
in that location. That being said, it is expected that
flood resilience and flood resistance measures will
result in lower densities on sites within this
location.
A hierarchical approach has been taken to the
protection of ecological assets, with off-site
compensation allowed, where it will result in a net
gain in biodiversity, for local and non-designated
assets.
The Council has engaged with the highways
authority and service providers to identify the
infrastructure requirements for potential
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when using the latest projections1. Assuming that recession influenced trends in household formation
continue in the long term will lead to an underestimate of the true level of household growth and in turn
restrict economic growth.

development sites. With the exception of site H18,
the highways authority and education authority has
been able to support the sites identified in the draft
New Local Plan. NHS England have indicate
support for the allocations in the plan subject to
contributions for improvements to infrastructure
through the CIL.

In assessing objective housing needs, a return to historic patterns of household growth (trend B in the
Housing Growth Topic Paper) represents the most robust and positive assumption.
As illustrated by the projections contained in the Housing Growth Topic Paper (2013) this has the impact
of increasing the level of objectively assessed housing need to at least 12,140, as opposed to the 8,000
quoted by the Council.
The next set of full sub-national household projections (as opposed to interim) is expected in May/June
2014 and will project the usual 25 years and be fully consistent with the 2011 Census. The Council, will
need to review these projections and consider their implications for housing need in Castle Point.
iv) Link between homes and jobs
Paragraph 8.23 of the ORS SHMA (2013) recognises the intrinsic link between the number of jobs and
the number of homes: “any changes to the future number of jobs and future number of people will
inherently impact on the future number of households and thereby the future number of homes required”.
Policy E1 of the Plan sets a job target of 2,100. The number of homes proposed and the related increase
in working age population will not support an increase in jobs. Delivery of the jobs target set by the plan
will therefore be reliant upon unsustainable levels of in-commuting.
The ORS SHMA 2013 (paragraph 8.27) confirms that due to an ageing population and associated
decrease in the working age population, a higher level of household growth would be required to support
the projected economic growth.
This was also clearly confirmed to the Council by the NLP Employment and Retail Needs Assessment
prepared in 2012. Paragraph 13.19 of that report confirms that the Council’s preferred housing target of
200 dwellings per annum would result in a future decline in local labour supply and may constrain growth
of local firms. Achieving employment growth under such a scenario would be dependent upon higher
levels of in-commuting.
The Government is committed to promoting economic growth and the provision of new jobs. This is clear
in the NPPF which identifies ‘proactively driving and supporting sustainable economic development’ as
one of the planning systems key principles and “confirms that significant weight should be placed on the
need to support economic growth through the planning system”.
As currently proposed the housing target contained in the plan will constrain economic growth, contrary to
local and national policy objectives.
v) Affordable housing needs
The ORS SHMA (2013) identifies at Figure 55 that households claiming Housing Benefit whilst living in
the private rented sector represent 7.3% of total housing stock in Castle Point. This is far higher than the
national average of 5.1% and one of highest proportions in the South East.

Despite this positive stance, the Council is unable to
identify sufficient housing capacity to accommodate
objectively assessed need. Castle Point is a physically
small borough, and therefore the quantum of development
promoted to the Council, and identified by the Council,
through its SHLAA is not sufficient to deliver the level of
housing growth required to meet objectively assessed
need. Demands for higher levels of growth more consistent
with the CLG Household Projections for Castle Point are
therefore unrealistic and have no regard to the local
context.
ACTION: It should however be noted that the Council will
be undertaking an annual review of its SHLAA before the
submission New Local Plan is finalised. This review,
required by paragraph 47 bullet 2 of the NPPF, will be used
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•

Assess the suitability of those four additional
(Green Belt) sites identified to the Council through
this consultation;
Review the suitability of those two (Green Belt)
sites previously rejected by the Council for
inclusion in the New Local Plan;
Ensure that the capacity and deliverability of all
other sites within the SHLAA has been accurately
assessed;
Review the SHLAAs approach to sensitivity testing;
and
Allow testing of the assumptions in the SHLAA by
a critical friend.

The outcomes of this review will be used to determine
whether the target of 4,000 homes set out in policy H1 can
be revised upwards any further.

Evidence shows that people receiving housing benefit are often excluded from the private rented sector.
Many private landlords actively choose not to let their properties to people receiving benefits but even
those who consider such may not be allowed to do so by their mortgage lender. Many mortgage lenders
are increasingly not allowing private landlords to rent to tenants receiving housing benefits due to the risk
of stalled payment e.g. both Mortgage Works (TMW), the buy-to-let part of Nationwide and State-owned
Lloyds Banking Groups' BM Solutions buy-to-let unit already impose such restrictions. This is likely to be
exacerbated by the recent housing benefits reform, as discussed by the ORS SHMA (2013).

ACTION: Given that the Council has not been able to
identify a sufficient supply of housing to meet its objectively
assessed needs, it is also necessary to engage with
neighbouring authorities under the auspices of the Duty to
Cooperate in order to determine how the objectively
assessed need for housing, and other strategic matters,
will be addressed within the housing market area.

The proposed housing target will fail to deliver enough social housing to meet identified needs and
therefore increase reliance upon the private rented sector as a means of ‘meeting’ affordable needs. This
is not a sustainable or positive strategy.

Work, endorsed by the Thames Gateway South Essex
Planning and Transport Board, is underway on a Planning
Memorandum of Cooperation between the five constituent
districts. This will address the principles of joint working as
well as matters related to housing, jobs, retail, the Green

In order to maximise delivery of social housing and reduce reliance upon the private rented sector to
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Belt, Transport and Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation.
This work builds on the existing work of the TGSE
Partnership and is ongoing.
A key element of joint working in the past has been on the
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is however noted
that there are compliance issues associated with chapter 8
of the 2013 SHMA. It relies on historic trends and does not
therefore identify the Objectively Assessed Need for
Housing for the housing market area in a way which is
compliant with the National Planning Practice Guidance. As
a consequence, the Planning and Transport Board have
agreed that chapter 8 of the SHMA will be reviewed to
address this issue.

Policy H2: Residential Institutions
NHSE notes the Council's intention to provide 2 additional residential care and nursing homes within the
Borough over the Plan period. However, it is noted that the policy does not include a requirement to
determine and mitigate the impacts on healthcare facilities and services arising from this type of
development. NHSE would expect these impacts to be fully assessed and mitigated, as necessary, to
ensure such schemes deliver sustainable development.
John Henry
433

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Martin Barrell
385

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: In order to ensure that the provision of residential
institutions is supported by sufficient infrastructure, the
second sentence of policy H2 will be amended to read:

As stated above, Class C2 developments comprising residential, nursing and care homes are likely to
This will be achieved by identifying sites in suitable
have a significant impact on the NHS funding programme for the delivery of healthcare provision within its locations to accommodate this provision through this plan,
area, and specifically within the health catchment of such developments.
taking into account the availability, condition and capacity
of existing infrastructure to serve the proposed scheme and
Therefore, it is recommended that the second sentence of Policy H 2 is amended as follows:
ensuring provision for adequate and appropriate mitigation
"This will be achieved by identifying sites in suitable locations to accommodate this provision through this of any arising impacts.
plan, taking into account the availability, condition and capacity of existing infrastructure to serve the
proposed scheme and ensuring provision for adequate and appropriate mitigation of any arising impacts."
Paragraph 13.28 highlights the vulnerability of residential institutions, such as care homes, to flood risk,
and the impact this would have on the location of such developments. Although in the same vulnerability
classification as dwelling houses, residential care homes can potentially place an additional burden on
emergency responders during a flood event. Careful consideration should be given to locating such
facilities in flood risk areas, and consultation should be undertaken with the Essex Resilience Forum in
respect of implications for their emergency response capabilities.
The Policy wording states that to meet the required provision, sites will be identified in suitable locations.
Given the above, we would expect this to include a consideration of flood risk. A specific reference to this
requirement should be included to highlight this.

ACTION: In order to be clear that flood risk should be
considered in the location of residential institutions it is
proposed that an addition sentence is added to the end of
policy H2. This additional sentence should read as follows:
Preference will be given to sites in less flood prone
locations, having regard to the outcomes of sequential and
exception testing of available sites.

Policy H3: Established Residential Areas

Martin Barrell
386

Environment
Agency

Support

We support Kings Park being brought within the boundary of the established residential area, as detailed
at paragraph 13.37, to facilitate the replacement of residential park homes with conventional housing.
Development proposals will be required to comply with the requirements of Policy CC2, and so will be
appropriately flood resistant and resilient. The redevelopment of residential park homes to housing will
result in a reduction in flood risk, which as highlighted in paragraph 13.37, reflects an aspiration of the
TE2100 Plan.

Support for the approach to Kings Park taken in policy H3
noted and welcomed.

Policy H4: New Housing Site and Safeguarded Land - Land off Kiln Road, Thundersley
56

Mr Ray Hilton

Object

Policy H4: New Housing Site - Land off Kiln Road, Thundersley

A Green Belt Boundary Review was prepared in order to
inform the New Local Plan. This concludes that the Green
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1. 39ha of Land off Kiln Road, Thundersley, as identified on the Proposals Map, is allocated for
residential purposes, to deliver up to 450 new homes by 2031.
a. Objection. This land is green belt and should be protected from development.
b. Objection. Traffic Impact on A13 between Victoria House Corner and Bread and Cheese
Hill. What analysis has been done. It is not good enough to even consider this site until
there is certainty that the local road network can cope. If it cannot cope it shouldn't be in
the plan unless explicit conditions are attached to the proposal that would remedy the
problems.
c.

Recommended Response and Actions
Belt in this location does not contribute towards the
strategic function of the Green Belt.
Transport Modelling was prepared to inform the New Local
Plan. This has been used to prepare policies H4 – H17
related to housing. It has also been used to inform policies
T1 – T5 related to transport.

Objection. Traffic Impact further afield on existing black spots notably Tarpots, Sadler’s,
Hadleigh, Woodman’s, Rayleigh Weir. What is the cumulative effect of this development
and the other proposed sites? Again if they cannot cope they shouldn't be in the plan
unless explicit conditions are attached to the proposal that would remedy the problems.

We own the property 283, Rayleigh Road, Thundersley along with the area of land to the south of this at
the rear of 277-279 Rayleigh road which borders the rear gardens of the properties in the Chase and the
Canters, which we notice from the draft local plan is marked as H4 (6) (7). This area has been outlined
with a dotted orange line. Currently our entire property including our house is considered greenbelt land
along with some of our close neighbouring properties. We are not located in an unmade track in the
middle of a field, but right in the middle of the A129 main Rayleigh Road in a residential street.

161

Mr & Mrs ML & JA
Taylor

Object

There have been several major developments on the road in recent years including the Virgin Gym, the
new fire station and Bentonwood which was the site of Arandar many years ago. The Chase development
itself was green belt land which was developed about 25-30 years ago and is now reclassified as
residential land. Our house is a Victorian property so has been here for over 120 years. We simply do not
understand how a long-standing residential property on a residential main road, in the middle of a
residential estate (albeit with a large garden) can be considered greenbelt right to the very front of the
ACTION: This objector highlights the inconsistency with
property.
national policy in retaining the north eastern portion of site
H4 safeguarded as Green Belt land if surrounding land is
The Government's NFFP states,
not included within the Green Belt. It is indeed true that this
area would not form a belt, but instead a pocket. It would
"Green Belt serves five purposes:
not therefore fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt as set out
• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
in the NPPF at paragraph 80.
• to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
On this basis, it is recommended that the land to the north
•

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."

east of site H4 is removed from the Green Belt, and as a
consequence made available for development during the
plan period as part of policy H4.

Castle Point proposed local plan uses this definition as criteria for its decision making. Currently our
property does not meet any of these criteria and once the new proposed development H4 (15) has been
completed it becomes even more of an anomaly. We understand that the dotted line outlining our
property and the neighbour's properties indicates that the area is being safeguarded for future housing
development post 2031. As the area no longer meets any of the purposes for greenbelt as defined in the
NPPF this classification is incorrect, unnecessary and restrictive to the property / land owners. With
consideration to those facts, we respectfully request that this area is reclassified from its current greenbelt
status to residential land along with the rest of H4 immediately.
Please consider this problem in your evaluations for the local plan and grant us the same residential
status as all the other residents of the busy Rayleigh Road with immediate effect.
169

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

Object

Objection is made to this allocation as it would appear that it is proposed that there would be a significant
net loss of playing field provision. Reference is made in paragraph 13.50 of the plan to playing fields
associated with schools amounting to 6.7 hectares but it is proposed in the policy that only 3.2 hectares

ACTION: The open space provision within the site has
been re-measured, and it can be confirmed that the
existing open space provision within the site is 1.4ha of
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would be retained which would consequently result in the net loss of the majority (3.5 ha) of the existing
provision. This net loss may prevent the schools (plus any existing community users) who use the playing
fields from meeting their needs or if no longer required by the schools would result in the loss of playing
fields that could meet unmet community needs. This approach would not accord with Government policy
in paragraph 74 of the NPPF or Sport England's playing fields policy. As set out in other representations
on the local plan, Sport England is not satisfied with the robustness of the Council's evidence base in
relation to playing pitch provision (Playing Pitch Assessment May 2012) and therefore it has not been
satisfactorily demonstrated that the playing fields that would be lost are surplus to both school and
community requirements.

public open space and 3.2ha of playing fields associated
with educational uses. The 6.7ha set out in paragraph
13.50 includes land at Thundersley Primary and Cedar Hall
Schools which were removed from the site allocation H4
during the drafting process.

Unless the rationale for the net loss of playing field provision can be justified to the satisfaction of Sport
England, to address this objection it is requested that the policy makes reference to the entire 6.7
hectares of playing fields being retained in the master plan.
The Council will be aware of Sport England's role as a statutory consultee on planning applications
affecting playing fields. To avoid potential objections and delays at a later date if this site is allocated for
development which may affect its deliverability, it is advised that discussions take place with Sport
England before the Local Plan is submitted for examination. Further advice can be provided on how our
concerns could be potentially addressed as well as advice on how to avoid some of the problems
experienced by other local authorities who have allocated playing fields for development in their local
plans.
Without prejudice to our position on the net loss of playing fields, it is noted that the policy makes
provision for the master plan for the site to deliver the retention of 3.2 hectares of playing fields. It is
unclear whether it is intended that the playing fields should be retained in their current location or whether
3.2 hectares of playing fields should be retained within the overall master plan area which would allow the
existing playing fields to be relocated within the site as long as 3.2 ha are provided. It is requested that
clarity is provided on this to assist with the interpretation of the policy and the preparation of the master
plan. If it is intended that the policy should be sufficiently flexible to allow the playing fields to be relocated
within the master plan area, the policy should confirm that any relocated playing fields will need to be
equivalent or better in terms of quantity and quality. This is necessary to ensure that any relocated
playing field is not inferior to the one that it would replace and to accord with Government policy in
paragraph 74 as well as Sport England's playing fields policy.

SEEVICs playing fields are located to the north of the
Chase. Given the fragmented ownership across this site, it
is unlikely that alternative provision will be secured
elsewhere in the site because the site will come forward in
parts rather than as a whole. On this basis, it is considered
appropriate that the site boundary should be realigned to
exclude these playing fields also.
It is therefore proposed that paragraph 13.50 is amended
to read:
The site is approximately 44ha in size. 11.3ha was
designated as a long-term housing site in the 1998
Adopted Local Plan. The remainder of the site is
designated Green Belt. Public open space provision
amounting to 1.4ha is included within the site allocation.
There are 6.7ha of playing fields associated with
educational uses bordering this site.
It is proposed that part 2e of policy H4 is amended to read:
The retention of 1.4ha of existing open space within the
site, and an increase in open space provision across the
site consistent with the requirements of policy HC3,
delivering additional accessible nature green space and
children’s play equipment;
Additionally, it will be necessary to change the site area at
part 1 to be either 35ha, or 43ha depending on how the
issue of safeguarding is dealt with as the plan is
progressed.
The proposals map will also need amending accordingly.

Kevin Fraser
255

348

Essex County
Council

Mr Sam

Object

Object

The Local Plan proposes 450 new homes to be delivered up to 2031 with some 8 ha to the north east of
the site safeguarded to meet housing needs post 2031. The overall capacity of the site has been
assessed at around 600 homes. The site is included in the Green Belt, but is mainly surrounded by
existing residential development. The Green Belt Boundary Review concluded that the site did not
contribute towards the strategic function of the Green Belt. The SA/SEA identifies that the whole site
should be brought forward to enable comprehensive development to be undertaken, and to maximise any
environmental benefit with regards public open space. However, the Local Plan does not implement the
SA/SEA recommendations with a restricted capacity identified within the plan period, which places
additional pressure on more sensitive landscape locations; the Green Belt; and adds to the unmet
housing need. Development of the entire site would make full advantage of the existing sustainable
modes of travel serving the site. The capacity of the site should be increased to 600 homes which would
help offset sites which may have to be removed from the plan.

The rationale for safeguarding land for future development beyond the plan period is not justified, given

ACTION: The evidence base indicates that this site does
not fulfil a strategic Green Belt purposes. It is therefore
difficult to justify the ongoing protection of this land using
Green Belt safeguarding policy. The other changes
proposed within the New Local Plan in effect isolate this
area of land, weakening its Green Belt purpose further.
Meanwhile representations 507 and 540 both indicate that
there is developer interest in the north eastern part of the
site safeguarded for delivery beyond the plan period.
In order to ensure that this site is developed effectively,
and contributes towards the un-met need for housing it is
recommended that the area safeguarded for delivery
beyond 2031 is identified for development within the plan
period, with the overall capacity of the site increased to
around 600 homes
ACTION: The evidence base indicates that this site does
not fulfil a strategic Green Belt purposes. It is therefore
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Hollingworth

that CPBC has stated that it cannot meet its objectively assessed housing need up to 2031.

Rochford District
Council

The majority of the site identified as H4 on the Proposals Map (39 ha) has been allocated for the
development of 450 homes, open space and wildlife management areas. However, the justification for
safeguarding the remainder of the site, which would effectively result in an island of Green Belt amidst
residential development, is not considered to be sufficiently robust. This 8 ha portion of the site has the
capacity to accommodate additional homes over the plan period to contribute towards meeting the
Borough's housing needs. Although the potential ecological importance of this part of the site is
acknowledged, the Plan notes that there is a Local Wildlife Site designation across most of the wider site
(paragraph 13.53) and as such, this is not considered to adequately justify safeguarding the site, and
artificially holding it back to post-2031. In short, if the site is suitable for development post-2031 it is
unclear why it is not suitable for development now.

NHSE supports the Council' recognition that additional healthcare facilities are required to support the
level of proposed growth on this site and the policy requirement to ensure that "sufficient infrastructure is
provided to support growth in this location".
John Henry
434

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Object

However, as the healthcare impact arising from this allocated site in isolation would not necessitate the
provision of a new GP surgery, it is not considered to be ‘justified' or ‘effective' to require the "provision of
a modern healthcare centre on site, in conjunction with the existing local GP surgeries in the Thundersley
area".
Therefore, in order to ensure the NHS is afforded sufficient flexibility in the commissioning and provision
of primary healthcare services across the Borough, in line with current procurement guidelines, it is
recommended that Policy H 4 is amended by removing requirement g) and deleting the first sentence of
paragraph 13.56.

Recommended Response and Actions
difficult to justify the ongoing protection of this land using
Green Belt safeguarding policy. The other changes
proposed within the New Local Plan in effect isolate this
area of land, weakening its Green Belt purpose further.
Meanwhile representations 507 and 540 both indicate that
there is developer interest in the north eastern part of the
site safeguarded for delivery beyond the plan period.
In order to ensure that this site is developed effectively,
and contributes towards the un-met need for housing it is
recommended that the area safeguarded for delivery
beyond 2031 is identified for development within the plan
period, with the overall capacity of the site increased to
around 600 homes
ACTION: The NHS England has indicated that would seek
to improve capacity at existing GP surgeries rather than
see the provision of new healthcare centres in Castle Point.
As a consequence, it is proposed that part 2g of policy H4
is amended to reflect the fact that CIL will be used to
secure healthcare improvements associated with growth.
A phasing plan which ensures that housing delivery is
aligned with the delivery of infrastructure in the local area.
It is also proposed that paragraph 13.56 is amended to
read as follows:
In order to support this level of growth, improvements to
GP services in the local area are required. Additionally,
local junction...

This consultee seeks to use density calculations to indicate
that the capacity of this site should be higher than that set
out in the policy. Given the constraints affecting this site, it
is not considered that this is an appropriate way of
identifying the level of development that should be secured
In addition, from the 39 hectares allocated the following two areas could be removed from a calculation of in this location. The constraints to be considered are:
the site capacity:
• Existing open space provision which needs to be
i) Part of the H4 land allocation was designated as a long term housing site (11.3 hectares) in the
retained for health and wellbeing purposes;
adopted Local Plan 1998, which now partly benefits from permission for 150 units. Part of this site does
• The need for additional open space provision to
not yet have planning permission. The approved David Wilson Homes master plan (Dwg: 16625/1015 to
accommodate growth and to off-set impacts on the
planning permission reference CPT/697/11/FUL) shows that far more than 50 dwellings can be
nearby SPA;
satisfactorily accommodated on the remaining long term housing site. The Council is also therefore
• The presence of a local wildlife site on the site. The
significantly underestimating the dwelling capacity of this allocated land.
NPPF is very clear that there should be a net gain
in biodiversity. This requires an appropriate
ii) The Council is safeguarding the north-west area of the site for long term housing need equating to 8
balance to be struck between the needs for
hectares.
development and the environment. Sustainable
The removal of site areas i) and ii) from the allocated land equates to a net area of 19.7 hectares of
development is a fundamental requirement of the
developable land. Setting aside any environmental considerations that may need to be accommodated in
NPPF, and it is not appropriate to say that loss of
any scheme layout and design, the developable site has the capacity to accommodate the following
biodiversity is the cost of development.
numbers of housing units at the following average density levels:
Compensatory provision should be delivered
where impacts on biodiversity cannot be avoided,
- 30 dwellings per hectare = 591 dwellings
or otherwise mitigated or managed on site.
- 40 dwellings per hectare = 788 dwellings
The Council therefore remains of the view that the entire
The supporting text for Policy H4 in paragraphs 13.50 to 13.57 identifies that the site area for this housing
allocation is 47 hectares. Policy H9 allocates 39 hectares of the site for housing which we assume
deducts the existing public open space (1.4 Ha) and the school playing fields (6.7 ha) to arrive at the 39
hectares.

Mary Power
329

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

extent of site H4 (including that which is identified as
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- 50 dwellings per hectare = 985 dwellings
The policy wording of H4, which seeks to constrain the housing numbers to up to 450 units is therefore
not seeking to optimise a sustainably located housing site, which will make a significant contribution to
meeting the district's private and affordable housing needs. The Council is stating that there are not
sufficient sites to meet its objectively assessed housing needs, but where it is allocating land it is
restricting the number of houses that could feasibly be accommodated (subject to detailed site specific
environmental data). Neither is the site within a flood risk area (unlike other allocated housing sites). The
policy should not therefore seek to impose a housing numbers cap on Policy H4 land. The policy should
be amended to allow for at least 600 dwellings.
Criterion 2 should be amended in respect of the following points:
Criterion 2a) – Reference to ‘An Arcadia urban design approach’ is an unknown dimension unexplained in
the supporting text to the policy. It is therefore confusing and unclear, potentially putting barriers in the
way of the design solutions that landowners may put forward with planning applications. As a design
principle, the NPPF clearly directs local planning authorities not to impose or stifle design innovation or
tastes on developers, which this sentence clearly seeks to do. It should be deleted.
Criterion 2b) – Given that Policy H4 is seeking to meet the district’s housing needs, it is highly likely that
the development of essentially Greenfield land would lead to a net gain in biodiversity. Such a
requirement will not be possible to meet and will seriously undermine the ability of the site to contribute to
meeting the Council’s housing needs. It should be deleted.

Recommended Response and Actions
safeguarded in the draft New Local Plan) is around 600
homes. This consultee has provided no evidence that a
higher quantum of homes can be accommodated on this
site in a way which addresses the constraints on this site.
ACTION: The evidence base indicates that this site does
not fulfil a strategic Green Belt purposes. It is therefore
difficult to justify the ongoing protection of land to the north
east of this site using Green Belt safeguarding policy. The
other changes proposed within the New Local Plan in effect
isolate this area of land, weakening its Green Belt purpose
further.
Meanwhile representations 507 and 540 both indicate that
there is developer interest in the north eastern part of the
site safeguarded for delivery beyond the plan period.
In order to ensure that this site is developed effectively,
and contributes towards the un-met need for housing it is
recommended that the area safeguarded for delivery
beyond 2031 is identified for development within the plan
period, with the overall capacity of the site increased to
around 600 homes

Criterion 2e) – This seeks to retain the existing open space and playing fields within the site, however, it
is considered that the net site area of 39 hectares set in the policy removes these areas from the
developable site area and therefore it is not necessary to specify that they are retained. It should be
deleted. Further comments are provided regarding Policy HC3 below.
Criterion 4 – This seeks to prevent any further development of the H4 land until junction improvements on
Kenneth Road have been delivered. This criterion imposes a significant constraint on the delivery of any
housing on this site contrary to the provisions of the NPPF. Unless the Council has clear evidence that
the impact on this road junction would be severe, this criterion should be deleted. In fact, Policy T2
criterion 1 f) refers to the requirement for minor junction improvements at both ends of Kenneth Road.
This suggests that the highway issues are not severe and should not therefore be an impediment to
allowing the allocated housing site to be developed.

It is stated at paragraph 13.53 that there is a Local Wildlife Site (LoWS) across much of the site,
comprising a mosaic of habitats. We support the statement within this paragraph that any development
proposals should consider how biodiversity interests could be integrated into the scheme design.
Martin Barrell
387

David Hammond
523

While we support the requirement within the Policy at point 2b, for there to be a net gain in biodiversity,
we advise that it would be better to avoid developing any LoWS habitats as a first measure, rather than
looking to offset any impacts to achieve a "net gain‟ for wildlife.

Environment
Agency

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

The capacity for Castle Point to accommodate housing
growth is limited, and the borough is already in a position
where it cannot accommodate objectively assessed need.
It is not therefore considered possible to entirely avoid
development in this location. However, it should be noted
that the level of housing proposed for this site reflects the
ecologically sensitive nature of the site, building on the
recommendations of the design review undertaken as part
of the SHLAA Review October 2011.

We support the highlighting of surface water flooding issues at paragraph 13.55, and the requirement for
multi-functional green space including Sustainable Drainage (SuDS) to be incorporated across the site.
We fully support the inclusion of this requirement within the Policy at points 2c and 2d.

Additionally, the Council has worked with developers to
successfully secure off-site compensatory provision
elsewhere in Castle Point for the part of the site currently
under construction demonstrating that policy NE8 can be
achieved in relation to this site.

The Council and prospective developers will need to consider impacts such as recreational pressure and
disturbance on Thundersley Great Common SSSI. Whilst Natural England acknowledges that reference
is made to green space provision, as part of any development proposal, consideration will need to it being
appropriate and suitable for the area/site. The same is suggested for any new housing development
within the Borough.

Policy H4 requires compliance with policy HC3. Policy HC3
requires the provision of open space within residential
development sites in order to off-set recreational pressures
on the nearby SPA. This will ultimately off-set recreational
pressures on other ecologically sensitive sites such as
Thundersley Great Common SPA also. This issue is
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Recommended Response and Actions
therefore addressed through the requirements of policy H4.

A Site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1.
The site measures 1.58ha and is capable of delivering around 54 units. The site is therefore of a size
which is capable of delivering a range of market and affordable homes to help address the significant
level of unmet need. This is a significant benefit which must be given significant weight when considering
the suitability of the site for development.
i) Availability. Deliverability and Suitability
The site is located in the centre of Thundersley, on the north side of The Chase. It is within an established
urban area, with existing housing development to the east south and west. To the north west is a local
school.
The land is held in the ownership of a single family ensuring its availability and deliverability immediately.
The site is considered wholly suitable for residential development, as confirmed by the 2011 SHLAA
update (Site Ref T02) and SHLAA 2013 (Ref: PGB09).
The site is within close proximity of public transport and amenities.
The site has good access to shops, services and facilities making it a very sustainable location. The
Sustainability Plan attached at Appendix 2 illustrates the close proximity of the site to local facilities and
employment opportunities.
The site is situated within 400m of local bus stops which offer regular services to Canvey, Benfleet,
Hadleigh, Leigh and Southend Hospital. It is also just 1.5 miles from Rayleigh Railway Station which
offers access to the nearby large towns of Southend and Billericay and also to London. Benfleet Railway
Station is 2 miles from the site and gives access to Southend, Basildon and London.

Hollie Bryant
507

Bryan Haynes

PEGASUS
PLANNING
GROUP

Object

The A13 and A127 trunk roads both run close to the site, offering vehicular access to neighbouring towns
and the national road network.
Although designated as part of a Local Wildlife Site (CP23 Thundersley Plotlands), the land has been
extensively farmed and therefore has limited wildlife or ecological interest. The Citation for the
Thundersley Plotlands Wildlife Site attached at Appendix 3 describes it as representing ‘contiguous
blocks of old plotland...they represent a cross over between old rural gardens and the open countryside’.
The land is not therefore designated on the basis of the presence of protected wildlife or habitats but
rather on the basis that it had the potential to provide (subject to appropriate management) a wildlife
corridor. The Citation states that ‘mapping of their boundaries is approximate and any accidental inclusion
of more obvious garden space may need rectifying’.

ACTION: The evidence base indicates that this site does
not fulfil a strategic Green Belt purposes. It is therefore
difficult to justify the ongoing protection of this land using
Green Belt safeguarding policy. The other changes
proposed within the New Local Plan in effect isolate this
area of land, weakening its Green Belt purpose further.
Meanwhile representations 507 and 540 both indicate that
there is developer interest in the north eastern part of the
site safeguarded for delivery beyond the plan period.
In order to ensure that this site is developed effectively,
and contributes towards the un-met need for housing it is
recommended that the area safeguarded for delivery
beyond 2031 is identified for development within the plan
period, with the overall capacity of the site increased to
around 600 homes.

As stated, my clients land has been intensively farmed and offers limited habitat. Through careful
planning and design, including the retention of existing hedgerow and trees, development of the site
would not prevent the site from acting as a wildlife corridor and could in fact result in a net increase in
biodiversity. Furthermore, development of my client’s site would not undermine the function or linkages
between the wider Local Wildlife Site network.
Development of the site would not therefore result in ‘significant adverse harm’ to the Local Wildlife
Site/wider ecological network.
The site is within Flood Zone 1 and thus is suitable for development without increasing flood risk.
A Heritage Gateway search shows no records of significant archaeological remains within the vicinity of
the site. As stated above, the site has been intensively farmed and therefore any potential for
archaeological remains on the site is likely to be limited.
There are therefore no physical constraints to development of the site. Subject to its removal from the
Green Belt there are no significant adverse impacts which would outweigh the significant benefits
associated with development of the site.
ii) Green Belt Purposes and Function
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My client’s land is not located within any of the four strategic areas of Green Belt in the borough (Daws
Heath Ring; Central Corridor; Lateral Strip; Canvey Island) which were identified as being particularly
important at sub-regional level.
The site is located within ‘parcel 6’ as defined by the Council’s Green Belt studies.
Consideration of the site in isolation from the rest of parcel 6 confirms that it does not currently perform
any of the five purposes of Green Belt:
i) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas
The site is adjacent to existing residential development (within Thundersley) to the south, east and west.
To the north the site is adjacent to land within the cartilage of a property on Hart Road. The site therefore
represents ‘infill’ development within Thundersley as opposed to urban sprawl of Thundersley into the
open countryside.
The area of Green Belt within which my client’s land is located is already characterised by small scale
ribbon development and there is therefore no clear physically defined boundary of the Green Belt in this
location. The Green Belt in this area has therefore already failed to perform this function.
From within my client’s site it is possible to view existing development in all directions. The site therefore
already relates to the built-up area physically and visually.
ii) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another
The Functions Assessment concludes that Green Belt parcel 6 prevents the merging of Hadleigh and
Thundersley.
Development of my client’s site would not result in Thundersley merging with any other town. My client’s
site is located in the north of parcel 6 and is therefore not near the border of Thundersley with Hadleigh.
As stated above the site represents infill development within Thundersley. The site is therefore already
separated from Hadleigh to the south by existing residential development within Thundersley.
My client’s land sits within an area of open space that separates north Thundersley from south
Thundersley. Development of my client’s site will not therefore diminish the gap between Thundersley
and any other town.
iii) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
Green Belt parcel 6 does not represent open countryside. The parcel is entirely contained by existing
development on all sides and therefore represents an area of green space within the urban area as
opposed to countryside.
My client’s site itself is already surrounded by development on three sides and therefore represents infill
development within Thundersley as opposed to urban sprawl of Thundersley into the open countryside.
From within my client’s site it is possible to view existing development in all directions. The site therefore
already relates to the built-up area physically and visually. The site does not therefore have a sense of
remoteness or retreat from the surrounding urban settlement which could be undermined by
development.
iv) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns
Thundersley is not a historic town. The site is not adjacent to or within the vicinity of a Conservation Area
or any Listed Buildings.
The Council’s Green Belt Function Review (2010) accepts that towns in Castle Point are not
characteristically historic, (or designated as such) and therefore Function 4 of the Green Belt is not
applicable within the borough.
v) To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
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other urban land” (Paragraphs 79 & 80).
The Council’s Green Belt Function Review (2010) confirms that Green Belt Parcel 6 does not assist in
urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.
The Council accepts that it cannot meet its housing needs on land outside of the Green Belt, including
derelict or other urban land, and therefore exceptional circumstances exist to remove land from the Green
Belt.
Development of the site would not therefore undermine any of the functions of the Green Belt
designation.
CONCLUSIONS
As currently proposed the Castle Point New Local Plan does not meet objectively assessed housing
needs in full, as required by the NPPF and proposes to significantly under deliver against identified
housing need.
The Council claims that 4,000 homes is the maximum that can be delivered taking account of constraints,
including Green Belt and environmental constraints.
However, the Council’s review of Green Belt sites to date has failed to assess the capacity of a key
potential component of supply - smaller (i.e. non strategic) Green Belt sites adjacent to the existing built
up area.
Further work must be undertaken to assess the capacity of smaller sites currently within the Green Belt,
which are adjacent to existing settlements and therefore represent sustainable locations for development.
In undertaking this work the Council must include an analysis of whether individual sites perform the
functions of Green Belt and whether perceived constraints (including environmental and landscape) can
be adequately overcome through mitigation.
My client’s site known as Land North of the Chase represents such a site. The land is physically
unconstrained and is suitable, achievable and available for development. No significant adverse impacts
which would outweigh the benefits of the development exist.
My client’s land does not currently fulfil any of the five purposes of Green Belt.
It is therefore recommended that the Green Belt boundary is amended to remove my client’s land from
the Green Belt.
ATTACHMENT: Mr Haynes - Land off the Chase.pdf
These representations are submitted on behalf of Caneleigh Limited and set out comments in response
to the consultation of Castle Point Borough Council's [CPBC] Draft New Local Plan [NLP] which ends on
28 March 2014.

540

Candlelight Limited

Kevin Cruiks
Ayers & Cruiks

Seek a
technical
alteration

Caneleigh Limited has land interest in Thundersley known as ‘242-248 Hart Road, Thundersley' (herein
referred to as the Site and shown in Appendix 1 ). The Site forms part of the proposed New Housing
Allocation at ‘Land off Kiln Road' within Policy H4 of the NLP. The Site is identified as part of the 8Ha of
land that is proposed to be safeguarded for meeting the housing need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy H4.
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and considered to be able to accommodate circa 35 dwellings and
associated open space and infrastructure.
Notwithstanding our Clients' specific land interests, these representations focus on whether the NLP has
been prepared in recognition of prevailing planning policy - in particular Government's guidance as set
out in the National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] (March 2012) and the recently released National
Planning Practice Guidance [NPPG] (March 2014).

ACTION: The evidence base indicates that this site does
not fulfil a strategic Green Belt purposes. It is therefore
difficult to justify the ongoing protection of this land using
Green Belt safeguarding policy. The other changes
proposed within the New Local Plan in effect isolate this
area of land, weakening its Green Belt purpose further.
Meanwhile representations 507 and 540 both indicate that
there is developer interest in the north eastern part of the
site safeguarded for delivery beyond the plan period.
In order to ensure that this site is developed effectively,
and contributes towards the un-met need for housing it is
recommended that the area safeguarded for delivery
beyond 2031 is identified for development within the plan
period, with the overall capacity of the site increased to
around 600 homes.

Whilst we support the principle of the allocation of the site under Policy H4 and that a Green Belt Review
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is being undertaken, we are concerned that:
•

the NLP is seeking to delay the delivery of the site to beyond 2031;

•

CPBC cannot demonstrate it has a 5-year supply of land for housing (presently 0.7yrs worth of
supply);

•

The NLP is not meeting its Objectively Assessed Needs figure (400-500dpa) and no robust
evidence base is present to justify a reduced housing target (200dpa)

•

CPBC has not demonstrated how it has undertaken its Duty to Co-operate and how neighbouring
authorities are to accommodate the unmet housing need in Castle Point;

•

The Site is truly ‘deliverable' and can provide for the delivery of housing in the short term without
prejudicing the wider site identified under Policy H4.

In order to move forward, we consider the CPBC should:
•

Amend Policy H4 to either completely remove parts 6 and 7 and allocate the 8Ha of land for
housing presently, or amend Policy H4 to solely include this specific deliverable Site (1.7ha);

•

Amend the Proposals Map to indicate the Site is shown as a ‘New Housing Site’ and not
‘Safeguarded for Housing’;

•

Carefully consider whether the housing target set out in Policy H1 is appropriate in the light of
the need to successfully undertake the Duty to Co-operate and the present lack of 5-yr Supply of
Housing Land;

National Planning Policy Framework
In general terms the NPPF advocates a strong ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ in all
planning related matters, and places a responsibility on Local Authorities to encourage and support
sustainable growth and to plan positively for new development. Para 14 in part states:
At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and
decision-taking.
For plan-making this means that:
•

local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area;

•

Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to
rapid change, unless:
•

any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a
whole; or

•

Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.

The NPPF also requires Local Planning Authorities [LPAs] to prepare an evidence base which
demonstrates that ‘objectively Assessed Needs’ for market and affordable housing are met. LPAs must
plan for a mix of housing that “meets housing and population projections, taking account of migration and
demographic change” [Para 159].
LPAs also have a ‘Duty to Co-operate’ [para. 178] on housing issues crossing administrative boundaries,
particularly strategic priorities. The ‘Duty to Co-operate’ 1.1 as provided for in Section 110 of the Localism
Act 2011 came into effect on 15 November 2011. The duty was introduced under the 2011 Act to address
the impact of the loss of the “top-down” effect from the Regional Strategy and to offer a transparent way
in which authorities should relate to one another on cross boundary issues. The duty is now shared
between authorities requiring them to collaborate on cross-boundary matters and issues of sub-regional

Page 173 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions

and regional importance, especially housing provision and related infrastructure issues.
Section 33A(2)(a) requires that local authorities “engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing
basis” in the plan-making process. The NPPF refers to the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ in paragraphs 157 and
178-181. Crucially, paragraph 157 of the NPPF states that “Local Plans should be based on cooperation
with neighbouring authorities…”
Paragraphs 178-181 are clear in directing LPA’s as to the importance of the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ and the
proactive approach necessary to ensure a collaborative approach to reflect individual Local Plans.
Paragraph 179 states ‘ joint working should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet
development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas – for instance, because of
a lack of physical capacity or because to do so would cause significant harm to the principles and policies
of this NPPF’.
Paragraph 182 provides that an Inspector should assess ‘whether a Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the Duty to Co-operate, such that compliance with the duty must also be reflected in the
assessment of soundness’ .
Para 182 continues that ‘A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it
considers is “sound” – namely that is:
•

Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements
from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving
sustainable development;

•

Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

•

Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic priorities; and:

•

Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF.

National Planning Policy Guidance
The National Planning Policy Guidance [NPPG] was released in March 2014. The NPPG provides further
guidance and clarity on the NPPF. With regards to the Duty to Co-operate, the NPPG advises;
Local planning authorities must demonstrate how they have complied with the duty at the
independent examination of their Local Plans. If a local planning authority cannot demonstrate
that it has complied with the duty then the Local Plan will not be able to proceed further in
examination.
Local planning authorities will need to satisfy themselves about whether they have complied with
the duty. As part of their consideration, local planning authorities will need to bear in mind that
the cooperation should produce effective and deliverable policies on strategic cross boundary
matters.
(Paragraph: 001Reference ID: 9-001-20140306)
Furthermore, the NPPG advises as to ‘ What actions constitute effective cooperation under the duty to
cooperate? ’ and states:
The actions will depend on local needs which will differ, so there is no definitive list of actions
that constitute effective cooperation under the duty. Cooperation should produce effective
policies on cross boundary strategic matters. This is what local planning authorities and other
public bodies should focus on when they are considering how to meet the duty. Local planning
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authorities should bear in mind that effective cooperation is likely to require sustained joint
working with concrete actions and outcomes. It is unlikely to be met by an exchange of
correspondence, conversations or consultations between authorities alone . (our emphasis)
(Paragraph: 011Reference ID: 9-011-20140306)
The NPPG also advises on ‘ If a local planning authority has adopted a Local Plan is it required to
cooperate with another local planning authority that is bringing forward a plan’ ? It states:
The National Planning Policy Framework ( paragraph 182 ) requires local planning authorities to
take a strategic approach in their Local Plans. Local Plans should be based on a strategy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring local planning authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development.
(our emphasis)
(Paragraph: 020Reference ID: 9-020-20140306)
SOUNDNESS OF THE DRAFT NEW LOCAL PLAN
This section considers the soundness of the NLP in the light of the prevailing planning policy framework.
In summary, we consider;
Policy H1: Object/Unsound . Is not being ‘positively prepared’ or ‘consistent with national policy’ and has
not undertaken the appropriate Duty to Co-operate.
Policy H4: Object/Unsound. Is not being ‘positively prepared’, ‘consistent with national policy’, ‘justified’
or ‘effective’.
Policy GB2: Support/Sound . This is necessary in Castle Point and is supported.
Policy NE8: Support/Sound . Consider this policy achieves what parts 6 and 7 of Policy H4 is seeking
thereby rendering parts 6 and 7 of Policy H4 unnecessary and unjustified.
Proposals Map: Comment/Unsound . To be amended to reflect proposed amendments.
Overall, we support the NLP in undertaking a Green Belt review and seeking to proactively allocate sites
within the Green Belt, and in this regard, support the principle of Policy H4. However, we are concerned
with the NLP’s approach towards the identified Objectively Assessed Needs and whether the NLP has
appropriately justified a lower housing target in the light of the Duty to Co-operate.
Furthermore, we are concerned that the NLP seeks to delay the delivery of the Site to beyond 2031 with
no sound justification and we therefore object to parts 6 and 7 of Policy 4.
We consider the NLP proposes a suite of sufficient and suitable policies to ensure that one of the primary
reasons set in Part 6 of Policy 4 (Biodiversity) to justify the delay in the delivery of the Site is in place
(Policy NE8 Ecologically Sensitive and Designated Sites). Given the recognised significant need to
deliver housing in the short term (due to the lack of a 5-yr supply of land) and that the Objectively
Assessed Needs are not being met, we consider the draft NLP is at present unsound on this basis.
i) Objectively Assessed Needs and Policy H1
NLP Paragraphs 13.8 – 13.22 set out the Council’s approach to identifying Housing Need and ranges
from 200 to 500 dwellings per annum. The Objectively Assessed Need is acknowledged as being
between 400-500dpa.
However, a review of the evidence base ‘Housing Growth Topic Paper’ [October 2013] identifies that up
to 11 growth scenarios were tested (page 102 Figure 29) and identified a housing target ranging from
circa 30 dwellings per annum to circa 580 dwellings per annum (depending on which scenario is
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pursued).
The NLP and Policy H1 conclude that a housing target of 200dpa is an appropriate figure (4,000
dwellings in the plan period). NLP Para 13.21 confirms that 200dpa is considered appropriate to ‘ensure
that the strategic functions of the Green Belt have been retained’ . However, there is no sound
justification or robust evidence base that tests what the maximum capacity of dwellings is before the harm
to the Green Belt outweighs the need to deliver housing. The 200dpa figure is therefore based on a
subjective judgement, and not ‘robust evidence’.
This is especially of concern given that NLP para 13.20 states ‘when this document is considered
alongside the SHLAA Update 2013, it is clear that the borough has capacity to accommodate in the
region of 4,000 homes in the periods 2011-2031 .’ This indicates that the Borough has the capacity to
potentially deliver a higher housing figure.
This position is confirmed in the ‘SHLAA Update 2013’ and the ‘Housing Capacity Topic Paper’
(November 2013) (p32) which identifies that there is in fact capacity for 5,529 dwellings in a 15-year
period, and a further 1,650 dwellings beyond the 15 years for both non-Green Belt and Green Belt sites.
However, p33 of the Topic Paper seeks to justify reducing the Objectively Assessed Needs figure by
applying a % reduction to what is considered an appropriate % for Green Belt development. This
approach cascades down the availability of Green Belt sites from 2,849 dwellings to 1,403 dwellings, and
is based on a ‘what feels appropriate’ approach. This again is a subjective judgement, and not based on
a ‘sound’ and justified planning approach.
This is a wholly unsound approach. We consider a more appropriate methodology to understand the full
extent of the sites within the Green Belt is to test each potential Site against the 5No. Principal purposes
of the Green Belt (as set out in NPPF para. 80) and whether the Green Belt function is maintained in
delivering this quantum of growth. It is an arbitrary approach to simply apply a % reduction and as a
result, does not assess appropriately what the maximum housing target could be before there is
considered harm to the Green Belt. The figure of 200dpa is therefore contrived and unsound.
This issue is further compounded by the 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
200dpa, the unmet housing need (400-500dpa) is being accommodated in neighbouring authorities (as
required by the NPPF and NPPG).
CPBC recognises this shortcoming and states on p48 of the Housing Capacity Topic Paper (November
2013) that:
It will be necessary for additional work to be undertaken as part of the Duty to Cooperate to
determine how un-met need will be addressed before this aspect of the tests of soundness can be
complied with. The unmet need is between 4,000 to 6,000 homes based on the findings of the
Housing Growth Topic Paper.
We therefore urge CPBC to actively engage with its neighbouring authorities to ensure that the figure of
200dpa can be justified and that the legal and soundness tests required for the Duty to Co-operate have
been met. If done correctly, this will inevitably ensure a more robust position at any future Examination
and allow the NLP to be adopted as early as possible with a robust and appropriately evidenced based
housing target.
ii ) The 5-year Housing Land Supply Position
It is necessary for CPBC to demonstrate and maintain a 5-yr supply of land for housing. In June 2013, the
Secretary of State confirmed in an Appeal Decision (Land off Glebelands, Thundersley) that the HLS
position in CPBC was only 0.7yrs.
It is therefore evident that not only can CPBC not demonstrate it has a 5-year supply of land for housing,
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but that it is not proposing to meet its Objectively Assessed Needs or demonstrated how this will be met
elsewhere. This is not considered to be a proactive approach, nor is it ‘boosting significantly the supply of
land for housing’ as set out in the NPPF.
It is therefore of significant concern that the NLP is seeking to delay the delivery of sites (such as this
Site) that are otherwise ‘deliverable’ in the context of footnote 11 of the NPPF and acceptable in Green
Belt terms.
iii) Policy H4: Land off Kiln Road, Thundersley
We support the principle of the identification and allocation of Land off Kiln Road, Thundersley as per
Policy H4. However, in the light of the lack of a 5-yr supply of land for housing and that Objectively
Assessed Needs are not being met, we do not consider that the artificial delay of part of the allocation to
come forward beyond 2031 justified or appropriate.
Policy 4 Part 6 seeks to justify this position by stating that the 8ha area is safeguarded ‘for the purpose of
meeting the needs in the period beyond 2031’. It is clearly evident that this need exists now, and
therefore the proposed policy wording inappropriate.
In this respect, the Committee Report to Ordinary Council on 15 January 2014 is particularly revealing, as
it is Officer’s view that the whole site is available now. Paras 13.14 and 13.15 state:
13.14 The total overall capacity for this entire site including existing commitments has been
assessed to be around 600 homes. Members have indicated concern with regard to the extent of
the proposals for this site, and sought for the number of homes over this entire site to be
restricted to 450 in total. Specifically, members have asked that the area of land to the north of the
Chase and to the east of SEEVIC sports filed is not brought forward for development.
13.15 There is no evidence to support the removal of this part of the site from the proposals for
redevelopment in this area, and it is unclear as to how this land should be treated in the future.
Due to the disconnection with the wider Green belt the site it is difficult to justify a Green Belt
allocation , although this is currently shown. The site could potentially be safeguarded for
housing development beyond 2031; however, given this site is deliverable it would be difficulty in
planning terms to justify a delay to development on the site.
(our emphasis)
It is therefore clearly evident that the professional Officers at CPBC consider this site is deliverable, and
that there is no material reason as to why a delay to the delivery of the site should occur. CPBC is not
meeting its Objectively Assessed Needs and does not have a 5-year supply of land, and therefore not in
a position to seek to artificially delay deliverable sites coming forward within the Plan Period.
In addition, there is no reference in the Committee Report that there are issues relating to the biodiversity
of the Site and the ‘abundance of trees’ as referenced in NLP para 13.57. Part 6 of Policy 4 seeks that if it
is demonstrated through a Local Plan Review that the site needs to be released, it ‘ must be
demonstrated that proposals for the land will not result in a new loss in biodiversity’ .
With regards to ’trees’, it is recognised that adjacent parcels of land have a number of trees on site.
However, it should be noted (and reflected in any future NLP) that this Site does not contain a significant
number of trees and it is likely that any development on this site will in fact provide for new trees as part
of future development that will likely be in excess of what is presently on site.
Notwithstanding that there is no constraint to delivery of the Site in this regard (as this matter affects the
whole of the allocation Policy 4), the NLP already provides for an appropriate policy to protect and
enhance biodiversity within Policy EN8. There is therefore no requirement for reference within Policy H4
part 6 and 7 relating to either the delay in delivery of that part of the site to beyond 2031 or that a
biodiversity constraint is present. This is not a proactive approach to delivering housing.
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Accordingly, amendments to Policy H4 are proposed with associated amendments being made to the
Proposals Map and supporting paragraphs 13.50 – 13.57 of the NLP to reflect this position.
It should also be noted that if CPBC is not mindful to introduce the whole 8ha of land into Policy H4 (as
proposed below), it should, as a minimum, introduce this Site (crica 1.7ha and as shown in Appendix 1).
This is because it is clearly evident that the Site is not constrained for the reasons as set out in parts 6
and 7 of Policy 4 and is materially different in this respect to the adjacent parcels of land that contain the
high levels of biodiversity and trees as referenced in the NLP.
SUITABILITY OF THE SITE
The identification of the Site within Policy H4 demonstrates that the principle of removing it from the
Green Belt is acceptable to CPBC (whether that occurs before or after 2031). The Site has therefore
been tested in this regard and found to be ‘suitable’.
The Site has direct access to Hart Road. This not only provides for suitable access to the Site, but can, if
desired, facilitate access to and the delivery of adjoining parcels of land within the allocated site. There
are no overriding site constraints, particularly relating to biodiversity and trees, and appropriate mitigation
measures will ensure the development of the site remains suitable, having due regard to other material
planning considerations and policies of the NLP (i.e. Policy EN8).
Furthermore, the Site in single ownership and has/is being promoted for residential development. It is
therefore ‘available’ for development.
The Site can deliver circa 35 residential dwellings including appropriate levels of open space and
infrastructure whilst maintaining and respecting the existing characteristics of the area. Particularly, the
Site is well contained by existing and permanent boundaries, including within its immediate urban context
on Hart Road. CPBC recognise this position by concluding that the Site is suitable to be removed from
the Green Belt in principle and the Site should be seen as ‘infilling’ in the context of the existing
Settlement. A potential layout demonstrates this in Appendix 1.
The Site can be delivered in the first 5 years of the plan period and there are no overriding technical
constraints to delivery. It is therefore ‘achievable’.
The Site is therefore ‘suitable’, ‘available’ and ‘achievable’ and thus truly ‘deliverable’ as set out in the
NPPF and NPPG. There is no sound justification why the Site should not come forward now under Policy
H4.
In addition, the Site can come forward as a standalone site or in combination with the wider allocated site.
It therefore does not prejudice future development under Policy H4 nor does it rely on the delivery of the
wider site.
Appendix 1 demonstrates how a scheme for 35 dwellings could come forward, but is not fixed. The
scheme provides for:
•

35 No. residential dwellings at a low density responding to the local character and surrounds;

•

Family orientated mix towards 3 and 4 bed houses with generous plots;

•

Approximately 10% of the site safeguarded for public open space and a significant amount of
new landscaping and trees;

•

Provision of on plot parking and garages and parking levels set in accordance with ESCC
guidance

•

Provision of 25% visitor parking;

•

Internal road layout to facilitate access to adjoining parcels of land.
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The Site meets the NPPF’s three dimensions of Sustainable Development and performs:
•

a social role : by delivering housing that is if a suitable mix and quality including affordable to
meet the need;

•

an economic role : in bringing forward employment opportunities during the construction phases,
increased in labour force to the area, additional expenditure to the local economy by future
residents and New Homes Bonus and CIL receipts; and

•

An environmental role : in being well located to existing facilities and services as well as public
transport routes. It will also provide for new areas of public open space and enhance biodiversity.

CONCLUSION
These representations are submitted on behalf of Caneleigh Limited who has land interest in Thundersley
known as ‘242-248 Hart Road, Thundersley’.
The Site forms part of the proposed New Housing Allocation at ‘Land off Kiln Road’ within Policy H4 of
the NLP. The Site is identified as part of the 8Ha of land that is proposed to be safeguarded for meeting
the housing need beyond 2031 as set out in parts 6 and 7 of Policy H4.
The Site is approximately 1.7ha and considered to be able to accommodate circa 35 dwellings and
associated open space and infrastructure.
We support the principle of the allocation of the site under Policy H4 and that a Green Belt Review is
being undertaken. However, we are concerned that:
•

the NLP is seeking to delay the delivery of the site to beyond 2031;

•

CPBC cannot demonstrate it has a 5-year supply of land for housing (presently 0.7yrs worth of
supply);

•

The NLP is not meeting its Objectively Assessed Needs figure (400-500dpa) and no robust
evidence base is present to justify a reduced housing target (200dpa);

•

CPBC has not demonstrated how it has undertaken its Duty to Co-operate and how neighbouring
authorities are to accommodate the unmet housing need in Castle Point;

In order to move forward, we consider the CPBC should:
•

Amend Policy H4 to either completely remove parts 6 and 7 and allocate the 8Ha of land for
housing now, or amend Policy H4 to solely include this specific deliverable Site (1.7ha);

•

Amend the Proposals Map to indicate the Site is shown as a ‘New Housing Site’ and not
‘Safeguarded for Housing’;

•

Carefully consider whether the housing target set out in Policy H1 is appropriate in the light of
the need to successfully undertake the Duty to Co-operate and the present lack of 5-yr Supply of
Housing Land;

The Site should be allocated for housing now. It is a truly deliverable site and can meet the unmet
housing need in the short term. The Site meets the NPPF’s three dimensions of sustainable development
and will deliver a high quality development that does not prejudice or rely upon adjacent sites.
We would welcome early engagement with CPBC in respect of the delivery of the Site and to discuss the
contents of these representations.
ATTACHMENT: Land N. Chase (Caneleigh Ltd).pdf
Policy H5: New Housing Site - Land at Thorney Bay Caravan Park, Canvey Island
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The north eastern section of the proposed development site is a designated Local Wildlife Site of high
ecological value, known as Thorneycreek Fleet (CP35), which comprises water channels and a significant
area (1.4 ha) of reed beds, along with associated birds such as Reed and Sedge Warbler. In addition, the
LoWS includes a section of rough grassland bordering Thorney Bay Road which supports a large
population of common lizards; slow worm have also been recorded and there is an active badger sett
located here. The reed bed has spread and stabilised in recent years and now provides a third important
area of this UK and Essex BAP (Biodiversity Action Plan) habitat on Canvey Island, along with the sites
known as Canvey Lakes and Canvey Village Marsh.
182

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Seek a
technical
alteration

An adequate buffer zone must be incorporated into the development design in order to protect the
important wildlife and habitats of Thorneycreek Fleet LoWS.
The north-western section of the application site, although not included as part of the LoWS, comprises a
significant area of rough grassland which is of high ecological value; in addition to supporting populations
of common lizards, slow worm and grass snake, it contains a very large, active main badger sett and
provides an important foraging area for these mammals.
Any proposed development of the north-western section of this site would necessitate compensation by
way of the provision of alternative suitable habitat nearby for sett construction and foraging. See also our
comments relating to Policy NE8.

Recommended Response and Actions
ACTION: It is agreed that policy H5 should be developed in
a way which supports biodiversity and protects the wildlife
present around Thorneycreek Fleet Local Wildlife Site.
It is therefore proposed that an additional paragraph is
inserted in the supporting text to policy H5 after paragraph
13.58:
Towards the north east of this site is a Local Wildlife Site
known as Thorneycreek Fleet which is 1.4ha in size and
comprises of water channels and reed beds which are
important habitats for migratory bird species. Additionally,
there is associated rough grassland supporting priority and
protected species including common lizards, slow worms
and badgers. It is therefore essential that development on
this site avoids these parts of the site, and provides
opportunities for habitat enhancement. This could be
achieved in association with the delivery of green
infrastructure and open space within the site.
It is also proposed that an additional bullet point is included
under part 2 of policy H5 which reads as follows:
An approach to wildlife which maintains and enhances
biodiversity value of Thorneycreek Fleet Local Wildlife Site
and associated rough grassland, and is consistent with
policy NE8 in all other respects;
ACTION: Evidence in the Residential Use of Caravans
Report indicates that there were approximately 330
caravans on this site permanently occupied at the 1st April
2011.

The Local Plan proposes 600 new homes to be delivered up to 2031.
ECC refers to paragraphs 13.62 and 13.185 with regards the potential replacement of permanent and
transient caravan use within the site.
Kevin Fraser
256

Essex County
Council

Object

It is proposed [some/all] of this site will be developed for traditional housing. Some of the current
caravans have permanent residential occupiers. . There is a concern that permanent traditional dwellings
may lead to an overall increase in the demand for school places arising from this site which could place
pressure on the ability to provide primary school places on Canvey Island. Accordingly it is recommended
that ECC should say that the total number of dwellings to be provided on the site should not exceed the
number of dwellings which are currently occupied as someone’s main residence . It is recommended that
ECC should welcome reference to the opportunity to extend public transport to the southern part of
Canvey Island, as this is a key priority in the Local Transport Plan.

The landowner of this site has indicated that he intends to
retain 300 caravans on the western part of the current
caravan park in an area not the subject of this proposed
allocation, or the planning application.
This would mean that once fully delivered the number of
residential units on this site would be 900 units. This
represents a net increase of 570 units based on the 2011
baseline position.
Given that there will therefore be an increase in the official
number of homes located on this site, it is proposed that
paragraph 13.62 is amended as follows:
There are approximately 1,100 caravans on the existing
caravan site. Council tax records show that around 330 of
these caravans were in permanent residential occupation
at the 1st April 2011. It is expected that approximately 300
caravans will be retained on the western portion of the
current caravan site beyond the area identified for housing
purposes. The result of this will be a net increase of around
570 homes over the plan period. This will have implications
for healthcare and education provision within this part of
Canvey Island. There will be a need for additional GP and
primary school place capacity to support this growth.
Additionally, this growth will result in additional impacts on
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the highway network during peak hours. It is therefore
necessary to ensure that public transport provision is
adequate to serve growth in this location to encourage
sustainable travel patterns. The proposed extension to
Roscommon Way runs through the northern part of this
site. This site is proposed in order to relieve east-west
routes on Canvey Island, and it is therefore important that
land is safeguarded to enable the delivery of this route to
both support growth and provide benefit to all Canvey
residents.
It is also proposed that an additional bullet is included
under part 2 of policy H5, to ensure that infrastructure is
delivered alongside growth:
A phasing plan which ensures that housing growth is
accompanied by appropriate infrastructure provision.
ACTION: Evidence in the Residential Use of Caravans
Report indicates that there were approximately 330
caravans on this site permanently occupied at the 1st April
2011.
The landowner of this site has indicated that he intends to
retain 300 caravans on the western part of the current
caravan park in an area not the subject of this proposed
allocation, or the planning application.
This would mean that once fully delivered the number of
residential units on this site would be 900 units. This
represents a net increase of 570 units based on the 2011
baseline position.

John Henry
435

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Seek a
technical
alteration

NHSE supports the requirement for any master plan for this area to ensure that sufficient infrastructure is
provided to support growth in this location. It is also noted that the development of this site is intended to
provide replacement accommodation for the existing population. On this basis NHSE concurs that "it is
unlikely that the replacement of these caravans with fewer houses will impact on the capacity of
healthcare providers." (Paragraph 13.62).
However, should an assessment of development proposals for this site indicate that the population would
increase, NHSE would expect the associated impacts on the capacity of catchment healthcare facilities
and services to be appropriately assessed and mitigated.

Given that there will therefore be an increase in the official
number of homes located on this site, it is proposed that
paragraph 13.62 is amended as follows:
There are approximately 1,100 caravans on the existing
caravan site. Council tax records show that around 330 of
these caravans were in permanent residential occupation
at the 1st April 2011. It is expected that approximately 300
caravans will be retained on the western portion of the
current caravan site beyond the area identified for housing
purposes. The result of this will be a net increase of around
570 homes over the plan period. This will have implications
for healthcare and education provision within this part of
Canvey Island. There will be a need for additional GP and
primary school place capacity to support this growth.
Additionally, this growth will result in additional impacts on
the highway network during peak hours. It is therefore
necessary to ensure that public transport provision is
adequate to serve growth in this location to encourage
sustainable travel patterns. The proposed extension to
Roscommon Way runs through the northern part of this
site. This site is proposed in order to relieve east-west
routes on Canvey Island, and it is therefore important that
land is safeguarded to enable the delivery of this route to
both support growth and provide benefit to all Canvey
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Recommended Response and Actions
residents.
It is also proposed that an additional bullet is included
under part 2 of policy H5, to ensure that infrastructure is
delivered alongside growth:
A phasing plan which ensures that housing growth is
accompanied by appropriate infrastructure provision.
Support for the requirements of policy H5 noted and
welcomed.

To support this section, you may wish to consider the inclusion of an explicit reference to the TE2100
aspiration for the Canvey Island policy unit, which states:

Martin Barrell
388

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: In recognition of the benefits of this development
in terms of improve flood safety it is proposed that
paragraph 13.58 is amended to read as follows:

"Vulnerable development such as single storey buildings, mobile home parks and camp sites should have
This site is approximately 21.8ha in size and was
escape or community refuge plans. If this is not possible, they should be replaced by other uses or
designated as a long-term housing site in the 1998
buildings which have living accommodation above flood level".
Adopted Local Plan. The land is currently in use as a
We note the resolution to grant outline planning permission for residential development at this site, and
caravan park. The TE2100 Plan states that vulnerable
support the reference at paragraph 13.59 to the need to demonstrate flood resistance and resilience as
developments such as mobile home parks should be
part of a reserved matters application. The site master plan should be governed by the SFRA outputs,
replaced by other uses or buildings which have living
notably the time to inundation and hazard information for the composite breach maps.
accommodation above flood level. The redevelopment of
this site for traditional housing presents the opportunity to
We also support the reference to the need to manage surface water in paragraph 13.60, and that this
achieve this. The site benefits from a resolution to grant
should be achieved through the provision of multi-functional green space and green infrastructure.
outline planning consent for housing development and has
However, the Critical Drainage Area (CDA) referred to should be referenced to the SE SWMP for reader
capacity for around 600 homes and a residential institution.
clarity.
1.4ha of the eastern part of this site is public open space.
Regarding paragraph 13.61; reference could be made to the requirements for safeguarded land for future
flood defence improvements and associated aesthetic landscaping works. A 19m buffer zone has already ACTION: It is appropriate, given the proximity of this site to
the sea wall to include a cross reference to policy CC3
been agreed to this affect and is represented on the Proposals map.
which safeguards land for future flood defence works. It is
With regards to the wording of Policy H5, we support the requirement for a site master plan to
proposed that start of paragraph 13.61 is amended to read
incorporate: flood resistance and resilience from all sources, and to include safe refuge (point 2b);
as follows:
surface water management (point 2c); and the provision of greenways linking with existing GI and the
The site is adjacent to the coast, requiring a part of the site
coast (point 2d). The requirement for GI to link with the coast could be strengthened by reference to the
to be safeguarded for future flood defence works in
TE2100 land safeguards.
accordance with policy CC3 of this plan. The coastal
location presents opportunities through the design of the
development...

Policy H6: New Housing Site - Land at Point Road, Canvey Island

I have seen nothing about an access road off the point to Leigh which i would have thought been a
obvious answer in these days of health and safety .

ACTION: This site was identified in the 1998 Adopted Local
Plan as a housing site. It is previously developed land in an
area which is suitable for residential development.
Therefore, it is considered that is should remain as a
housing site in the New Local Plan moving forward. This is
consistent with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development as set out in the NPPF. It should be noted
that the highway authority and the Environment Agency did
not maintain objections in relation to the planning
application submitted for development of the western
portion of this site.

there was not long ago a large amount of names i believe in protest to this development that you have i
presume have been ignored but i have no idea on what grounds you have seemingly are going to press
ahead with a development that is not appropriate for the area you are trying to squeezing it in the

However, since the draft New Local Plan was written the
Council has resolved to refuse planning permission for
development on this site due to the failure of the applicant
to sign a S106 Legal Agreement to provide affordable

Having received your information pack i feel i must strongly object to the proposed site at point road as i
live very close to this part of the island i must say that by building on this site i think you are putting many
lives at risk in the advent of a flood as the roads
could not cope in the advent of an extra 200-300 cars trying to evacuate.

141

George Middleton

Object

But we have many problems as you well know with the sewer systems as we found out in the recent
heavy rainfall were numerous homes endured heavy flooding and of there is as you also know the point
road is already pushed to cope with existing amount of traffic without extra traffic you propose.
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infrastructure is just not good enough and i believe you must know this to be true.

Recommended Response and Actions
housing and other mitigation. The landowner had indicated
to the Council that the proposed development was not
viable, but had provided no evidence to support this claim.
The Council’s own Whole Plan Viability Assessment does
however indicate that flatted development schemes are
unlikely to be viable on Canvey Island. To this end, it is
unlikely that the proposed scheme on which policy H6 was
based can reasonably be delivered.
It is therefore proposed that site H6 is reviewed through the
SHLAA process, with consideration given to lower density
proposals based on houses rather than flats. Policy H6
should be amended to reflect the outcomes of the SHLAA
in terms of the capacity of this site.
ACTION: Given that the application for development of the
western portion of this site has been refused since the draft
New Local Plan was prepared it is proposed that paragraph
13.63 is amended to read as follows:
This site is approximately 2.8ha in size, and was
designated as a new development site for residential
purposes in the 1998 Adopted Local Plan. The western
part of this site is currently occupied by a local builders’
merchant. The eastern part of the site is occupied by a
number of small commercial and industrial businesses.
There is the capacity to redevelop this site to deliver xx
homes.[number to be inserted upon review of the SHLAA]

ACTION: In recognition of the need to ensure that housing
development is supported by sufficient infrastructure
provision, it is proposed that policy H6 is amended to
require this explicitly.
NHSE objects to the Policy's omission of the need to assess and mitigate the impacts on the capacity of
healthcare facilities and services arising from the proposed development of this site.

John Henry
436

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Object

It is proposed that the following sentence is added to the
end of paragraph 13.68:

Therefore, in the interests of ensuring a consistent approach to achieving sustainable development, it is
recommended that Policy H6 is amended to include an additional requirement under item 2, as follows:

Evidence from NHS England also indicates that there will
be a need for additional provision of GP services in the
local area to support housing growth in this location.

"In order to ensure that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the
development must: d. ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location."

It is proposed that after part 2 of policy H6, a new
requirement is inserted:
The development must be supported by sufficient
infrastructure, and a phasing plan must be prepared which
ensures that infrastructure is delivered alongside housing
development on this site.

Martin Barrell
389

Environment
Agency

Paragraph 13.64 highlights that the outline consent in place for the western part of the site has already
appropriately considered flood resistance and resilience measures, and that the eastern part of the site
will also need to demonstrate appropriate provision as part of the Exception Test. However, having
reviewed the "New Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Options November 2013‟; it
appears that the eastern part of this allocation has not yet been subject to the Sequential Test. It must be
demonstrated that this site has been subject to the Sequential Test prior to the submission of the New
Local Plan, to ensure compliance with paragraphs 100 - 102 of the NPPF.

ACTION: As the planning application for the western
portion of this site has been refused, it is necessary to
amend the Sequential and Exception Test to reflect this.
However, given that the Environment Agency did not
maintain an objection to the previous application, and
because OAN is far higher than the capacity of the
borough, it is unlikely that this site will fail the sequential or
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We support the reference in paragraph 13.65 to the need to manage surface water appropriately, and
that this should be achieved through the provision of multi-functional green space and green
infrastructure. As above, the CDA referred to should be referenced to the SE SWMP for reader clarity.
Regarding paragraph 13.66, the TE2100 requirements for safeguarding land for future defence raising
should be referenced, especially as this site currently is within the 19m buffer zone shown on the
Proposals map.
With regards to Policy H6, and notwithstanding the above, we support the references at points 2a, 2b,
and 2c to the requirement for scheme design to provide for open space and link with GI; be resistant and
resilient to flood risk and include safe refuge; and to manage surface water so as not to increase risk on
or off site. The requirement for GI to link with the coast could be strengthened by reference to the TE2100
land safeguards.

Recommended Response and Actions
exception tests.
ACTION: To reflect the changed planning status of this
site, it is necessary to amend paragraph 13.64 to make it
clear that the sequential and exception tests will need to be
passed. It is proposed that the amended text reads as
follows:
The site is located on Canvey Island and will therefore
need to pass the sequential and exception tests set out in
the NPPF at the time of application. In order to pass the
exception test it will be necessary for the design of the
development to ensure flood resistance and flood
resilience, and provide safe places of refuge in the event
that a flood does occur.
It is also proposed that an additional requirement is
inserted as part 2 of policy H6 (as required on site H16):
Housing development may be brought forward on this site
only at the time when there is an insufficient supply of land
to ensure a five year housing land supply, and the
sequential and exception tests for flood risk can be met.

This policy attempts to provide a specific response to the area/development - clause 2) (a) Make
provision for open spaces within the development, linking to existing green infrastructure and the coast.

David Hammond
525

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

A clause of similar requirement within each housing policy would be welcomed, for example;
The scheme will make provision for open spaces within the development, linking into existing and
planned green infrastructure and have regard to designated landscapes and areas adjacent to the site.

Support for the approach to nature conservation
management and enhancement identified in policy H6
noted and welcomed.

Policy H7: New Housing Site - Land off Scrub Lane, Hadleigh
The South Essex Surface Water Management Plan has
assessed flood risk in Castle Point arising from extreme
rainfall events. Figures C25 and C26 show the areas of
My house is directly next door and I know it will flood if you undertake this idiotic scheme. The field gets
surface water flood risk in the Hadleigh area. This shows
waterlogged (I can prove it with photos) The land is CAS4 - so do not build on it. Look at the news, heavy that there is no flood risk to properties neighbouring site
rainfall will be more and more common. My house will flood and your actions will ruin my life. What will be H7, with the flow path for surface water in this area being
my redress?
further to the south. On this basis, there is no evidence to
suggest that the flood risk identified by this consultee
64 houses is 120 cars- road will not cope. It is already a rat run for lorries when there is a problem on
exists.
A13. Traffic backed up from rectory road junction. H7 plan is madness.
Object vehemently

33

Mr. Andrew
Fensome

Object

I do not trust your flood management nor your integrity. You will not manage the drainage and this
development will flood my house (just in case I have not made the point sufficiently well)
Scrub Lane Mews was permitted by yourselves and is totally out of keeping in Scrub Lane. What have
you got against residents in this road? Forget the central govt Blofeld master plan, its manufactured by
ludicrous toffs who can't find their a**e unless someone gives them a map, forget your obsession with
pound notes and start looking after people who have lived around here for years. Build the new school
but leave the field as a natural meadow for all to enjoy.
How can you reassure me that the house I have worked 50 hours a week to buy will not flood. This grass
is needed for drainage. LEAVE IT AS IT IS

168

Mr Roy Warren

Object

It is accepted that this site was safeguarded for long residential and open space purposes in the adopted
local plan. However, unlike policy H4 of the adopted local plan, the policy in the emerging local plan

In terms of traffic generation, the Transport Assessment
sets out TRICs Trip Generation Rates for Castle Point. A
development of 64 homes would give rise to around 32
additional trips during both the AM and PM peaks. This
represents an additional car every 2 minutes. It is not
considered likely that this will have a significant impact on
capacity on the local road network. The NPPF requires the
impacts of traffic, following mitigation, to be severe if
development is to be declined on transport grounds.
In terms of design, policies in relation to this matter are set
out in section 14 of the draft New Local Plan.
ACTION: The majority of this site has been fenced off for a
period in excess of 10 years and has not been in use as a
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Recommended Response and Actions

allocates the site only for residential development. The site covered by the policy allocation is
predominantly disused land that was formerly a school playing field although a small area to the south
forms part of Hadleigh Infant School's existing playing field. Consequently, the allocation would result in
the loss of existing and former school playing fields. The adopted plan safeguarded the site partly for
public open space which may have offered potential to help mitigate the loss of playing field provision.
However, the current allocation would involve the loss of the whole site for residential without any
provision for compensatory public open space or playing field provision. This loss without any mitigation
would result in the loss of playing fields that could meet unmet community needs. This approach would
not accord with Government policy in paragraph 74 of the NPPF or Sport England's playing fields policy.
As set out in other representations on the local plan, Sport England is not satisfied with the robustness of
the Council's evidence base in relation to playing pitch provision (Playing Pitch Assessment May 2012)
and therefore it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that the playing fields that would be lost are
surplus to both school and community requirements.

playing field (or public open space) during that period. The
appeal decision in relation to the Glebelands Site in
Thundersley considered the need for compensate for the
loss of a Local Wildlife site despite its demise three years
previous. The Inspector in that case concluded that there
was not a requirement to compensate a past loss, and it is
considered that that principle applies in this case also.

In view of this site already being subject to a safeguarding policy in the adopted local plan and the limited
space available within the area that has been allocated for mitigating the loss of playing fields, it is
considered that off-site playing field mitigation would be acceptable in principle for compensating for the
loss of the site. It is therefore requested that the policy be amended to refer to the need for provision to
be made for an appropriate level of off-site playing field mitigation as a requirement of any development
allocation. The proposed master plan could then consider how this should be best addressed in practice.
The Council will be aware of Sport England's role as a statutory consultee on planning applications
affecting playing fields. Sport England would be a statutory consultee on the area of the site which forms
part of the school's existing playing field. To avoid potential objections and delays at a later date if this
site is allocated for development which may affect its deliverability, it is advised that discussions take
place with Sport England before the Local Plan is submitted for examination. Further advice can be
provided on how our concerns could be potentially addressed.

It is noted that the proposed housing site does include an
element of existing playing field at Hadleigh Infant School,
and that the new Junior School will be provided upon the
existing playing field. The owners of the land and their
development partner have been working on proposals for
this site, and have advised that they have been in contact
with Sport England previously to determine the
appropriateness of their proposals and to ensure that there
is sufficient on-site provision of playing field to support the
Infant and Junior School in this location. It is understood
that their proposals provide adequate pitch provision for
these age groups having regard to the size of the two
schools. However, off-site compensation in relation to this
element of the proposal is not unreasonable given the
quantitative loss.
On this basis it is recommended that the plan seeks
compensation for any loss of the existing playing field at
Hadleigh Infant School. It is proposed that the following
requirement is inserted after part 2 of policy H7:
It is expected that any loss of existing playing fields arising
from this development is fully compensated at a site nearby
within the Hadleigh area.

John Henry
437

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Support

NHSE supports the Council’s requirement for any master plan for this area to ensure that “sufficient
infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location.”

Support for the reference to sufficient infrastructure
provision within policy H7 noted and welcomed. However, it
is considered that the following bullet point should be
added to part 2 of this policy to aid with the delivery of
infrastructure:
A phasing plan which ensures that housing growth is
accompanied by appropriate infrastructure provision.

Martin Barrell
390

Environment
Agency

Support

We support the inclusion of wording at part 2c of Policy H7 requiring the management of surface water so Support for the reference to surface water management in
as not to increase risk on or off site.
policy H7 noted and welcomed.

Policy H8: New Housing Site - Land at the former Castle View School, Canvey Island

57

Patricia Cross

Object

The infrastructure will never be enough to support 50 dwellings in this location, until we have more than
one exit of the island, there should be no more developments. Widened roads will not solve the problem
that the two roads off the island are single carriageways.
As a commuter, I queue to get on and off the island every day, more houses will only exacerbate the
situation.
Furthermore, this is green belt land and should be left alone. We were informed that this land was

The Transport Assessment prepared to inform the draft
New Local Plan identified TRICS Trip Generation Rates for
development within Castle Point. A development of the size
proposed at the former Castle View School site would
generate approximately 25 additional car movements
during both the AM and PM peaks. It is unlikely that this
level of additional traffic generation would have a
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earmarked for the expansion of the new college; perhaps we have been mislead all along.

Recommended Response and Actions
significant impact on the conditions on the road network.
The NPPF is clear that impacts, following mitigation, must
be severe for a proposal to be declined on highways
grounds.
In terms of requiring development at this site to be
dependent on the delivery of highways improvements
nearby, the Highway Authority – Essex County Council –
has indicated in their representation for this site
(representation 257 immediately below) that they would not
expect this development to require the delivery of road
widening on Somnes. It should however be noted that this
scheme is highly likely to be delivered via the SELEP
funding provision in the period to 2021.
With regard to the Green Belt, a Green Belt boundary
review has been undertaken. This indicates that the
boundary of the Green Belt in this location could be
amended without harming the strategic purpose of the
Green Belt. It should also be noted that this site is
previously developed with buildings covering a substantial
proportion of the proposed housing site, and the National
Planning Policy Framework permits the redevelopment of
previously developed land within the Green Belt.

The Local Plan proposes 50 units of specialist extra care accommodation for older people by 2031. The
site is owned by ECC and is supportive of the desire to dispose of the site.

Kevin Fraser
257

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

Policy T2 refers to the necessary improvements/alterations required to the carriageway during the plan
period. This Policy identifies the widening of Somnes Avenue as a necessary scheme, which is supported
by ECC.
However, Policy H8, bullet 4 infers that no development should be commenced on this site until the
widening of Somnes Avenue has occurred in an eastbound direction between Waterside Farm and Link
Road junctions.

ACTION: The Transport Assessment supports the position
taken by Essex County Council in relation to this site.
Therefore, part 4 of policy H8 should be deleted.

It is proposed that ECC should express the view that the likely increase in traffic in this location would not
justify the widening of the road which would act as a barrier to development on the site, and its reference
should be deleted.
NHSE objects to the Policy's omission of the need to assess and mitigate the impacts on the capacity of
healthcare facilities and services arising from the proposed development of this site.

John Henry
438

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Object

As stated above, Class C2 developments comprising residential, care and nursing homes would result in
an increase in the number of elderly persons in need of care within the catchment of the healthcare
facilities and services that would serve the new population. In turn, this would necessitate a greater draw
on primary care services local to the developments. This is likely to have a significant impact on the NHS
funding programme for the delivery of healthcare provision within its area and specifically within the
health catchment of such developments.

ACTION: Having regard to the need for additional
healthcare provision, and also the need to ensure that
other types of infrastructure including education and
transport infrastructure are present to support growth, it is
proposed that the following bullet point is added as part 2c
of policy H8:

Therefore, in the interests of ensuring a consistent approach to achieving sustainable development, it is
recommended that Policy H 8 is amended to include an additional requirement under item 2, as follows:

Ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support
growth in this location, and that infrastructure requirements
are reflected in the phasing of delivery on the site.

"In order to ensure that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the
development must:
c. ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location."
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This site was considered in the "New Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Options
November 2013‟. In common with the Canvey Town Centre regeneration, the final recommendations of
that document highlight that the redevelopment of the site will provide additional benefits, but that the
Council should be satisfied that these benefits outweigh flood risk concerns if the site is to be brought
forward ahead of lower risk sites. Paragraph 13.75 states that the Sequential and Exception Tests are to
be considered as part of any planning application, but this requirement is not currently included in the
policy wording. Similar wording to that included in part 2 of Policy H17 should be added to Policy H8 to
ensure that those tests are applied at the application stage.

Martin Barrell
391

Seek a
technical
alteration

Environment
Agency

The Sequential and Exception tests supporting any application should specifically consider the
appropriateness of the site as a location for a residential care home. It is not clear whether this was the
case when the site was included within the „New Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing
Options‟ document. As previously mentioned, residential care homes can potentially place an additional
burden on emergency responders during a flood event. Locating such facilities in flood risk areas must be
subject to careful consideration, with the Essex Resilience Forum consulted in respect of implications for
their emergency response capabilities.

Recommended Response and Actions

ACTION: Given that this site is located in flood risk zone 3,
it is appropriate that it should meet the requirements of the
sequential and exceptions test at the time of application. It
is therefore proposed that the following text is added after
part 1 of policy H8 (similar to the text which can be found in
policy H16):
Housing development may be brought forward on this site
only at the time when there is an insufficient supply of land
to ensure a five year housing land supply, and the
sequential and exception tests for flood risk can be met.

We support the reference to flood resistance and resilience, and the need to manage surface water as
highlighted in paragraphs 13.75 and 13.76 (although again, reference to the SWMP might be useful). We
also support the inclusion of text within Policy H8 on these points at 2a & 2b; and the need to make
provision for safe, on-site flood refuge facilities. This is likely to be particularly important for a residential
care home.
1. Land at the former Castle View School, Meppel Avenue, and Canvey Island, as identified on the
Proposals Map, is allocated for residential purposes, to deliver approximately 50 units of specialist extra
care accommodation for older people by 2031.
Comment - There is no justification for a specific site allocation for specialist extra care for older people.
Whilst special needs housing is recognized by the NPPF the main thrust of NPPF policy is to is to
promote a wide choice and range of residential opportunities and provide for flexibility in provision and
delivery ( Para 50).
There is currently no 5 year housing supply in the borough and this site is available, deliverable and
sustainable to meet wider strategic housing objectives both at NPPF level and locally. A prescriptive
definition of use is therefore unnecessarily restrictive and is not "justified" and "consistent with national
policy".

310

Essex County
Council Asset
Management

Required change; that reference to " specialist extra care accommodation for older people" is
removed in favour of a general housing allocation.

Gary Smith
Lambert Smith
Hampton

Object

2. It is expected that a contextual approach to urban design will be taken on this site in order to ensure
the development integrates with the existing built form and the surrounding landscape. In order to ensure
that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the development must:
a. Be resilient and resistant to flooding from tidal and surface water sources, and make provision for safe,
on-site refuge facilities in the event that a flood does occur; and
b. Manage surface water on and adjacent to the site ensuring no increase in the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby properties.
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. The development of homes on this site may not occur until Somnes Avenue has been widened in the
eastbound direction between the Waterside Farm and Link Road Junctions.

In terms of the requirement for the provision of extra care
accommodation on this site, the following should be noted:
•

•

The existing building was a community building. It
is consist with the requirements of the draft New
Local Plan as a whole to see unused community
buildings and land re-used for meeting other
community needs; and
The Essex Adult Social Care Market Position
Statement clearly indicates a need for extra care
provision in Castle Point to meet the needs of an
ageing population.

It is therefore considered more than reasonable to expect
Essex County Council to re-use its vacant community
assets in a way that supports the needs of the local
community, as identified by its own Adult Social Care team.
The Council is not therefore minded to amend the
requirement for extra care provision on this site.
The site is currently in community use. In terms of the
public transport requirements for site H8, the Transport
Assessment indicates that most junctions in Castle Point
will exceed capacity as a consequence of the cumulative
impacts of development across Castle Point in the period
to 2029. A modal shift towards public transport and other
active modes of travel is therefore an essential element of
the borough’s transport strategy, and also consistent with
the requirement of the NPPF. Part 5 of policy H8 is
therefore more than justified and the Council is not
therefore minded to delete this requirement.
Whilst it is noted that existing bus routes operate in the
area local to site H8, the only route which directly passes
this site operates during the AM peak only (route 27X). A
walk is required to access routes 22, 27, 21 and 21A, with
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Comment - there is no empirical justification to support the need for road improvements on this site prior
to development. It is acknowledge that in the course of a formal planning application appropriate and
suitable traffic assessments and studies will be submitted in support of any proposal. It is notable that
there are currently approx 70,000 sq ft of building s on site currently and that the consequence of traffic
will therefore be balanced off against the potential re –use and traffic on the network etc. There is no
evidence base to support the policy as drafted at para 4 above.

access to these services not immediately obvious from the
site. Meanwhile, the existing waiting facilities at the nearest
stop for routes 21 and 21A are basic. There is therefore a
clear need to improve local public transport facilities and
services in the vicinity of this site in order to ensure public
transport is an attractive alternative to private travel for
occupants of the site. It is also necessary for the location of
public transport access points to be promoted to new
residents.

We attach a Transport Note prepared by WSP in support of the representations made on Policy H8 para
4 and 5.
Required Change – that para 4 be removed as unjustified on the basis of current evidence and has not
be objectively assessed and consistent with NPPF objectives.
5. During the delivery of homes on this site, public transport waiting facilities and services must be
improved along Somnes Avenue to provide opportunities for sustainable travel patterns.
Comment -as above
Required Change – that para 5 be removed as unjustified on the basis of current evidence and has not
be objectively assessed and consistent with NPPF objectives.
Proposals Map
Dealing with the proposal map issued there are inconsistencies with both the current surplus
accommodation available and allocated under draft policy H8 and shown as suitable for residential
development together with areas designated as Community Facility on land within and adjacent to the
site.
Required Change -We would therefore requested that the map indicating Policy area H8 is amended so
that the current surplus is shown suitable for development in accordance with the OS Plan above and
comprising 3.5 acres approx. Secondly that the Community Facility wash is removed from this vacant and
surplus area completely.
For clarity therefore the land edged red on the OS Extract above should be subject to draft H8.
We trust the above to be clear and concise and that suggested changes meet CPDC approval. We
reserve the rights and the rights of our clients, ECC, to make further comments in respect of the above
and the New Local Plan moves through the process of consultation and amendment.
ATTACHMENT: Planning Reps H8 Castle Point D C _ Castle View 260314.pdf

ACTION: Essex County Highways have advised that the
level of growth likely to arise from this development
proposal is unlikely to give rise to the need to widen
Somnes Avenue alone. Therefore, part 4 of policy H8
should be deleted.
ACTION: Essex County Council have requested that the
site available for development be expanded to include
buildings and land to the south, facing onto Somnes
Avenue. The principle of development in this location is not
questioned, however there are issues associated with
including this extent as follows:
•

•

Part of the land requested is shown within
applications for the Canvey Skills Campus as
providing parking and landscaping for that
development. To include this land within the
residential allocation would reduce parking
provision on site for community uses to the
detriment of surrounding side roads.
The building identified within this area was the
former schools sports hall (the former school had
two sports halls – the eastern most one is now part
of the Canvey Skills Campus). The NPPF indicates
that sports buildings should not be built upon
unless there are replaced elsewhere or
demonstrated to be surplus to requirement. Essex
County Council will need to satisfy this requirement
if this building was included within the residential
allocation.

Given the above issues, it is agreed that the boundary can
be amended to include land to the south of the allocation
identified in the draft New Local Plan. However, it will
exclude land required for the Canvey Skills Campus. Policy
H8 will also be amended to include the following
requirement as part 4:
The loss of the former schools sports hall should be dealt
with in accordance with the requirements of policy H11.
Any replacement provision should be secured prior to the
occupation of development on this site.
It is also proposed that paragraph 13.73 is amended to
read as follows:
The site is approximately 1.2ha in size, and is designated
Green Belt and a school site in the 1998 Adopted Local
Plan. The site is previously developed and is currently
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occupied by the redundant school buildings of the former
Castle View School. These buildings include a sports hall
with changing facilities with a floor area of approximately
930m2.

Policy H9: New Housing Site - Land between Felstead Road and Catherine Road, Benfleet
ACTION: It should be noted that the Highways Authority –
Essex County Council – have not raised an objection to the
proposals for this site either as part of this plan, or through
consideration of the recent planning application for this site.

Strongly object to decimation of rural areas and increased overcrowding of this residential area.

5

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Object

Increased traffic congestion will occur despite proposed traffic calming scheme as cut through roads will
occur. This area is already dangerously congested especially during school times and every cut through
road used which will be further exacerbated by further building development, in an area of hills and
particular dangerous during winter weather, as roads are in accessibly when frost or/and ice occur.
Especially exacerbation of cut through leading on to A13-bread & cheese hill and or Clarence road north,
Thundersley park road and Clifton avenue that are all used at present, very dangerously now. Especially
people attempting to turn right onto a13 from Catherine road.
Strongly object to the stress and absolute health problems this proposal will have on any residents, new
or old within this proposed building project.

This representation does however raise an interesting point
about the reliance of the proposals set out in the recent
planning application on neighbouring side roads,
particularly those nearby the Holy Family School on
Bowers Road. The proposal, which was refused on a
number of design grounds along with other reasons
associated with the acceptability of the proposal, did not
take advantage of the opportunities available to achieve
better linkages, and to provide a more permeable urban
environment.
On this basis, it is proposed that an additional criteria is
included under part 2 of policy H9 which requires the
design of the development to delivered road linkages which
improve the permeability of the urban environment
adjacent to the site. It is proposed that the criteria is
amended to read as follows:
A road layout which improves the permeability of the urban
environment within and adjacent to the site by creating new
road linkages.

After attending the recent meetings regarding the 150 new homes planned for Felstead Road, we would
like to raise a few issues which are a major concern to us as local residents.
We have been advised that when these homes are finished there will be no additional access so all new
residents will have to use Felstead Road, Downer Road and Bowers Road. With an average these days
of two cars per household, this potentially means that there could be 300 cars extra using these roads
each day to get to the A13. This is unacceptable as our road is already highly congested at peak times,
so this will make access to and from our own property very difficult. Not to mention the extra pollution
caused by traffic queues.
143

Mrs J Franklin

Object

It would make more sense to build an extra road linking Catherine's Road to Kent's Hill Road, which then
would ease the load on the existing road network. It is very frustrating that existing residents' needs have
not been taken into consideration. Please consider this before any agreement is made to build these
homes.
Also, while the development is ongoing, I presume that we will be inundated with construction vehicles
coming through which will create problems including noise, dirt and traffic congestion. We already have
problems with existing two way traffic due to parked cars and many drivers already use our road as a
convenient shortcut in order to avoid the traffic lights at the top of Kent's Hill Road on the A13. They drive
at excessive speeds and there have already been many near misses. It's only a matter of time before
somebody gets seriously hurt. We have reported this several times over the last three years to Essex
Highways and the Local Council but nothing has been done. This additional traffic will only add to the
problem.

In relation to the capacity of GP surgeries, NHS England
has advised that it will be necessary for the Council to seek
contributions towards improving capacity at existing
surgeries. The Council is developing a Community
Infrastructure Levy which will be charged on new
residential development proposals. This levy will pay
towards off-site infrastructure improvements such as GP
surgery improvements.
In terms of wildlife, policy H9 specifically requires
compliance with policy NE8. This sets out a comprehensive
approach to wildlife protection and management which is
consistent with the NPPF.
ACTION: It should be noted that the Highways Authority –
Essex County Council – have not raised an objection to the
proposals for this site either as part of this plan, or through
consideration of the recent planning application for this site.
This representation does however raise an interesting point
about the reliance of the proposals set out in the recent
planning application on neighbouring side roads,
particularly those nearby the Holy Family School on
Bowers Road. The proposal, which was refused on a
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Will there be a reduction in our council tax costs while we endure this inconvenience?
Another problem will be for our local doctors and schools which are already struggling with capacity, and
taking on a large number of new families will put a heavy burden on local resources.
Finally we are concerned for the local wildlife in the area, of which there is plenty, specially the local
badger sets which we are told are protected. What will be the impact on this?
Although we appreciate that there is a demand for new housing, we do feel that not enough is done to
ensure there is minimal impact on the existing local community.
We hope you take these comments into serious consideration before granting permission for this
development.

199

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Seek a
technical
alteration

English Heritage

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.

The allocation of Land between Felstead Road and Catherine Road, Benfleet is generally supported and
Redrow Homes Ltd is promoting the majority of the site within policy H9. This site is currently subject to a
planning application for 178 dwellings under application number CP/602/13. The full extent of the land
Redrow Homes have an interest in is shown on the appropriate plans submitted as part of this
application. The current submitted planning application demonstrates that this site is fully deliverable in
planning terms.

425

Felstead Road
Redrow Homes

David Fletcher
Strutt and Parker
LLP

Seek a
technical
alteration

With the current significant shortage of housing land supply in the Borough and for the reasons set out in
section 2 of this report, it is considered that the figure of 200 dwellings should be expressed as a
minimum. Expressing this figure as a minimum is considered to be appropriate given the size of the site
(13 hectares) meaning that 200+ dwellings could comfortably be delivered within the allocated area.
Whilst it is our view that the overall site of 13 hectares has capacity for more than 200 dwellings, this is
subject to detailed planning application discussions.
In terms of design, consideration in the policy wording should be given to the fact that the surrounding
area is of very mixed design, with no distinct character.
It is not considered that parts 4 and 5 of the policy are warranted as part of the Local Plan policy. The
timing and scale of highway improvements is considered to be a detailed planning application
consideration and it is considered unreasonable to restrict development taking place until traffic calming
measures have been implemented. It is not considered that this is justified in planning terms.
Conclusion
The allocation of Policy H9 is generally supported. However, it is considered that the numbers allocated
within this policy need to be expressed as a minimum given the size of the site and given the housing
shortage within Castle Point. Expressing Policy H9 as a minimum will also assist Castle Point in meeting
their objectively assessed housing needs, which currently they are not meeting.

439

John Henry
NHS Property

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Support

NHSE supports the Council's requirement for any master plan for this area to ensure that "sufficient
infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location".

Recommended Response and Actions
number of design grounds along with other reasons
associated with the acceptability of the proposal, did not
take advantage of the opportunities available to achieve
better linkages, and to provide a more permeable urban
environment.
On this basis, it is proposed that an additional criteria is
included under part 2 of policy H9 which requires the
design of the development to delivered road linkages which
improve the permeability of the urban environment
adjacent to the site. It is proposed that the criteria is
amended to read as follows:
A road layout which improves the permeability of the urban
environment within and adjacent to the site by creating new
road linkages.

There is a substantive area of woodland between the
proposed development site and the Grade II listed
buildings. Therefore, there will be no impact on the setting
of these buildings as a consequence of development on
site H9.
The Transport Assessment indicates that most junctions in
Castle Point will exceed capacity as a consequence of the
cumulative impacts of development across Castle Point in
the period to 2029. A modal shift towards public transport
and other active modes of travel is therefore an essential
element of the borough’s transport strategy, and also
consistent with the requirement of the NPPF. Part 5 of
policy H9 is therefore more than justified and the Council is
not therefore minded to delete this requirement.
The development of this site is also reliant on access from
residential roads, one of which passes a primary school.
These roads are already used as a cut through due to
capacity issues at the Kent’s Hill Road junction. Applying
the borough-wide TRICS trip generation rates, it is
considered that a scheme of 200+ homes will generate
around 100 trips during the AM and PM peaks. This will
add to congestion at the Kent’s Hill Road junction and
result in more traffic on the surrounding residential roads. It
is therefore more than appropriate for this scheme to seek
to manage the impacts of traffic on the residential roads on
which it relies on for access. It is also appropriate that such
works, which are relatively modest in cost are delivered at
an early stage in the occupation of the development to
ensure that impacts are managed from the start. As a
consequence, the Council considers part 4 of policy H9
justified and is not therefore minded to delete this
requirement.
Support for the reference to sufficient infrastructure
provision within policy H9 noted and welcomed. However, it
is considered that the following bullet point should be
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added to part 2 of this policy to aid with the delivery of
infrastructure:
A phasing plan which ensures that housing growth is
accompanied by appropriate infrastructure provision.

We note that conservation of woodland and nature conservation are important for this site; and the
presence of 0.6 ha of LoWS woodland habitat. We also note and welcome the reference at paragraph
13.81 to the need to integrate ecological features and achieve no net loss of biodiversity. The impact of
development must be carefully addressed through the planning process and appropriate mitigation
measures developed.

Martin Barrell
392

Environment
Agency

Support

We support the inclusion of paragraph 13.83 and the requirement to appropriately manage flood risk
using multi-functional green space and green infrastructure.

Support for policy H9 noted and welcomed.

We also support the inclusion in Policy H9 of points 2b, and 2e; requiring a net gain in biodiversity, and
the appropriate management of surface water. SuDS should be incorporated into the open space
provision, which could be referenced in part 2c or 2d of the policy.
Policy H10: New Housing Site - Land East of Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh
The Borough Council worked hard to ensure that the need
for the Deanes School was recognised.

As the acquisition of this land entails the destruction of a viably secondary school and fully functioning
and oversubscribed sports centre, I strongly object that the council can justify this.

6

183

Mrs Lynn Acreman

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Object

Seek a
technical
alteration

The Schools Adjudicator decided that the school should not
be shut, in part having regard to evidence provided by the
Borough Council.

At no point has the Borough Council proposed that the
Deanes School site should be used for anything other than
community uses. The draft proposals map shows the site
allocated as “community use” and “playing field”. This site
let alone the traffic congestion which will be exacerbated by access to this site.
is distinct from site H10 which is located to the north of
this proposal will only create a ghetto for Thundersley, with no secondary school which provided a hub for Daws Heath Road.
community life, and no open spaces providing sports and community activities, and constant traffic
In terms of traffic impacts, the policy for this site requires it
gridlock.
to relieve peak time congestion at the Woodman’s Arms
Junction. Information provided by the potential developer
for this site in conjunction with representation 307
demonstrates that there is a potential highways solution for
this site which achieves this objective.

there is no proposal to provide sports and leisure facilities to replace the one being destroyed. And no
provision for the various successful tennis, archery football, dances etc clubs currently being evicted.

This is a sensitive location where development could potentially harm biodiversity. The site is adjacent to
Essex Wildlife Trust's Little Haven Complex nature reserve and our Cottage Plantation reserve is also
nearby. Policy wording should reflect this sensitivity and emphasise that GI must provide an adequate
buffer along the boundary with Little Haven Complex and sufficient open space provision to mitigate the
increase in public pressure on Cottage Plantation.

The policy requires an arcadia approach to development in
the areas of this site located within the Historic Natural
Landscape, and also in the vicinity of important landscape
features. The arcadia approach, as defined at appendix 2
of the draft New Local Plan, is a low density development
approach dominated by the landscape. This will minimise
the impact of development along the eastern boundary of
the site, as requested by this representation, without
amendment to policy H10.
Cottage Plantation is privately owned woodland and not
publicly accessible. It is therefore unlikely to experience
increased recreational pressures as a consequence of this
development. It should be noted that open space provision
is required on-site as part of policy H10 with the aim of
mitigating pressures on publicly accessible areas of nature
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conservation elsewhere.
The evidence submitted by Barratt Homes (representations
307 and 308) includes a transport assessment
demonstrating the impacts on the highway network
surrounding proposed site H10 where a spine road is
provided through the site linking Stadium Way with Daws
Heath Road. This assessment demonstrates substantive
improvement to the traffic situation in the local area
including:
a.

Whilst the allocation of the development site is supported by ECC, there are significant concerns
regarding the vagueness of highway mitigation in Criteria 2a given the known congestion issues at the
Woodman’s Arms junction. The A129 is a key strategic inter-urban route through to Hadleigh and beyond,
and it is imperative that journey time reliability is maintained for local residents and business.
The Local Plan proposes 430 homes to be delivered up to 2031.
The site is located in close proximity to the A129/A127 Stadium Way roundabout and the Woodman’s
Arms junction (four arm mini roundabout at Rayleigh Road (A129)/Daws Heath Road and Hart Road. This
junction is considered to operate above its `theoretical capacity' at a 2013 baseline situation, and all other
scenarios considered, on all arms of the junction, and in particular Rayleigh Road (Castle Point:
Transport Evidence for the New Local Plan, November 2013, URS)
Kevin Fraser
254

Essex County
Council

Object

This report recommended that access be taken off Daws Heath Road with the opportunity of a `link road'
being provided through the site providing an alternative route to Daws Heath Road and Hadleigh from the
Rayleigh Weir. ECC is supportive of such a measure since it will help reduce peak flows at the
Woodman's Arms junction, which is already over capacity.
Given the evidence in the URS report and ECC comments, as highway authority, the reference to simply
`access arrangements' in paragraph 2, bullet a) is considered too vague.
Given the identified congestion issues at the Woodman's Arms junction it is considered that specific
reference is made to the need for a `spine road' through the development site.
Reference to early delivery of any mitigation measures in the early phase of development is welcomed
(Bullet 4)
The capacity of the site has been reduced from 450 to a maximum of 430 dwellings with no reasoned
justification. Comments referred to under the SA/SEA are relevant to this site in that the use of land is not
being optimised, leading to less appropriate development having to be allocated in the Green Belt.

Reduction of over 300 two-way vehicle movements
(12-14%) on Rayleigh Road between Stadium Way
and the Woodman’s 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 Woodman’s 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
Woodman’s 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 Woodman’s
Arms in the morning peak hour and 15% in the
evening peak hour.

On this basis, it is considered that the provision of a spine
road through site H10 has the potential to provide
significant highway mitigation – not just alleviating the
impacts of development but also relieving an existing traffic
issue. ECC have reviewed the transport assessment and
are satisfied with the assumptions applied in reaching its
conclusions.
Given these benefits, ECC seek for this transport scheme
to be explicitly referenced in the New Local Plan in relation
to site H10. It is considered that the evidence supports this.
It is recommended that paragraph 13.90 is amended to
include reference to the spine road. It should read as
follows:
In order to support this level of growth a community
building should be provided on the site linked closely to the
provision of public open space. Additionally, a spine road
should be delivered running through the site between
Stadium Way and Daws Heath Road. This will relieve
congestion on the Rayleigh Road and at the Woodman’s
Arms Junction and is supported by the Transport Evidence
for the New Local Plan. Additionally, there is a requirement
to improve bus waiting facilities and services in Hadleigh to
promote more sustainable transport patterns. Again this is
supported by the Transport Evidence for the New Local
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Plan.
It is recommended that part 4 of policy H10 is amended to
read as follows:
A spine road linking Stadium Way with Daws Heath Road
must be delivered during the first phase of development on
this site;

In terms of the scale of development and its implications on
population size, it should be noted that the Council sets out
Some of the main issues with the current proposals for Daws Heath appear to be as follows:
at policy H20 requirements for small homes, including
1. The total proposed number of new homes for H10 (450), H11 (140) and H12 (50) is a similar number to homes specifically designed for older people to make up at
least 35% of new development. Therefore, to assume that
those already existing in Daws Heath. Given that many of the existing homes are bungalows and new
new homes will be large family homes is incorrect.
homes are likely to be larger, this indicates more than a doubling of the current population.
Furthermore, demographic modelling indicates that the
2. There is no benefit to existing residents from these proposals, who will suffer financial loss and a
provision of 4,000 homes in Castle Point will give rise to a
reduced quality of life. Road use will increase substantially, with traffic on Daws Heath Road, Western
population increase of around 4,000 people. It is therefore
Road, St Michael's Road, Fairmead Avenue and Bramble Road likely to be 3 or 4 times existing levels
unlikely that the population size of Daws Heath would be
due to use of these routes as shortcuts.
doubled as a consequence of the proposals for sites H10,
3. Existing residents will suffer considerably, including reduced property values, loss of existing views and H11 and H12, particularly as site H12 is in fact adjacent to,
green space, poorer air quality, increased pollution and increased traffic noise and congestion. There will and would form part of Eastwood and not Daws Heath as
stated in this representation.
be years of disruption and blight on people's homes and lives both during and following construction.
4. Everyone, including pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders will suffer nuisance and safety risks from the
increased traffic on the affected roads, many of which are narrow lanes with no footpaths. The existing
substantial recreational use of the area by walkers and horse riders will diminish as a result and may be
lost altogether.
To address and mitigate these issues I would suggest the following:
1. H10 should be substantially reduced in size by moving its eastern boundary west so that it no longer
includes part of the well-established Historic Natural Landscape there.
312

Giles Curtis

Object

2. There should be a new junction on the A127 at the eastern boundary of the existing Stadium Way
trading estate to provide access to both the estate and the H10 site. The existing Stadium Way junction
on Rayleigh Road should become a roundabout. Access via Daws Heath Road should be via a footpath /
cycleway / bridleway only, with no vehicular access. These measures should ease congestion at the
Rayleigh Weir and Woodman’s Arms junctions and reduce use of Daws Heath Road by H10 traffic. It
would also encourage H10 residents to walk/cycle, e.g. to school, and avoid almost certain rush hour /
school traffic gridlock on Daws Heath Road otherwise.
3. The number of homes on H11 should be substantially reduced. As well as the issues mentioned
above, existing residents on the south side of Fairmead Avenue and Wyburn Road will be most affected
by this development, suffering loss of value to their homes, loss of views, loss of light, new overlooking
properties and years of noise and disruption during construction.

It is considered that there will be benefits to existing
residents from the proposals for sites H10 and H11. The
transport assessment submitted alongside representations
307 and 308, which has been reviewed by ECC, indicates
that a spine road through site H10 will bring about
substantial improvements to traffic flow along the A129
Rayleigh Road between the Rayleigh Weir and Woodman’s
Arms. This will bring about benefits in terms of pollution
and air quality management.
Additionally, the proposals for site H10 include the
provision of 13ha of public open space on land which is not
currently accessible. Both sites H10 and H11 will also
deliver greenways delivering improved public access to
areas of woodland around Daws Heath. Greenways will
ensure that residents have the opportunity to access areas
of recreation without coming into contact with motorised
vehicles.

In terms of provision for horse-riders, there are substantive
areas of the borough that will remain un-developed – there
will remain 2,517ha of Green Belt. Recreational activities
4. There should be no vehicular access to H12 via Bramble Road.
such as horse-riding are permitted in the Green Belt. This
plan does not therefore prevent such activities from
5. Daws Heath should become a 20mph zone. This would reduce speed and noise outside people’s
occurring. It should be noted that the Council has recently
houses and mitigate the increased traffic issues.
supported the provision of new livery stables on Great
6. Regarding the new Local Plan generally, there should be less emphasis on having just a few very large Burches Road.
concentrated new developments adjoining existing residential areas, and more emphasis on allowing a
On the basis of evidence, it is not considered that the
larger number of much smaller developments spread out over a much greater area and time period with
extent of site H10 should be reduced. This would prevent
each being individually assessed for sustainability, i.e. development on a more “organic” basis. This
the delivery of the spine road which will help to alleviate
would achieve the increase in housing numbers being sought while avoiding most of the problems
existing congestion issues on the A129 Rayleigh Road.
associated with the very large developments currently proposed.
In terms of this consultees proposals for the highway
network, it is contrary to the Highway policy to seek to
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serve new developments from strategic routes such as the
A127. The introduction of a junction as proposed would
impact on the flow of traffic on the A127 to the detriment of
traffic flows on that route. Meanwhile, seeking to isolate
site H10 from the local area by failing to provide a road link
onto Daws Heath Road would increase the journey
distance for residents seeking to use local services and act
to exacerbate local congestion further rather than reducing
it. These proposals are not therefore acceptable in
planning or highways terms.
In terms of site H11, the capacity of the site to
accommodate housing should be optimised in accordance
with all relevant policies within the plan. Failing to make the
best use of land simply requires more land to be made
available for development and is therefore wasteful.
In terms of site H12, no vehicle access is proposed from
Bramble Road. The policy is clear that the site will be
served from Southend.
This consultee makes an interesting point with regard to
different development strategies. It is proposed that many
smaller sites on the urban periphery should be used rather
than a few larger sites. It is not considered that this is an
appropriate strategy for Castle Point given its size and the
issues that it faces. Castle Point has grown organically
over the past 50 years, and as a consequence
infrastructure provision has not kept up with development,
and the highway network is disjointed affecting the
permeability of the urban areas and creating bottlenecks.
Larger sites allow infrastructure to be more effectively
secured, and will enable in some instances such as sites
H9, H10, H14 and H16 for the highway network to be better
connected improving permeability of the area for all
residents. The Council’s strategy is therefore appropriate
for the issues that it faces.

1. We support the residential allocation of Land East of Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh (‘the Site').
2. The potential of the Site to accommodate new residential development is well established in evidence
base documents that have been previously prepared by CPBC, including the latest Housing Site Options
Topic Paper (November 2013).
3. The enclosed Feasibility Document (Appendix 1.H10) serves to confirm the following points:
Mr SIMON
FLISHER
307

Barratt Homes
Eastern Counties

THE BARTON
WILLMORE
PLANNING
PARTNERSHIP

Support

a. The boundary of the Site is identified and it is subdivided into land that is intended for green
links and publically accessible green open space in addition to new homes;

Support for policy H10 from the potential developer noted.

b. The character of the area and specific characteristics of the Site are identified;

Information on the feasibility and deliverability of the site,
including information on the highway access and mitigation
arrangements welcomed.

c. The potential to provide enhanced transport accessibility is explained, including a link road
between Stadium Way and Daws Heath Road;
d. The potential to provide a network of public footways is analysed, which would
provide access into and around the Site and provide linkages with the wider locality;
e. The ability to provide a range of benefits to the local community is identified, including areas of
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open parkland, areas dedicated for wildlife, access to the existing lake, access to attractive views,
and a multi use community building;
f. The potential to enhance green links within the Site is explained, including the opening up of
areas of parkland for public use, improvements to the lake to improve outlook and views and
introduction of a wildflower field to encourage wildlife;
g. The ability to provide public recreational access to some 13ha of green space within the Site is
highlighted, which would be appropriately managed for the long term;
h. The extent to which the development of the Site would be focussed on previously and partially
developed land is acknowledged, including the existing Claydons Farm buildings and land
adjacent to the Fire Station and Ford dealership.
4. The Feasibility Document serves to confirm that the Site is capable of accommodating the "around 430
homes" to which draft Policy H10 refers. We consider that draft Policy H10 incorporates suitable flexibility
in order to enable the final quantum of dwellings to be informed by a detailed master planning exercise in
due course.
5. We consider that the new dwellings that are proposed for the Site are fully deliverable (as defined
within Paragraph 47 of the NPPF). It is noted that CPBC's Housing Site Options Topic Paper (October
2013) also concludes that it is suitable (in terms of its sustainability, flood risk, transport and Green Belt
effects) and deliverable (in terms of its viability and availability). In terms of the NPPF deliverability
criteria, the following factors should be noted:
a. The Site is available for development now and there are no legal constraints to its
development. Details that confirm that the Site is in the control of Barratt Homes (Eastern
Counties) Ltd have been previously provided to CPBC;
b. The technical ability of the Site to accommodate new homes has been previously established
though the application documentation submitted to CPBC in connection with planning application
ref CPT/356/10/OUT and the associated consultation responses from the relevant statutory
consultees including Essex County Council Highways, Natural England and the Environment
Agency. As a consequence, the Site is considered to be suitable for new homes in terms of its
physical characteristics, potential environmental effects and market attractiveness;
c. The development of the Site is achievable because there are no abnormal construction costs
associated with the allocation and the general viability of the allocation is already acknowledged
with CPBC's evidence base (including the Whole Plan Viability Study dated October 2013).
6. The detailed development criteria that are set out at Points 2, 3, 4 and 5 of draft Policy H10 are
considered to be consistent with the Feasibility Document (and also with the site specific conclusions of
the Sustainability Appraisal of Sites dated November 2013) and are broadly supported.
7. In the context of the criteria that are set out at Points 2, 3, 4 and 5 of draft Policy H10, it should be
highlighted that the Site is unique within the CPBC administrative area in terms of the range of
exceptional benefits that its development could deliver over and above the acutely needed new
residential dwellings. As detailed above, these benefits include relief to congestion at the Woodman’s
Arms Junction (which Paragraphs 4.14 and 5.4 of the New Local Plan identify as a ‘Key Driver of
Change') and the creation of a major new area of attractive publically accessible open space within the
Green Belt (which would deliver some 40% of the 32ha target for the Borough to which draft Policy HC3
refers).
8. Overall, Barratt Homes (Eastern Counties) Ltd intend to work together with CPBC in order to deliver
the vision provided within draft Policy H10.
ATTACHMENT: 140311 Policy H10 Appendix 1 H10.pdf
440

John Henry

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Support

NHSE supports the Council's requirement for any master plan for this area to ensure that "sufficient

Support for the reference to sufficient infrastructure
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provision within policy H9 noted and welcomed.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and surface water
management in policy H10 noted and welcomed.
We welcome the reference at paragraph 13.87 to the need to integrate the existing ecological interests
and ensure no net loss of biodiversity. We also support the corresponding text at part 2c of Policy H10.
Martin Barrell
393

Environment
Agency

Support

We also support the requirement to integrate SuDS as part of GI on the site, as highlighted in paragraph
13.89, and the inclusion in Policy H10 of part 2f which requires appropriate surface water management.
The integration of SuDS within open space or GI could be more specifically referenced in the policy at
part 2d or part 2e.

It is noted that surface water management can be
integrated into the green infrastructure of a site. The list
under part 2 of this policy sets out the matters to be
addressed in developing proposals for this site. It is likely to
be the case that surface water management will be
integrated within green infrastructure; however the
developer, having regard to the site and its context may
also apply other methods of sustainable surface water
management. It is not therefore proposed that part 2f is
amended as it would reduce flexibility to investigate a wider
range of opportunities.

Policy H11: New Housing Site - Land South of Daws Heath, Hadleigh
ACTION: It is agreed that a mature landscaped buffer
along this sites southern boundary could potentially provide
a wildlife corridor between areas of woodland east and
west of Daws Heath Road. The creation of such corridors
would contribute towards the aim of achieving a net
increase in biodiversity, and should therefore be
encouraged by the Council.
It is therefore proposed that paragraph 13.93 is amended
to read as follows:

184

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Seek a
technical
alteration

Given the mainly undeveloped nature of the site, any
development of this site would need to consider how
Alteration to wording of para. 2c: Deliver a landscape strategy that comprises mature native planting
biodiversity could be effectively integrated into the
along the southern boundary of the site and is designed to create/enhance a robust wildlife corridor
development and an overall net gain in biodiversity could
between West Wood/Cottage Plantation in the west and Great Wood/Dodd's Grove/Pound Wood in be achieved. The use of landscaping to mitigate the
the east.
impacts of the development on the semi-rural landscape in
this location could for example provide the opportunity to
create wildlife corridors that link the network of woodlands
around Daws Heath and support its role as a Historic
Natural Landscape.
It is also proposed that part 2c of policy H11 is amended to
read as follows:
Deliver a landscape strategy that comprises mature
planting along the southern boundary of the site and is
designed to create a wildlife corridor between West Wood
to the west of the site and Great Wood to the east of the
site.
Some of the main issues with the current proposals for Daws Heath appear to be as follows:

313

Giles Curtis

Object

In terms of the scale of development and its implications on
population size, it should be noted that the Council sets out
1. The total proposed number of new homes for H10 (450), H11 (140) and H12 (50) is a similar number to
at policy H20 requirements for small homes, including
those already existing in Daws Heath. Given that many of the existing homes are bungalows and new
homes specifically designed for older people to make up at
homes are likely to be larger, this indicates more than a doubling of the current population.
least 35% of new development. Therefore, to assume that
new homes will be large family homes is incorrect.
2. There is no benefit to existing residents from these proposals, who will suffer financial loss and a
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reduced quality of life. Road use will increase substantially, with traffic on Daws Heath Road, Western
Road, St Michael's Road, Fairmead Avenue and Bramble Road likely to be 3 or 4 times existing levels
due to use of these routes as shortcuts.

Furthermore, demographic modelling indicates that the
provision of 4,000 homes in Castle Point will give rise to a
population increase of around 4,000 people. It is therefore
unlikely that the population size of Daws Heath would be
3. Existing residents will suffer considerably, including reduced property values, loss of existing views and
doubled as a consequence of the proposals for sites H10,
green space, poorer air quality, increased pollution and increased traffic noise and congestion. There will
H11 and H12, particularly as site H12 is in fact adjacent to,
be years of disruption and blight on people's homes and lives both during and following construction.
and would form part of Eastwood and not Daws Heath as
4. Everyone, including pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders will suffer nuisance and safety risks from the stated in this representation.
increased traffic on the affected roads, many of which are narrow lanes with no footpaths. The existing
It is considered that there will be benefits to existing
substantial recreational use of the area by walkers and horse riders will diminish as a result and may be
residents from the proposals for sites H10 and H11. The
lost altogether.
transport assessment submitted alongside representations
307 and 308, which has been reviewed by ECC, indicates
To address and mitigate these issues I would suggest the following:
that a spine road through site H10 will bring about
1. H10 should be substantially reduced in size by moving its eastern boundary west so that it no longer
substantial improvements to traffic flow along the A129
includes part of the well-established Historic Natural Landscape there.
Rayleigh Road between the Rayleigh Weir and Woodman’s
Arms. This will bring about benefits in terms of pollution
2. There should be a new junction on the A127 at the eastern boundary of the existing Stadium Way
and air quality management.
trading estate to provide access to both the estate and the H10 site. The existing Stadium Way junction
on Rayleigh Road should become a roundabout. Access via Daws Heath Road should be via a footpath /
Additionally, the proposals for site H10 include the
cycleway / bridleway only, with no vehicular access. These measures should ease congestion at the
provision of 13ha of public open space on land which is not
Rayleigh Weir and Woodman’s Arms junctions and reduce use of Daws Heath Road by H10 traffic. It
currently accessible. Both sites H10 and H11 will also
would also encourage H10 residents to walk/cycle, e.g. to school, and avoid almost certain rush hour /
deliver greenways delivering improved public access to
school traffic gridlock on Daws Heath Road otherwise.
areas of woodland around Daws Heath. Greenways will
ensure that residents have the opportunity to access areas
3. The number of homes on H11 should be substantially reduced. As well as the issues mentioned
of recreation without coming into contact with motorised
above, existing residents on the south side of Fairmead Avenue and Wyburn Road will be most affected
vehicles.
ng
by this development, suffering loss of value to their homes, loss of views, loss of light, new overlooki
properties and years of noise and disruption during construction.
In terms of provision for horse-riders, there are substantive
areas of the borough that will remain un-developed – there
4. There should be no vehicular access to H12 via Bramble Road.
will remain 2,517ha of Green Belt. Recreational activities
5. Daws Heath should become a 20mph zone. This would reduce speed and noise outside people’s
such as horse-riding are permitted in the Green Belt. This
houses and mitigate the increased traffic issues.
plan does not therefore prevent such activities from
6. Regarding the new Local Plan generally, there should be less emphasis on having just a few very large occurring. It should be noted that the Council has recently
supported the provision of new livery stables on Great
concentrated new developments adjoining existing residential areas, and more emphasis on allowing a
Burches Road.
larger number of much smaller developments spread out over a much greater area and time period with
each being individually assessed for sustainability, i.e. development on a more “organic” basis. This
On the basis of evidence, it is not considered that the
would achieve the increase in housing numbers being sought while avoiding most of the problems
extent of site H10 should be reduced. This would prevent
associated with the very large developments currently proposed.
the delivery of the spine road which will help to alleviate
existing congestion issues on the A129 Rayleigh Road.
In terms of this consultees proposals for the highway
network, it is contrary to the Highway policy to seek to
serve new developments from strategic routes such as the
A127. The introduction of a junction as proposed would
impact on the flow of traffic on the A127 to the detriment of
traffic flows on that route. Meanwhile, seeking to isolate
site H10 from the local area by failing to provide a road link
onto Daws Heath Road would increase the journey
distance for residents seeking to use local services and act
to exacerbate local congestion further rather than reducing
it. These proposals are not therefore acceptable in
planning or highways terms.
In terms of site H11, the capacity of the site to
accommodate housing should be optimised in accordance
with all relevant policies within the plan. Failing to make the
best use of land simply requires more land to be made
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available for development and is therefore wasteful.
In terms of site H12, no vehicle access is proposed from
Bramble Road. The policy is clear that the site will be
served from Southend.
This consultee makes an interesting point with regard to
different development strategies. It is proposed that many
smaller sites on the urban periphery should be used rather
than a few larger sites. It is not considered that this is an
appropriate strategy for Castle Point given its size and the
issues that it faces. Castle Point has grown organically
over the past 50 years, and as a consequence
infrastructure provision has not kept up with development,
and the highway network is disjointed affecting the
permeability of the urban areas and creating bottlenecks.
Larger sites allow infrastructure to be more effectively
secured, and will enable in some instances such as sites
H9, H10, H14 and H16 for the highway network to be better
connected improving permeability of the area for all
residents. The Council’s strategy is therefore appropriate
for the issues that it faces.
ACTION: It is unlikely that development proposals arising
from this site will require the on-site provision of community
facilities on site, or be of a sufficient size to require the
provision of dedicated facilities off-site. Therefore, it is
unlikely that the applicant will be able to offset community
infrastructure impacts via the use of a S106 Agreement.

NHSE objects to the Policy's omission of the need to assess and mitigate the impacts on the capacity of
healthcare facilities and services arising from the proposed development of this site.

John Henry
441

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Object

Therefore, in the interests of ensuring a consistent approach to achieving sustainable development, it is
recommended that Policy H 11 is amended to include an additional requirement under item 2, as follows:
"In order to ensure that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the
development must: g. ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location."

It will be necessary to secure contributions from this
development, to be pooled with contributions from other
developments nearby via the community infrastructure
levy, as this is the legally appropriate way of collecting
such contributions.
It is therefore for the Council in consultation with service
providers such as NHS England to ensure that there is
sufficient community infrastructure through the expenditure
of CIL.
Nonetheless, the phasing of development may be affected
by the availability of funding to secure local infrastructure
delivery. It is therefore appropriate to highlight the need for
the provision of sufficient infrastructure in the area to
support growth. It is therefore proposed that part 2 of policy
H11 has the following added as criterion g:
Set out a phasing plan to ensure that sufficient
infrastructure is in place to support growth in this location.

Martin Barrell
394

Environment
Agency

Support

As above, we welcome the reference at paragraph 13.93 to the need to integrate the existing ecological
interests and ensure no net loss of biodiversity. We also support the corresponding text at part 2e of
Policy H11.
Again, we also support the reference to integrate SuDS as part of GI on the site, as highlighted in
paragraph 13.95, and the inclusion in Policy H11 of part 2f which requires appropriate surface water
management.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and flood risk
management set out in policy H13 noted and welcomed.
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Our clients between them have interests in both the land on the west and east sides of Daws Heath
Road, and we very much support the allocation of the land for development, following previous
submissions to the SHLAA, and the acceptance of the suitability of both parcels of land through that
process.
Whilst supporting H11, we have some specific observations to make on the draft Plan and its supporting
evidence, as follows:
Site Capacity
Schedule 1 of Volume 2 of the SHLAA gives the site area for Solby Wood Farm (west of Daws Heath
Road) as just under 2.9 ha, and the development area for Brook Farm (east of Daws Heath Road) at 4
ha. Taken together, and applying the average density of 30 dph as per the Housing Needs and Capacity
Topic Paper, the H11 allocation would have a capacity for some 210 homes, as opposed to the 180
assumed in the Plan.
Furthermore, we note that the allocated area according to the draft Plan is given as 8.34 ha, slightly
larger than the SHLAA site areas. At 30 dph average, this gives a total of 250 units.
The site specific proposals put forward through the SHLAA for both Brook Farm and Solby Wood Farm
also indicate that in the region of 250 units can be delivered.

Mr Kevin Coleman
500

Argent Homes

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

With regard to Solby Wood Farm in particular, we cannot find any rationale to support the estimate in the
SHLAA that the capacity of the site is as low as 30 units, which would represent an inappropriately low
development density of little over 10 dwellings per hectare. Both sites however have demonstrable
capacity to deliver more homes that the existing Policy H11 allocation suggests.
Seek a
technical
alteration

Although we consider that the site has capacity to support 250 units, we do not consider that this is
incompatible with the Council's objectives for the site, and we feel that a landscape led approach would
not only prove the allocation validity but would also be instrumental in bringing about a quality design-led
scheme.
We would note that both land ownerships in the case of Policy H11 extend well beyond the areas
allocated for development, which has the benefit that Green Belt compatible infrastructure (surface water
balancing, for example) can be accommodated outside of the development parcels themselves, if
required, thereby helping to ensure net density at higher levels.
Indeed, it is a feature of both parcels of land that they have the ability to positively contribute to the green
infrastructure network of the district through measures such as ecological enhancement and access to
the countryside/green space on additional land within the control of the landowners, in connection with
the development of the land for residential purposes.
Given the scale of housing shortfall compared to the Council's OAN, it is essential that where land is
released from the Green Belt, the most effective use is made of it to deliver new homes. The Local Plan
should therefore be setting challenging targets for delivery. In the case of H11, the evidence supports an
allocation in the order of 250 units.
Ecology

It is noted that the landowners for site H11 have
undertaken ecological work and have determined that there
are is no significant ecological assets on the site.
It is also noted that the landowners support the
requirements of policy H11 in terms of ecology, surface
water management and drainage.
The landowners have however queried the requirement for
improvements to public transport access indicating that
there is already a 2 per hour service along Daws Heath
Road. The service is in fact hourly. Additionally, the first
bus toward Rayleigh leaves Daws Heath Road too late for
commuters travelling to London for a 9am start. The last
bus meanwhile is before 7pm in the evening. The service
on Saturdays is two hourly and there is no Sunday service.
It is therefore considered that the level of service for this
site could be improved to encourage greater uptake of
public transport as a sustainable means of travel. The
requirement set out at part 4 of policy H11 should therefore
be retained.
The landowners have also asked that policy H11 is split to
identify land east of Daws Heath Road separate to land
west of Daws Heath Road. It is considered that the same
requirements would apply to both sites given their close
proximity to one another and that such a split is
unnecessary. There is nothing in policy H11 as currently
drafted which requires both parts to be delivered together
or prevents the two parts being delivered separately.
ACTION: The annual SHLAA update will be undertaken in
due course, and capacity issues associated with this site
will be addressed as part of this review. Policy H11 and its
supporting text will be updated accordingly to reflect the
findings of this work.
It should however be noted that the Council will have
regard to the sites setting and constraints when
determining an appropriate capacity, and will not simply
apply a density as suggested by this consultee.

Phase 1 ecological surveys have been undertaken for both Solby Wood Farm and Brook Farm, and show
no substantive constraints to effective delivery. However, we have no objection to the wording of
paragraph 13.93, which identifies ecology as a relevant consideration.
Transition
We note that paragraph 13.94 of the draft Plan suggests that there is a need for a transition between the
existing urban areas on the north side of H11 and the Green Belt to be retained to the south. Given the
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strong landscape boundaries that frame the south side of H11, the areas allocated for development are
relatively well contained, such that any transition in density across the parcels from north to south is in
reality unlikely to be readily apparent in wider views of the adjoining countryside. We do not disagree that
it is likely that a design-led approach would result in a lower density on the southern boundary than might
be the case on the northern boundary, but in reality, the north-south depth of the allocated land is not so
large as to enable any significant form of transition.
Drainage
We do not disagree with paragraph 13.95 and the need for appropriate management of surface water
drainage, or for the development to provide appropriate linkages for pedestrians. As noted above, given
the wider landownership, it is possible that surface water management could include the use of land
within the control of the owners but outside the development parcels, which will help to ensure that the
maximum yield of new homes can be provided from the sites.
Neither site lies within an area of Flood Risk, and the ability to provide on-site attenuation and use of the
natural topography for disposing of surface water at controlled rate means that not only are the sites
themselves not at risk of flooding, but there will be no adverse effect downstream.
Public Transport and Access
Paragraph 13.96 refers to extending public transport (i.e. bus services) to serve the site, whilst the
Transport background paper notes that public transport accessibility for these sites is already good (table
5.3 on page 57 of the Transport paper). There are existing bus stops on Daws Heath Road at the
entrance to the sites, and the number 3 service provides 2 buses per hour each way.
In terms of site access, proposed means of access have already been the subject of consultation with the
Highway Authority who has confirmed that a range of suitable options exist.
Policy H11
In the light of the above, we suggest the following changes to Policy H11:
(1) Part 1 of Policy H11 should be updated to refer to the delivery of 250 units;
(2) In addition, we consider that parts 2b (Arcadia approach to southern boundary) and part 4 (extended
public transport services) require re-consideration.
Finally, the Council will be aware that the two parcels that make up Policy H11 are in different
ownerships, and (notwithstanding this joint representation), there is no inter-dependency between the two
parcels of land, each of which could be developed in isolation of the other. In order to make this
distinction clearer, we suggest that the sites be labelled H11a and H11b on the Proposals Map, and the
supporting text should also refer to the two sites by these references.
Our clients between them have interests in both the land on the west and east sides of Daws Heath
Road, and we very much support the allocation of the land for development, following previous
submissions to the SHLAA, and the acceptance of the suitability of both parcels of land through that
process.
Mr Kevin Coleman
496

T Manna

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Seek a
technical
alteration

Whilst supporting H11, we have some specific observations to make on the draft Plan and its supporting
evidence, as follows:
Site Capacity
Schedule 1 of Volume 2 of the SHLAA gives the site area for Solby Wood Farm (west of Daws Heath
Road) as just under 2.9 ha, and the development area for Brook Farm (east of Daws Heath Road) at 4
ha. Taken together and applying the average density of 30 dph as per the Housing Needs and Capacity

It is noted that the landowners for site H11 have
undertaken ecological work and have determined that there
are is no significant ecological assets on the site.
It is also noted that the landowners support the
requirements of policy H11 in terms of ecology, surface
water management and drainage.
The landowners have however queried the requirement for
improvements to public transport access indicating that
there is already a 2 per hour service along Daws Heath
Road. The service is in fact hourly. Additionally, the first
bus toward Rayleigh leaves Daws Heath Road too late for
commuters travelling to London for a 9am start. The last
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Topic Paper, the H11 allocation would have a capacity for some 210 homes, as opposed to the 180
assumed in the Plan.
Furthermore, we note that the allocated area according to the draft Plan is given as 8.34 ha, slightly
larger than the SHLAA site areas. At 30 dph average, this gives a total of 250 units.
The site specific proposals put forward through the SHLAA for both Brook Farm and Solby Wood Farm
also indicate that in the region of 250 units can be delivered.
With regard to Solby Wood Farm in particular, we cannot find any rationale to support the estimate in the
SHLAA that the capacity of the site is as low as 30 units, which would represent an inappropriately low
development density of little over 10 dwellings per hectare. Both sites however have demonstrable
capacity to deliver more homes that the existing Policy H11 allocation suggests.
Although we consider that the site has capacity to support 250 units, we do not consider that this is
incompatible with the Council's objectives for the site, and we feel that a landscape led approach would
not only prove the allocation validity but would also be instrumental in bringing about a quality design-led
scheme.
We would note that both landownership in the case of Policy H11 extend well beyond the areas allocated
for development, which has the benefit that Green Belt compatible infrastructure (surface water
balancing, for example) can be accommodated outside of the development parcels themselves, if
required, thereby helping to ensure net density at higher levels.
Indeed, it is a feature of both parcels of land that they have the ability to positively contribute to the green
infrastructure network of the district through measures such as ecological enhancement and access to
the countryside/green space on additional land within the control of the landowners, in connection with
the development of the land for residential purposes.

Recommended Response and Actions
bus meanwhile is before 7pm in the evening. The service
on Saturdays is two hourly and there is no Sunday service.
It is therefore considered that the level of service for this
site could be improved to encourage greater uptake of
public transport as a sustainable means of travel. The
requirement set out at part 4 of policy H11 should therefore
be retained.
The landowners have also asked that policy H11 is split to
identify land east of Daws Heath Road separate to land
west of Daws Heath Road. It is considered that the same
requirements would apply to both sites given their close
proximity to one another and that such a split is
unnecessary. There is nothing in policy H11 as currently
drafted which requires both parts to be delivered together
or prevents the two parts being delivered separately.
ACTION: The annual SHLAA update will be undertaken in
due course, and capacity issues associated with this site
will be addressed as part of this review. Policy H11 and its
supporting text will be updated accordingly to reflect the
findings of this work.
It should however be noted that the Council will have
regard to the sites setting and constraints when
determining an appropriate capacity, and will not simply
apply a density as suggested by this consultee.

Given the scale of housing shortfall compared to the Council's OAN, it is essential that where land is
released from the Green Belt, the most effective use is made of it to deliver new homes. The Local Plan
should therefore be setting challenging targets for delivery. In the case of H11, the evidence supports an
allocation in the order of 250 units.
Ecology
Phase 1 ecological surveys have been undertaken for both Solby Wood Farm and Brook Farm, and show
no substantive constraints to effective delivery. However, we have no objection to the wording of
paragraph 13.93, which identifies ecology as a relevant consideration.
Transition
We note that paragraph 13.94 of the draft Plan suggests that there is a need for a transition between the
existing urban areas on the north side of H11 and the Green Belt to be retained to the south. Given the
strong landscape boundaries that frame the south side of H11, the areas allocated for development are
relatively well contained, such that any transition in density across the parcels from north to south is in
reality unlikely to be readily apparent in wider views of the adjoining countryside. We do not disagree that
it is likely that a design-led approach would result in a lower density on the southern boundary than might
be the case on the northern boundary, but in reality, the north-south depth of the allocated land is not so
large as to enable any significant form of transition.
Drainage
We do not disagree with paragraph 13.95 and the need for appropriate management of surface water
drainage, or for the development to provide appropriate linkages for pedestrians. As noted above, given
the wider landownership, it is possible that surface water management could include the use of land
within the control of the owners but outside the development parcels, which will help to ensure that the
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maximum yield of new homes can be provided from the sites.
Neither site lies within an area of Flood Risk, and the ability to provide on-site attenuation and use of the
natural topography for disposing of surface water at controlled rate means that not only are the sites
themselves not at risk of flooding, but there will be no adverse effect downstream.
Public Transport and Access
Paragraph 13.96 refers to extending public transport (i.e. bus services) to serve the site, whilst the
Transport background paper notes that public transport accessibility for these sites is already good (table
5.3 on page 57 of the Transport paper). There are existing bus stops on Daws Heath Road at the
entrance to the sites, and the number 3 service provides 2 buses per hour each way.
In terms of site access, proposed means of access have already been the subject of consultation with the
Highway Authority who has confirmed that a range of suitable options exist.
Policy H11
In the light of the above, we suggest the following changes to Policy H11:
(1) Part 1 of Policy H11 should be updated to refer to the delivery of 250 units;
(2) In addition, we consider that parts 2b (Arcadia approach to southern boundary) and part 4 (extended
public transport services) require re-consideration.
Finally, the Council will be aware that the two parcels that make up Policy H11 are in different
ownerships, and (notwithstanding this joint representation), there is no inter-dependency between the two
parcels of land, each of which could be developed in isolation of the other. In order to make this
distinction clearer, we suggest that the sites be labelled H11a and H11b on the Proposals Map, and the
supporting text should also refer to the two sites by these references.
Our clients between them have interests in both the land on the west and east sides of Daws Heath
Road, and we very much support the allocation of the land for development, following previous
submissions to the SHLAA, and the acceptance of the suitability of both parcels of land through that
process.
Whilst supporting H11, we have some specific observations to make on the draft Plan and its supporting
evidence, as follows:
Site Capacity
Mr Kevin Coleman
504

Countryside
Properties (UK) Ltd

Phase 2 Planning
and Development
Limited

Seek a
technical
alteration

Schedule 1 of Volume 2 of the SHLAA gives the site area for Solby Wood Farm (west of Daws Heath
Road) as just under 2.9 ha, and the development area for Brook Farm (east of Daws Heath Road) at 4
ha. Taken together, and applying the average density of 30 dph as per the Housing Needs and Capacity
Topic Paper, the H11 allocation would have a capacity for some 210 homes, as opposed to the 180
assumed in the Plan.
Furthermore, we note that the allocated area according to the draft Plan is given as 8.34 ha, slightly
larger than the SHLAA site areas. At 30 dph average, this gives a total of 250 units.
The site specific proposals put forward through the SHLAA for both Brook Farm and Solby Wood Farm
also indicate that in the region of 250 units can be delivered.
With regard to Solby Wood Farm in particular, we cannot find any rationale to support the estimate in the
SHLAA that the capacity of the site is as low as 30 units, which would represent an inappropriately low
development density of little over 10 dwellings per hectare. Both sites however have demonstrable

It is noted that the landowners for site H11 have
undertaken ecological work and have determined that there
are is no significant ecological assets on the site.
It is also noted that the landowners support the
requirements of policy H11 in terms of ecology, surface
water management and drainage.
The landowners have however queried the requirement for
improvements to public transport access indicating that
there is already a 2 per hour service along Daws Heath
Road. The service is in fact hourly. Additionally, the first
bus toward Rayleigh leaves Daws Heath Road too late for
commuters travelling to London for a 9am start. The last
bus meanwhile is before 7pm in the evening. The service
on Saturdays is two hourly and there is no Sunday service.
It is therefore considered that the level of service for this
site could be improved to encourage greater uptake of
public transport as a sustainable means of travel. The
requirement set out at part 4 of policy H11 should therefore
be retained.
The landowners have also asked that policy H11 is split to
identify land east of Daws Heath Road separate to land
west of Daws Heath Road. It is considered that the same
requirements would apply to both sites given their close
proximity to one another and that such a split is
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capacity to deliver more homes that the existing Policy H11 allocation suggests.
Although we consider that the site has capacity to support 250 units, we do not consider that this is
incompatible with the Council's objectives for the site, and we feel that a landscape led approach would
not only prove the allocation validity but would also be instrumental in bringing about a quality design-led
scheme.
We would note that both landownership in the case of Policy H11 extend well beyond the areas allocated
for development, which has the benefit that Green Belt compatible infrastructure (surface water
balancing, for example) can be accommodated outside of the development parcels themselves, if
required, thereby helping to ensure net density at higher levels.
Indeed, it is a feature of both parcels of land that they have the ability to positively contribute to the green
infrastructure network of the district through measures such as ecological enhancement and access to
the countryside/green space on additional land within the control of the landowners, in connection with
the development of the land for residential purposes.

Recommended Response and Actions
unnecessary. There is nothing in policy H11 as currently
drafted which requires both parts to be delivered together
or prevents the two parts being delivered separately.
ACTION: The annual SHLAA update will be undertaken in
due course, and capacity issues associated with this site
will be addressed as part of this review. Policy H11 and its
supporting text will be updated accordingly to reflect the
findings of this work.
It should however be noted that the Council will have
regard to the sites setting and constraints when
determining an appropriate capacity, and will not simply
apply a density as suggested by this consultee.

Given the scale of housing shortfall compared to the Council's OAN, it is essential that where land is
released from the Green Belt, the most effective use is made of it to deliver new homes. The Local Plan
should therefore be setting challenging targets for delivery. In the case of H11, the evidence supports an
allocation in the order of 250 units.
Ecology
Phase 1 ecological surveys have been undertaken for both Solby Wood Farm and Brook Farm, and show
no substantive constraints to effective delivery. However, we have no objection to the wording of
paragraph 13.93, which identifies ecology as a relevant consideration.
Transition
We note that paragraph 13.94 of the draft Plan suggests that there is a need for a transition between the
existing urban areas on the north side of H11 and the Green Belt to be retained to the south. Given the
strong landscape boundaries that frame the south side of H11, the areas allocated for development are
relatively well contained, such that any transition in density across the parcels from north to south is in
reality unlikely to be readily apparent in wider views of the adjoining countryside. We do not disagree that
it is likely that a design-led approach would result in a lower density on the southern boundary than might
be the case on the northern boundary, but in reality, the north-south depth of the allocated land is not so
large as to enable any significant form of transition.
Drainage
We do not disagree with paragraph 13.95 and the need for appropriate management of surface water
drainage, or for the development to provide appropriate linkages for pedestrians. As noted above, given
the wider landownership, it is possible that surface water management could include the use of land
within the control of the owners but outside the development parcels, which will help to ensure that the
maximum yield of new homes can be provided from the sites.
Neither site lies within an area of Flood Risk, and the ability to provide on-site attenuation and use of the
natural topography for disposing of surface water at controlled rate means that not only are the sites
themselves not at risk of flooding, but there will be no adverse effect downstream.
Public Transport and Access
Paragraph 13.96 refers to extending public transport (i.e. bus services) to serve the site, whilst the
Transport background paper notes that public transport accessibility for these sites is already good (table
5.3 on page 57 of the Transport paper). There are existing bus stops on Daws Heath Road at the
entrance to the sites, and the number 3 service provides 2 buses per hour each way.
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In terms of site access, proposed means of access have already been the subject of consultation with the
Highway Authority who has confirmed that a range of suitable options exist.
Policy H11
In the light of the above, we suggest the following changes to Policy H11:
(1) Part 1 of Policy H11 should be updated to refer to the delivery of 250 units;
(2) In addition, we consider that parts 2b (Arcadia approach to southern boundary) and part 4 (extended
public transport services) require re-consideration.
Finally, the Council will be aware that the two parcels that make up Policy H11 are in different
ownerships, and (notwithstanding this joint representation), there is no inter-dependency between the two
parcels of land, each of which could be developed in isolation of the other. In order to make this
distinction clearer, we suggest that the sites be labelled H11a and H11b on the Proposals Map, and the
supporting text should also refer to the two sites by these references.
Policy H12: New Housing Site - Land South of Eastwood Old Road, Eastwood
This site is allocated in the Local Plan for 50 new homes by 2031.
The site is located within the proximity of Eastwood, which is located in Southend Borough (paragraph
13.102). ECC welcomes reference to the following in Criteria 4:
Kevin Fraser
258

"all reasonable infrastructure requirements of Southend-on Sea Borough Council must be met before
development on this site can be occupied".

Essex County
Council

Support for the approach to infrastructure in policy H12
which requires reference to provision in Southend noted
and welcomed

This is a housing site located on the boundary with Southend Borough and some distance away from
existing housing developments in Castle Point. It will therefore be difficult for ECC to provide school
places close to the site, given its separation from the existing urban area and lack of access to safe and
direct routes to school in Castle Point District.. ECC supports reference in criteria 4 for this type of
infrastructure requirement to be available in Southend Borough before development on site is occupied.
Some of the main issues with the current proposals for Daws Heath appear to be as follows:

314

Giles Curtis

Object

In terms of the scale of development and its implications on
1. The total proposed number of new homes for H10 (450), H11 (140) and H12 (50) is a similar number to population size, it should be noted that the Council sets out
at policy H20 requirements for small homes, including
those already existing in Daws Heath. Given that many of the existing homes are bungalows and new
homes specifically designed for older people to make up at
homes are likely to be larger, this
least 35% of new development. Therefore, to assume that
new homes will be large family homes is incorrect.
indicates more than a doubling of the current population.
Furthermore, demographic modelling indicates that the
2. There is no benefit to existing residents from these proposals, who will suffer financial loss and a
provision of 4,000 homes in Castle Point will give rise to a
reduced quality of life. Road use will increase substantially, with traffic on Daws Heath Road, Western
population increase of around 4,000 people. It is therefore
Road, St Michael's Road, Fairmead Avenue and Bramble Road likely to be 3 or 4 times existing levels
unlikely that the population size of Daws Heath would be
due to use of these routes as shortcuts.
doubled as a consequence of the proposals for sites H10,
3. Existing residents will suffer considerably, including reduced property values, loss of existing views and H11 and H12, particularly as site H12 is in fact adjacent to,
green space, poorer air quality, increased pollution and increased traffic noise and congestion. There will and would form part of Eastwood and not Daws Heath as
stated in this representation.
be years of disruption and blight on people's homes and lives both during and following construction.
4. Everyone, including pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders will suffer nuisance and safety risks from the It is considered that there will be benefits to existing
residents from the proposals for sites H10 and H11. The
increased traffic on the affected roads, many of which are narrow lanes with no footpaths. The existing
transport assessment submitted alongside representations
substantial recreational use of the area by walkers and horse riders will diminish as a result and may be
307 and 308, which has been reviewed by ECC, indicates
lost altogether.
that a spine road through site H10 will bring about
To address and mitigate these issues I would suggest the following:
substantial improvements to traffic flow along the A129
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1. H10 should be substantially reduced in size by moving its eastern boundary west so that it no longer
includes part of the well-established Historic Natural Landscape there.
2. There should be a new junction on the A127 at the eastern boundary of the existing Stadium Way
trading estate to provide access to both the estate and the H10 site. The existing Stadium Way junction
on Rayleigh Road should become a roundabout. Access via Daws Heath Road should be via a footpath /
cycleway / bridleway only, with no vehicular access. These measures should ease congestion at the
Rayleigh Weir and Woodman’s Arms junctions and reduce use of Daws Heath Road by H10 traffic. It
would also encourage H10 residents to walk/cycle, e.g. to school, and avoid almost certain rush hour /
school traffic gridlock on Daws Heath Road otherwise.
3. The number of homes on H11 should be substantially reduced. As well as the issues mentioned
above, existing residents on the south side of Fairmead Avenue and Wyburn Road will be most affected
by this development, suffering loss of value to their homes, loss of views, loss of light, new overlooking
properties and years of noise and disruption during construction.

Recommended Response and Actions
Rayleigh Road between the Rayleigh Weir and Woodman’s
Arms. This will bring about benefits in terms of pollution
and air quality management.
Additionally, the proposals for site H10 include the
provision of 13ha of public open space on land which is not
currently accessible. Both sites H10 and H11 will also
deliver greenways delivering improved public access to
areas of woodland around Daws Heath. Greenways will
ensure that residents have the opportunity to access areas
of recreation without coming into contact with motorised
vehicles.

In terms of provision for horse-riders, there are substantive
areas of the borough that will remain un-developed – there
will remain 2,517ha of Green Belt. Recreational activities
4. There should be no vehicular access to H12 via Bramble Road.
such as horse-riding are permitted in the Green Belt. This
plan does not therefore prevent such activities from
5. Daws Heath should become a 20mph zone. This would reduce speed and noise outside people’s
occurring. It should be noted that the Council has recently
houses and mitigate the increased traffic issues.
supported the provision of new livery stables on Great
6. Regarding the new Local Plan generally, there should be less emphasis on having just a few very large Burches Road.
concentrated new developments adjoining existing residential areas, and more emphasis on allowing a
On the basis of evidence, it is not considered that the
larger number of much smaller developments spread out over a much greater area and time period with
extent of site H10 should be reduced. This would prevent
each being individually assessed for sustainability, i.e. development on a more “organic” basis. This
the delivery of the spine road which will help to alleviate
would achieve the increase in housing numbers being sought while avoiding most of the problems
existing congestion issues on the A129 Rayleigh Road.
associated with the very large developments currently proposed.
In terms of this consultees proposals for the highway
network, it is contrary to the Highway policy to seek to
serve new developments from strategic routes such as the
A127. The introduction of a junction as proposed would
impact on the flow of traffic on the A127 to the detriment of
traffic flows on that route. Meanwhile, seeking to isolate
site H10 from the local area by failing to provide a road link
onto Daws Heath Road would increase the journey
distance for residents seeking to use local services and act
to exacerbate local congestion further rather than reducing
it. These proposals are not therefore acceptable in
planning or highways terms.
In terms of site H11, the capacity of the site to
accommodate housing should be optimised in accordance
with all relevant policies within the plan. Failing to make the
best use of land simply requires more land to be made
available for development and is therefore wasteful.
In terms of site H12, no vehicle access is proposed from
Bramble Road. The policy is clear that the site will be
served from Southend.
This consultee makes an interesting point with regard to
different development strategies. It is proposed that many
smaller sites on the urban periphery should be used rather
than a few larger sites. It is not considered that this is an
appropriate strategy for Castle Point given its size and the
issues that it faces. Castle Point has grown organically
over the past 50 years, and as a consequence
infrastructure provision has not kept up with development,
and the highway network is disjointed affecting the
permeability of the urban areas and creating bottlenecks.
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Larger sites allow infrastructure to be more effectively
secured, and will enable in some instances such as sites
H9, H10, H14 and H16 for the highway network to be better
connected improving permeability of the area for all
residents. The Council’s strategy is therefore appropriate
for the issues that it faces.

John Henry
442

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: The need for infrastructure is addressed in part 4
of this policy. Part 4 refers to the infrastructure
NHSE notes that, due to the location of this site, the Council expects residents to use services within
requirements of Southend-on-Sea Borough Council, which
Southend-on-Sea Borough Council's administrative area. Following an analysis of the catchment
surgeries likely to meet the needs arising from development on this site, NHSE concurs that all catchment as a unitary authority is the main service provider in that
surgeries lie within Southend-on-Sea Borough Council's administrative area. Nevertheless, NHSE would area. However, in recognition of the need to ensure
healthcare needs are also met it is proposed that part 4 of
still expect the impacts arising from proposed development of this site on healthcare capacity to be
policy H12 is amended to read as follows:
assessed and mitigated.
Therefore, in the interests of ensuring a consistent approach to achieving sustainable development, it is
recommended that Policy H 12 is amended to include an additional requirement under item 2, as follows:
"In order to ensure that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the
development must: d. ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location."

Martin Barrell
397

Environment
Agency

Support

This site is adjacent to Garrold‟s Meadows SSSI and as stated at paragraph 13.100, there must be no
adverse impact on the surface waters/water table which may affect the marshland flora that exists on the
SSSI. This marshland flora is a designated feature of the SSSI and must be protected from adverse
impacts from development.

In order to ensure that this development does not have an
adverse impact on the capacity of infrastructure or services
within Eastwood, all reasonable infrastructure requirements
of Southend-on-Sea Borough Council and NHS England
must be met before development on this site can be
occupied.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and flood risk
management set out in policy H13 noted and welcomed.

We consequently support the inclusion of part 2b and 2c of Policy H12, which require a 50m buffer to the
SSSI and surface water to be managed plan on site so as to not adversely affect the SSSI.

Policy H13: New Housing Site - Land West of Glebelands, Thundersley

186

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Object

Part of this site was designated as a Local Wildlife Site (Montgomery School Meadow) due to its formerly
flower-rich meadow habitat, which supported notable populations of invertebrates, reptiles and bats. We
do not support the cynical damage (by deliberate ploughing) and subsequent arbitrary de-designation of
this LoWS in order to facilitate development, which is completely unacceptable and contrary to Defra's
guidelines on the management of LoWS systems. The loss of this LoWS should be compensated by "like
for like" habitat creation (based on its former condition).

This matter was the subject of the appeal in relation to the
Glebelands Site (APP/M1520/A/12/2177157). The
Inspectors Report addresses this matter in paragraphs 274
to 281. The Inspector concludes that the evidence
indicates that this site is no longer of a standard to be
designated as a local wildlife site. He also concluded that
the management undertaken which resulted in the decline
in biodiversity value of the site was consistent with the use
of the land for hay production. He concluded that seeking
to require compensation for this site based on its previous
condition could not be justified, particularly as the 2007
Local Wildlife Review did not include a field survey of this
site confirming its actual condition at that time. The
Secretary of State agreed with these conclusions.
Given these conclusions, the request for compensation for
the loss of the Local Wildlife Site cannot be agreed, as an
Inspector has already determined this to be unreasonable.
It should however be noted that policy H13 does require
the provision of a strategic landscape buffer, and
compliance with policy NE8, which seeks a net gain in
biodiversity. The area of green infrastructure likely to be
created as a result of this policy will therefore be greater
than that previously proposed in the appealed planning
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application.

John Henry
443

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Support

NHSE supports the Council’s requirement for any master plan for this area to ensure that “sufficient
infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location”.

Support for the approach to infrastructure set out in policy
H13 noted and welcomed.

Support

Paragraph 13.107 highlights the need to integrate SuDS into development at this site. We support the
inclusion in Policy H13 of part 2b which requires a landscape strategy for the site that includes iii)
provision for a net gain in biodiversity, and v) surface water management that results in no increase in
flood risk on or off site.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and flood risk
management set out in policy H13 noted and welcomed.

Martin Barrell
398

Environment
Agency

Gladman welcome the inclusion of Policy H13, Land West of Glebelands, Thundersley, within the Draft
New Local Plan. As the Council are aware, Gladman (through FLP) are promoting this site for a
residential development.
Whilst Gladman welcome the inclusion of this proposed allocation in the Draft New Local Plan, Gladman
raise concerns that this site is proposed to be allocated for only 100 dwellings. This is an inefficient use of
land, which is a particular concern when the Council are proposing a capacity constrained housing
requirement. This would suggest that that sites released from the Green Belt have the opportunity to
provide more homes towards the Council's OAN, which in turn would place less pressure on neighbouring
authorities.
The SHLAA (2013 update) volume 2: schedule of SHLAA sites, includes Land West of Glebelands as site
reference GB07, and notes that the site has a net capacity of 165 dwellings. Gladman therefore query
why the Draft New Local Plan is only proposing 100 dwellings on this site.
Gladman note that the supporting text to Policy H13 refers to a certain design approach for the site, which
incorporates elements of the Village Green and Landscape Square approaches to complement the
strategic landscape buffer and greenway. CPBC consider that as a result of this design approach the site
could accommodate approximately 100 dwellings.

Nicole Penfold
511

Gladman
Developments

Seek a
technical
alteration

Gladman note that a scheme of 100 dwellings (as proposed through this allocation) based on a low
developable area representing 63.6% of the total gross area (4.71 ha - as was proposed through the
previous application/appeal on this site) would give a very low density of 21 dph, and represents an
inefficient use of land.
Gladman submit that a scheme on this site could be developed which incorporates the desired design
approach and strategic landscape buffer, whilst delivering in the region of 150 dwellings. The Framework
Plan for the development (included as Appendix 2 to this submission) which was subject to a previous
application and appeal for up to 165 Dwellings demonstrated a substantial landscape buffer adjoining the
A130 of Public Open Space and further additional open buffer associated with the transition corridor with
the homes could be provided for this number of homes.

ACTION: This consultee has provided indicative proposals
for this site setting out a layout to conform with the criterion
set out in part 2 of policy H13. These show that the site can
accommodate around 140 homes. These indicative plans
will be considered as part of the annual review of the
SHLAA. Members will receive advice on the outcomes of
this process separately, and will need to determine whether
policy H13 should be adjusted to reflect the outcomes of
that assessment.

The capacity of the site should be assessed in the context of more detailed master planning. If the
objectives of this policy can be demonstrated with a high quality design to enable more homes (including
affordable tenure and house sizes) that support other policies in the plan then this should be acceptable
in planning terms.
Gladman suggest that Policy H13 should be amended and that this site should be allocated for up to 150
dwellings. To reflect this suggestion we would propose the following amendment to Policy H13:
‘Land West of Glebelands, Thundersley as identified on the Proposals Map, is allocated for residential
purposes to deliver up to 100 between 100 - 150 new homes by 2031. The actual number of homes will
be influenced by good design principles and meeting the objectives contained within this Policy.’
Paragraph 13.108 and part 4 of Policy H13 relate to traffic calming measures required as part of this
scheme. Part 4 states that “Development of homes on this site may not occur until traffic calming
measures have been delivered on neighbouring side roads, and around primary schools on Rushbottom
Lane.” Gladman note that this was not required by Essex County Council Highways during the previous
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planning application and appeal process and are unclear why this requirement has been included within
the Draft Plan. The Council need to clearly justify why this requirement is necessary to result in the
delivery of an appropriate scheme on this site.
ATTACHMENT: Gladmans rep inc Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.pdf
Policy H14: New Housing Site - Land West of Benfleet

59

Mr Ray Hilton

Object

In terms of the impact of the housing proposals in this plan
on the strategic purpose of the Green Belt, a Green Belt
1. Land West of Benfleet, as identified on the Proposals Map, is allocated for residential purposes,
Boundary Review has been prepared to inform the draft
to deliver up to 800 new homes and a residential care home by 2031.
New Local Plan. This indicated that the proposals included
a. Objection. This land is green belt and should be protected from development. Building on within policy H4 to H17 would not cause harm to the
green belt contradicts the housing strategy that states ‘ ensure that the strategic functions strategic purpose of the Green Belt. It is noted that in this
regard, the Council is reliant on Basildon to maintain the
of the Green Belt are retained in order to maintain the individual identities of towns and
places in South Essex' . Removing practically the entire western mainland green belt
Green Belt in its district. To the South of the A13 this will be
hardly maintains our individual identity and relying on Basildon to provide green belt is a achieved as this area is allocated for nature conservation
dangerous policy.
and landscape enhancement purposes. Ongoing
discussions are underway to ensure that this remains the
b. Objection. Traffic Impact on B1006 High Road. This road barely copes with traffic now
case to the north of the A13.
yet alone with another 800 homes worth of cars. What analysis has been done. It is not
good enough to even consider this site until there is certainty that the local road network Transport Modelling was prepared to inform the New Local
can cope. If it cannot cope it shouldn't be in the plan unless explicit conditions are
Plan. This has been used to prepare policies H4 – H17
attached to the proposal that would remedy the problems.
related to housing. It has also been used to inform policies
T1 – T5 related to transport. Of specific relevance to site
c. Objection. Traffic Impact further afield on existing black spots notably Tarpots, Sadler’s,
H14 is the proposal to provide a new junction into the west
Hadleigh, Woodman’s, Rayleigh Weir. What is the cumulative effect of this development
of Benfleet thereby relieve pressure on the High Road and
and the other proposed sites? Again if they cannot cope they shouldn't be in the plan
Tarpots junctions. The associated widening of Canvey Way
unless explicit conditions are attached to the proposal that would remedy the problems.
to this new junction will also assist in alleviating the queues
which currently form on the Sadler’s Farm junction.
We feel enormously let down by the council with regards to this proposal. The infrastructure in Benfleet
simply does not allow for large scale development and without meaning to sound melodramatic, the
continued building and ensuing overpopulation of Benfleet will simply ruin the lives of so many loyal
residents.
Despite the government putting pressure on so many councils to provide additional housing, such a high
number would be hugely detrimental to our community. The objections being raised are not just because
we just want a green field to look at - they are genuine concerns for the health, wellbeing and safety of
our community.

103

Nicola Evans &
Terry Shuttlewood

Object

Communications regarding the local plan have been (we feel intentionally) understated and many
residents within Castle Point have not even been made aware of the proposal or consultation process. It
seems that our concerns have been totally ignored by a council who are ultimately responsible for taking
decisions for the good of its constituents. Some have grown apathetic in response as they feel that the
planning proposals will go ahead regardless of overwhelming concern which appears to be interpreted as
support of the scheme and this is most certainly not the case.
Our views do relate to the Castle Point but specifically Benfleet and in particular Jotmans Farm. There
are already many accidents at the junction out of Jotmans Lane and the surrounding links to the main
road and none of the roads are designed for the current flow of traffic let alone the massive increase in
vehicles that the proposed development will create. We can only assume that any investigations into the
traffic volume were carried out at a (rare) quiet time as the roads and parking in the area are already a
nightmare at several points during each day and the thousands of additional vehicles caused by this
proposal will make it absolutely impossible. There has to be a duty of care to consider the danger for
walking and driving residents.

Firstly it is noted that this consultee is critical of the
Council’s consultation on the draft New Local Plan. It is
considered that this criticism is unfair given the extent to
which the Council went to ensure that all residents were
given the opportunity to find out about and comment on the
proposals.
The consultation activities undertaken went far beyond the
requirements of the Local Plan Regulations, and involved
press releases, tweets, exhibitions and a mail out to all
households and business premises. Local press coverage
of the matter was also extensive and included a number of
articles addressing the proposed development locations.
Residents therefore had every opportunity to find out about
the proposals in the plan, and there was the opportunity to
provide feedback online, in writing (freepost envelopes
provided) and in person at consultation events.
In terms of this consultee’s objection to proposals for
housing development at site H14, it should be noted that
there is a clear need for housing in Castle Point as
identified through the Housing Needs Topic Paper.
National policy set out in the NPPF requires local areas to
meet their full need for housing. The Housing Needs Topic
Paper indicates that this is in the region of 400 homes per
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The proposed amenities are insufficient. A primary school and GP surgery are included but what about
other basic needs for residents such as a secondary school/college and more importantly emergency
services? We have no police station, a virtually non-existent police presence combined with an already
strained ambulance service with increasing wait times which will only get longer. The fire service already
struggles to access many of our roads and the increase in parked vehicles will make this impossible.
Surely our lives will be at risk and who will take responsibility when the inevitable happens?
It was argued that having (thousands of) new residents would help local business but use of our local
shops is already limited due to the lack of parking and the shops are fairly ‘compact' so how can they
serve such an increase in population? Furthermore, the train service will be unable to facilitate the rise in
commuters with the trains already overcrowded and the car park and station too small.
This latest plan is a resurrection of previous proposals, elements of which were fought and won
(Glebelands High Court refusal/Jotmans Farm council refusal). Greenfield sites are clearly a soft target
but there are other Brownfield sites which could be utilised. Our green spaces should be of greater
importance to our council and yet they were the first option rather than the last resort.
Many people live in this area in order to be close to the rare commodity that is green space and a quiet
and safe environment for their families. We bought our home for that very reason and naively thought that
the greenbelt land would be safe. We planned to stay in our home indefinitely but we will have no choice
but to move away, as will many others, at enormous personal loss. We never imagined that we could be
subjected to years of building works and the colossal disruption (noise pollution/on-going temporary loss
of various utilities/wildlife displacement etc) that will go with it. The Council subcontractors couldn't even
replace a streetlight without churning up our grass verges so I have no hope that any major works will be
considerate of residents in any way at all. The hypocrisy around this proposal is even further
compounded for the many residents on the Jotmans estate who have been subjected to rigid planning
regulations specifically designed to protect the views of the Greenfield sight which this proposal will
obscure completely.

Recommended Response and Actions
annum. The draft New Local Plan sets out proposals for
200 homes per annum having regard to the constraints on
Castle Point. The scale of development proposed in the
draft New Local Plan therefore reflects the capacity of the
borough to accommodate growth and is therefore
considered reasonable. It is not considered to represent
over-development.
In terms of the impacts such growth will have on traffic,
Transport Modelling was prepared to inform the New Local
Plan. This has been used to prepare policies H4 – H17
related to housing. It has also been used to inform policies
T1 – T5 related to transport. Of specific relevance to site
H14 is the proposal to provide a new junction into the west
of Benfleet thereby relieve pressure on the High Road and
Tarpots junctions. The associated widening of Canvey Way
to this new junction will also assist in alleviating the queues
which currently form on the Sadler’s Farm junction.
In terms of other infrastructure requirements, a Community
Infrastructure Needs Assessment has been undertaken.
This identifies the need for additional primary school and
healthcare provision. It does not identify the need for
additional secondary school places as there is an existing
surplus of places. Other services have also not indicated a
need for additional infrastructure.
In terms of businesses, it is illogical to argue that a bigger
population will not provide more custom for shops and
businesses. As for car parking provision in the town centre,
the recently introduced parking restrictions in Richmond car
park are acting to ensure that spaces are available
shoppers as opposed to commuters.

One of your councillors even had to audacity to state that these developments would be positive for
Benfleet as it is an ‘aging community'. Aside from the fact that we're all aging, the comment totally
disregarded us and the many other families in the local area who will not stay with our children who would
In terms of open space provision, land at Jotmans Farm
have been the future generation of Castle Point constituents.
may currently be visually open, but it is certainly not green
space accessible for public access. All new development
We understand that there will always be a high level of emotion with proposals such as this. We also
proposals will be required to make provision for publicly
understand that the council is under pressure to provide affordable housing in the borough. Our issue is
that the recommended number of new homes is simply not feasible within smaller boroughs such as ours. accessible open space. Furthermore, there is no evidence
to suggest that the development of this land would in any
Furthermore, many of the sites identified in Castle Point are soft targets and there are other solutions
way make families less safe. There is no known evidence
which may cost more to develop but will not destroy our wildlife and way of life.
of development elsewhere in Castle Point increasing crime
rates etc.
This development will devalue not only our homes but every aspect of our community by ignoring our
needs in order to appease a government ‘guideline' which is generic and simply does not suit every area.
In respect of the Glebelands appeal, the Inspector, the
Secretary of State and the High Court judge were all clear
Truth/Untruth
that there was a need for a plan in Castle Point that made
adequate provision for housing. The High Court judge even
In the meeting relating to only 256 houses on Jotmans Farm a very vocal councillor stated that it was a
went so far as to indicate that the refusal of development at
flawed application which would be hugely detrimental to the area and should be fought without question
Glebelands may only represent a temporary reprieve for
and yet within 3 months the very same councillor voted in favour of almost 4 times that number of
that site. The appeal for the Jotmans site meanwhile has
houses.
yet to be heard, however it is unlikely that the Secretary of
State will give favourable consideration to the Council’s
When the council came to vote, several members left the room (because they own property affected by
case if it has failed to make progress with a plan 18 months
the proposal) and a further 4 abstained (which we feel was inexcusable as whilst they may not have had
a clear opinion of their own, they should have had a clear opinion from the people who they were there to after the Glebelands decision was issued.
represent!). There were not enough councillors left in the room to give the proposal a fair vote so what
Finally, it should be noted that Councillors are bound by a
hope did we have of a democratic process?
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We were told that the local plan was the ‘best' option and that supporting it would safeguard further
development and the Mayor stated that this was just a ‘proposal' and that residents would be involved in
the process. To date our concerns appear to have been disregarded completely.
There are other options which could appease both the government requirement and the local community
but the priority is clearly the cost for the developers and not the needs of Castle Point's constituents so I
have to ask who exactly does our council represent?

My client supports the allocation of Land west of Benfleet in particular the parcel of land known as land to
the south of Jotmans Lane and identifies below the suitability and availability of the site. My client has
some concerns with the policy that could undermine the deliverability of the site and these are outlined
below along with suggested remedies.
Suitability
The land west of Benfleet is open farm land; it is situated within the Green Belt but is not subject to any
other key environmental designations as demonstrated on the draft New Local Plan Constraints Map.
The land west of Benfleet is well related to existing services and facilities in Benfleet. Due to the scale of
the allocation it is possible to provide comprehensive residential development incorporating education,
open space, and health facilities proportionate to the needs of the scheme.
The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment (2013) has assessed Policy H14
and found it to have positive implications for 11 sustainability objectives with only two sustainability
objectives namely ‘improved air quality’ and ‘reduction of traffic congestion’, to have both positive and
negative implications. Overall the site performs well in terms of sustainability and is ranked joint top with
two other sites.

247

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Seek a
technical
alteration

The Land West of Benfleet has been assessed within the Green Belt Boundary Review (2013) in three
sections. It has been found that the A130 is a clearly defined physical and defensible boundary to the
Green Belt. It has been requested that a ‘landscape belt’ is provided along the western edge of the
allocation to enable an attractive character to the entrance into the Borough and to mitigate against the
topography relationship between the site and the A130. It is identified as a ‘site that could be removed
from the Green Belt with limited impact on the strategic function of the Green Belt’.
The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment (2013) reiterates this position
stating that “The Green Belt Boundary Review indicates that this site does not fulfil the purposes of
including land within the Green Belt at a strategic level. If this site is not developed, a site which has a
greater role on separating settlements in Castle Point may be brought forward instead, harming the
Green Belt.”
As mentioned earlier the southern part of the allocation has been the subject of a planning application for
residential development. This was refused on Green Belt and prematurity grounds. However, the
application successfully demonstrated the suitability of this part of the site for residential development in
all other respects.
Availability
It is clear from the Council’s own evidence and the information submitted by my client as part of the
recent outline application for residential development1, that the land to the south of Jotmans Lane is
suitable and available for immediate delivery. This land is already under option to my client.
We can confirm that the same landowner owns the majority of the remainder of the site, including the
land needed for the proposed access onto the A130.
The Council’s own evidence base confirms that the owners of the entire site allocation are willing to
release their land for development and my client confirms that it is willing to bring forward the entire site

Recommended Response and Actions
legal duty to declare interests, and where those interests
are likely to be impacted by a decision remove themselves
from the decision making process. To do otherwise would
be illegal. However, as each ward is represented by three
Councillors it is rarely the case that a ward would go unrepresented. Those ward Councillors will represent a range
of individuals with differing views and differing issues. It is
the role of Councillors to consider all view points and all
evidence on a particular issue in order to take informed and
objective decisions.
ACTION: In terms of the capacity of this site, a review of
the SHLAA will be undertaken in due course. This will seek
to ensure that the identified capacity of each site is correct
having regard to constraints and infrastructure
requirements as well as the location and potential nature of
development. This will be reported to Members in order to
inform the decision making process.
ACTION: In terms of phasing, it is noted that the potential
developer for this site does not perceive the relationship
between this development and the Somnes Avenue
widening scheme. This site will take access from the A130
Canvey Way. Congestion on Somnes Avenue affects flows
on Canvey Way during the PM peak. There is therefore a
relationship between this site and Somnes Avenue. That
being said, it is expected that the Somnes Avenue
widening will be delivered via LEP funding, and therefore
this developer is not required to fund this scheme. To this
end, it is proposed that the relationship with the Somnes
Avenue scheme is removed from part 4b of policy H14.
ACTION: It is noted that this developer has evidence to
indicate that the access onto the A130 is not required for
the first 400 homes on this site, as the impacts on the
existing road network are not considered to be severe up
until this point. The borough Council would disagree with
this position as 400 homes would introduce approximately
200 vehicle movements to both the AM and PM peaks. The
Transport Assessment for the New Local Plan indicates
that the nearby Tarpots junction already operates close to
capacity during the AM peak and over capacity in the PM
peak. Therefore, congestion in this location is severe
already, and the cumulative impacts are therefore likely to
be significant.
It is however recognised that the development of the
infrastructure and the development of the first phase of
housing could occur alongside one another, aiding with the
viability of the development.
It is therefore proposed that part 4 of policy H14 is
amended to read as follows:
No more than 100 homes may be occupied on this site until
the new access to the A130 has been created to serve this
site and is operational for both residents and construction
traffic.
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for development. The site is therefore available for development.
Deliverability Concerns
Justification of supporting works

Recommended Response and Actions
This would limit the impact on the existing road network to
approximately 50 additional car movements in the AM and
PM peaks in the period before the new access road is
opened.

It is unclear how the widening of Somnes Avenue is required to mitigate the impacts of this development
as this road is located on Canvey Island and is not immediately adjacent to the site. There is no evidence
to demonstrate that traffic leaving or accessing the site allocation will impact on Somnes Avenue and as
such this allocation appears to be attempting to address an existing and unrelated issue.
Furthermore, the allocation lacks clarification about the nature of the works and the extent of the widening
required. It is therefore not possible to identify the costs involved or the ability of the works to be delivered
within land that is either suitable for the works or capable of acquisition. As such, the cost of these works
and the ability to implement them has the potential to inhibit the delivery of this site.
My client therefore objects to the requirements to widen Somnes Avenue.
Phasing
There are significant infrastructure costs associated with the delivery of Land West of Benfleet allocation
including the proposed provision of a new access from the A130 comprising of a roundabout and the
Somnes Avenue widening project. The current policy wording requires both of these highway
enhancements to take place prior to development. It is considered that this is a particularly onerous
requirement that is without apparent justification.
My client, in conjunction with the landowner of the Land to the south of Jotmans Lane, has already
submitted an application for residential development which demonstrated that 400 dwellings can be
delivered without severe harm to the existing highway network. In light of the above, the requirement to
deliver the highway works identified prior to development of the site is not justified.
These works are themselves costly elements and the wording of the allocation has the potential to inhibit
the delivery of this site without justification. This makes the policy ineffective. As demonstrated by the
technical highway evidence already included with the planning application at part of this site such an
approach is unnecessary.
Capacity of the site
The wording of the site allocation identifies that it will deliver up to 800 units along with other land uses
and significant highway works. It is noted that the highway works required have yet to be coasted. It is
further noted for example that the Whole Plan Viability report suggests that the new access onto the A130
cannot be supported by the site in isolation and alternative sources will be required – sources that have
yet to be identified. In the absence of confirmed costs and funding sources it is not possible to confirm
that 800 units could represent a viable scheme for this site. As such, a figure in excess of 800 may be
required to ensure the delivery of this allocation.
The site has an area of 46.2ha, which suggests that it is capable of delivering more than the 800 units
identified even after allowing for the additional uses and landscape buffers required by the policy. There
is no justification in the evidence base to demonstrate that the identified capacity is appropriate or
deliverable. This is significant in light of the acknowledgment in the Plan that it cannot identify sufficient
land to meet the objectively assessed needs for the area. It is also significant in terms of the cost of the
additional items required by this proposed allocation.
My client is concerned that the reference in the policy for up to 800 units presents a potential barrier to
the deliverability of this site, which is not justified by the evidence base.
Furthermore, the proposed allocation lacks clarity on the scale of care home required to be delivered at
this site or whether it can be considered as fulfilling the requirement for specialist accommodation for
older people under Policy H20. The nature of this requirement will impact on both the layout of the
scheme and potentially the viability of the development.
Remedy

Page 211 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions

To address the concerns raised regarding the site allocation my client suggests the following:
•

Remove the reference to the need to widen Somnes Avenue unless evidence can be presented
to justify the works;

•

Confirm the scale of the works required to widen Somnes Avenue (if retained as a requirement)
to allow for developers to identify the costs involved and the ability to deliver works;

•

Remove the requirement to deliver the new junction to the A130 and the widening of the Somnes
Avenue (if retained) before development commences and identify as a requirement for after 400
units have been occupied;

•

Increase the potential capacity of the site. A range of 800-1,200 is recommended for inclusion in
the supporting text with an amendment to the policy to confirm that a minimum of 800 new homes
will be required instead of ‘up to 800’.

This site is allocated in the Local Plan for up to 800 new homes by 2031.

Kevin Fraser
259

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

The scale of development is likely to be sufficient to require a cohort of 210 pupils (one form entry), but
will need to be clarified once more information is available regarding the housing mix being promoted.
ECC will need to be satisfied that enough pupils will be generated to sustain a new school or whether
discussions are required with local schools to accommodate the growth. It is recommended that ECC
should review the situation as the plan and planning application progress.
At present reference to a need for a new 1fe primary school is welcomed in Criteria 2d.
ECC also recommends reference to a new nursery is amended to `early years and childcare facility'. The
latter provide longer and/or more flexible hours than a school nursery.
NHSE supports the Council's requirement for any master plan for this area to ensure that "sufficient
infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location".

John Henry
444

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Seek a
technical
alteration

Therefore, in order to ensure the NHS is afforded sufficient flexibility in the commissioning and provision
of primary healthcare services across the Borough, in line with current procurement guidelines, it is
recommended that Policy H 14 is amended by removing requirement 2e) and deleting the last sentence
of paragraph 13.117.
Similar to the above, Paragraph 13.114 highlights the need to integrate SuDS into development at this
site. We support the inclusion in Policy H14 of part 2b which requires a landscape strategy for the site
that includes iii) provision for a net gain in biodiversity, and v) surface water management that results in
no increase in flood risk on or off site.

Martin Barrell
399

However, as the healthcare impact arising from this allocated site in isolation would not necessitate the
provision of a new GP surgery, it is not considered to be ‘justified' or ‘effective' to require the "a
healthcare centre, with the option of providing dental services in addition to GP services".

Environment
Agency

ACTION: The County Council’s position in relation to the
need for a primary school and early years provision at this
site is noted. It is proposed that in order to ensure early
years provision is more flexible, and able to be separated
from primary school provision should an alternative method
of provision be preferred by ECC, the following amendment
is made at par 2d of this policy:
A one form of entry primary school with associated play
space; and
An early years and childcare facility.
ACTION: The NHS England has indicated that would seek
to improve capacity at existing GP surgeries rather than
see the provision of new healthcare centres in Castle Point.
As a consequence, it is proposed that part 2e of policy H14
is deleted. CIL will be used to secure healthcare
improvements associated with growth.
It is also proposed that the final two sentences of
paragraph 13.117 are deleted as there is no requirement
for a healthcare centre on this site.

Support for the approach to biodiversity and surface water
management in policy H14 noted and welcomed.

Policy H15: New Housing Site - Land off the Glyders, Benfleet
Regarding the potential for land adjacent to Glyders to be developed as housing, please take not of the
following points:
10

Rev. Dr. Derek
Oliver

Object

1. The land has been left fallow/set-aside for several years and is home to an extensive variety of
wildlife including badgers, foxes and slow worms. I have seen at least two slow worms whilst
walking my dogs across the area. Any Building on this area will inevitably disrupt this natural
balance to the detriment of local wildlife.
2. I purchased my property at 148 Essex Way 24 years ago: at that time there was an existing gate

With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
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into the field which was regularly used to access both Glyders and the country park. I have
continued to use these paths at least twice each day to walk my dogs and have never been
opposed by the owner or user of the property. The gate is large and very obvious ( see
photograph s). I believe this regular use for 24 years (in addition to the use of the previous
owner) has established a right of access in current law from the rear of 148 Essex Way to both
Glyders and the Country Park. Building on this area will, I trust, preserve this right of way .
3. The properties on both sides of 148 also have similar access: a stile to the East and a gate to the
West. The previous occupant of the property to the East was a regular user of the area for some
50 years. Both neighbours regularly use their access for dog walking.
4. I have a workshop and garden shed immediately adjacent to the area with a window overlooking
the southern part: any building behind my property would of necessity have an adverse effect on
the available light into this building.
5. In terms of the land being appropriate for building, we have photographic evidence that there has
been considerable land slippage since the first photo in approximately 1906 to the present day. It
should also be noted that the lowest part of the area, to the South, serves as a collection for
surface water from this field and that adjacent, the Eastern side of the hedgerow. In Winter is
customarily flooded ( see photographs) and in Summer there are large, deep surface cracks as it
dries out. I believe the cost of 'piling' to support any housing development would preclude the
inclusion of 'low cost' housing.
I would also like to point out that when the present user planted the hedgerow described in the Plan, thus
cutting the original field into two, distinct sections, I wrote to Castle Point Council as I was concerned that
this prefaced a submission for planning consent for the area: such had been refused on at least two
previous occasions. I received a response to the effect that I and my neighbours could be assured that
planning consent would not be approved by the Council.
ATTACHMENT: IMG_0151${2505245587459464624}.jpg

Recommended Response and Actions
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby.
With regard to rights of way, there are currently no
statutory rights of way across this land. It is however
considered that a right of way to the rear of properties on
Essex Way could be retained with development on this
site.
In terms of light to out buildings, there is likely to be a need
to retain an easement for such purposes. However, the
same easement could easily be used to provide the right of
way referred to above. It is not likely that this easement
would need to be significant as the existing slope of the
land would limit light from the eastward perspective in any
respect.
In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site. It
is clear that this will have an impact on the cost of
development, however each site will have costs associated
with its condition e.g. sites on Canvey have costs
associated with creating raft foundations. These costs have
been considered as part of the whole plan viability
assessment and it is considered that this site is viable
whilst providing 25% affordable housing.
In terms of previous activities to promote this site, it should
be noted that the evidence base under-pinning this
proposed allocation has been prepared in the period since
2010 and assesses this site in an objective manner.

In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
The above proposed building plot on 'Green Belt' used to form part of the farmland flanking Essex Way
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
and was used for grazing cattle. Several years ago a broad strip of hedging and trees were planted and
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
fenced down the field, segregating the plot of land and disguising the fact that it was part of the Greenbelt sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Farm in order to obtain planning permission for financial gain.
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site. It
I cannot imagine a more unsuitable plot to develop in South Benfleet for the following reasons:is clear that this will have an impact on the cost of
1 The entire plot of land is very steep rising from North to South.
development, however each site will have costs associated
with its condition e.g. sites on Canvey have costs
2 The land is not stable and is slipping down at an alarming rate, forming steep ridges on what used to be
associated with creating raft foundations. These costs have
a level area.
been considered as part of the whole plan viability
assessment and it is considered that this site is viable
3 Any building would necessitate very expensive groundwork and piling to stabilise the land in order to
whilst providing 25% affordable housing.
prevent buildings moving and drains cracking.
Re: Proposed Planning Permission for 35 Homes off The Glyders, S Benfleet - Ref: Policy H15

25

Mr John Cheesman

Object

In terms of privacy, the development of other sloped sites
in Castle Point indicates that privacy standards can also be
achieved through the application of appropriate design
5 There is an increasing problem with surface water running down the field and collecting in deep pools
measures. The Council’s residential design guidance
before draining through and causing problems to several properties in Essex Way. I can only imagine this
addresses privacy standards for residential development.
situation would become worse were the area to be surfaced with roads, driveways and houses.
In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
6 It will also result in further vehicles having to exit into Essex Way, the East Gateway to South Benfleet
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
4 Being so steep it will also reduce privacy and light to the rear of properties flanking the South side of
Essex Way.
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and Canvey Island, a very busy main road and accident blackspot - as Police records will confirm.
7 Since being segregated from the Farm and not used for grazing cattle this area has become overgrown
and is a haven for wildlife including Badgers, Foxes, Squirrels, Grass Snakes, Lizards etc.
I therefore strongly object to the proposed planning application that would blight the surrounding
properties for the sake of such a small development and hope that common sense will prevail in refusing
this application.

Recommended Response and Actions
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
Management Act, the developer will require surface water
management consent from Essex County Council to
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
local area by observing flows off the King John School
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
impacts to be severe.
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby.

Mr Tony Collins
46

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Policy H15 for housing development at Glyders is supported by Linden Homes in respect of a housing
allocation.

Support for policy H15 from the potential developer noted.

Support

Policy H15 rightly recognises that any wildlife matters can be properly accommodated as part of the
residential development enhancing the ecological opportunities as part of a landscape strategy.

It is noted that the landowner supports the policies
approach to wildlife. Regard should however be had to the
response to representation 185, which requires
amendments in relation to Essex Wildlife’s comments
regarding the potential Wildlife Site in this location.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Policy H15 (2)(b) should be reworded to reflect a landscape approach that flows from the context.
Mature planting may not be appropriate at the outset to encourage the boundary to be suitable and
appropriate for biodiversity. Landscaping on the eastern boundary recognises the importance of
screening but detailed work should identify the appropriate landscape strategy.

It is considered that a strong landscaped boundary is
essential in this location to screen the impacts of
development on the Green Belt and to soften the edge of
the urban development. The Council is not therefore
minded to change this requirement of policy H15.

Support

Mr Tony Collins
49

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy
Mr Tony Collins

50

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy
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Mr Tony Collins
51

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Comments

Policy H15 (2)(e) should be worded to correctly refer to managing surface water on-site and not on
adjacent land. Suitable studies to accompany a planning application will indicate extent of SUDS and
other infrastructure work required.

In the 1950s, plans were made to build an housing estate both sides of Essex Way. Only Norwood Drive
was built due to massive, unforeseen problems with the stability of the land.

58

Mrs Jacqui Claxton

Object

I live in Norwood Drive, and have large cracks inside and outside my property. Like other properties in the
area we suffer with mild flooding in wet weather. There are pictures showing water cascading down
Essex Way into Norwood Drive on the Internet. We have been told we can no longer pave our gardens
due to the high water table, and drainage issues. We have a flood barrier build at the bottom of our
garden. In 2012 new owners of the land removed it. The Environment Agency arrived within days, and
the flood barrier quickly reinstated. So why 35 houses on this site even would be considered? we cannot
be complacent about flooding in 2014, when so many areas of the country are currently under water!
Essex Way is a very dangerous road, and there have been deaths in recent years. IF this development is
only going to gain access to the site via Glyders, this will have a massive impact on the local area. IF
however the main access to this site is Essex Way, this will only add to the rush hour congestion, and
possibly lead to more accidents.
This site is so elevated it can be seen for some distance. Building on this land would be utter destruction
of the green belt, and a travesty being so close to Hadleigh Country Park.
ATTACHMENT: image${7827170001875228456}.jpg

Recommended Response and Actions
This landowner owns adjacent land. It may therefore be
appropriate for him to use this adjacent land to provide
surface water management if it cannot be achieved on-site.
It is therefore consider appropriate that is retained within
policy H15.

In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site. It
is clear that this will have an impact on the cost of
development, however each site will have costs associated
with its condition e.g. sites on Canvey have costs
associated with creating raft foundations. These costs have
been considered as part of the whole plan viability
assessment and it is considered that this site is viable
whilst providing 25% affordable housing.
In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
Management Act, the developer will require surface water
management consent from Essex County Council to
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
local area by observing flows off the King John School
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
impacts to be severe.
The impact of this proposed development site on the
landscape has been assessed. It is agreed that this site
can be viewed from the area around Benfleet Water Tower.
However, it is clearly surrounded by existing development.
Closer to the site, trees and built development increasingly
obscure the site from public view limiting its contribution to
the visual character of the wider landscape. It is therefore
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Recommended Response and Actions
considered that the development of this site, with
appropriate landscaping along its eastern boundary will not
impact on the quality of the surrounding landscape.

Any houses built on this highly visible site, the gateway to Benfleet, would be a travesty.

60

Mrs Karen
Robinson

Both the Viability and Habitat Assessments quote 30 homes why does the plan then quote 35? It is the
highest ratio of houses per hectare of any of the proposed sites-why?
Object

The impact of this proposed development site on the
landscape has been assessed. It is agreed that this site
can be viewed from the area around Benfleet Water Tower.
However, it is clearly surrounded by existing development.
Closer to the site, trees and built development increasingly
obscure the site from public view limiting its contribution to
the visual character of the wider landscape. It is therefore
considered that the development of this site, with
appropriate landscaping along its eastern boundary will not
impact on the quality of the surrounding landscape.

It is recognised that individual property owners may benefit
On a personal note I bought my home on Essex Way because of the rural outlook. The numerous
accidents, noise pollution from either traffic queues or speeding traffic and HGV's I put up with because of from a better view of this land from their homes. However,
there is no right to a view over another person’s land.
that outlook.
In terms of the viability and habitat regulation assessments,
ATTACHMENT: IMG_0107${3851381751032917074}.jpg
it is noted that they consider the provision of 30 homes on
this site whilst policy H15 proposes up to 35 homes. Whilst
it would normally be suggested that the Habitat
Assessment and Viability Assessment would need to be
reviewed in light of this difference, such a review is unlikely
to be the case as recent submissions by Linden Homes
show a 30 home proposal only.
I strongly object to the proposed building plans at Glyders for the following reasons:

91

Mrs Johanna Wylde

Object

In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
Firstly, I have lived in my property in Eastleigh Road for almost 15 years. Every year we suffer from
flooding from the drain outside my property which over flows in heavy rain. (I have photographic evidence range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
to support this). The excess rain water flows down my drive into my garage and down to my utility room. I consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
Management Act, the developer will require surface water
have had to claim on my house insurance for replacement cupboards in the utility room as they were
sodden through and through. However I think the next time this happens (I now have damp on walls and management consent from Essex County Council to
damp in cupboards from recent excess rain) I will send my bill to the council for replacement cupboards! I ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
have previously informed the council of this matter and they sent out a contractor (of which I have a
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
photograph of) who informed me (whilst trying desperately to stop the flow of water) that he often gets
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
calls to this part of Benfleet and in particular Eastleigh Road as it has old clay pipes and they are full of
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
tree roots and weeds. Apparently they all need to be replaced but it is too big a job and too expensive!
Instead they raised the kerb. Where are the council's priorities? How can you even think of building more good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
properties? I also know that my house is not the only one to be affected by excess rain. If you take away Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
the grassland surely you are going to make this problem a hundred times worse. I am also very aware
local area by observing flows off the King John School
that many houses in this area including St Mary's Road suffer subsidence. The land at H15 is very
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
unstable and if disturbed will surely affect the structure of many properties. Will you pay to put those
properties right?
In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
Secondly, Essex Way is supposed to show the "gateway to Benfleet". How on earth can this be with
additional houses? It will no longer look tranquil and pretty but built up and overcrowded like everywhere Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
else. It will be a concrete jungle.
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Thirdly, how can you justify the air quality? I am aware that this "test" has been carried out and the result Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
showed the air quality to be very poor. I myself suffer from asthma and I am well aware of the amount of
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site. It
adults/children who suffer from asthma/bronchitis/bronchiolitis etc. surely this is not just a coincidence?
is clear that this will have an impact on the cost of
The amount of devastation the Benfleet Downs has suffered with the hundreds of trees that have been
development, however each site will have costs associated
demolished will ensure the air quality becomes even worse. So, by building 30-40 houses which will
with its condition e.g. sites on Canvey have costs
mean a minimum of 30-40 additional cars (more like 60-80 averaging 2 cars per household) and an entire associated with creating raft foundations. These costs have
area of grassland wiped out will most definitely put resident’s health at risk. Are you willing to do this?
been considered as part of the whole plan viability
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Which brings me to my next point: congestion? At present, Eastleigh Road is a quiet and peaceful road
(that is until it is rush hour and it becomes a rat race and very busy). The road is extremely narrow and
has very high verges. Cars cannot pass easily and sometimes not all. To increase the traffic even more
so will only cause further congestion and make the roads even more busy which in turn will cause
accidents. Essex Way is already a "death trap" and a hot spot for accidents. When this happens Benfleet
becomes gridlocked. Have you ever tried to get through Benfleet during rush hour? It takes me
sometimes 25 minutes just to drop my children at school. A journey which should only take 5 minutes!
The wildlife should also be remembered. Badgers are in abundance from that field and research shows
that badgers cannot and should not be relocated! Adders and grass snakes have regularly been sighted.
The H15 site used to be beautifully maintained and horses used to always graze there. Instead it has
been left which as a result has attracted even more wildlife.

Recommended Response and Actions
assessment and it is considered that this site is viable
whilst providing 25% affordable housing.
The impact of this proposed development site on the
landscape has been assessed. It is agreed that this site
can be viewed from the area around Benfleet Water Tower.
However, it is clearly surrounded by existing development.
Closer to the site, trees and built development increasingly
obscure the site from public view limiting its contribution to
the visual character of the wider landscape. It is therefore
considered that the development of this site, with
appropriate landscaping along its eastern boundary will not
impact on the quality of the surrounding landscape, or
indeed the entrance to Benfleet which already comprises
residential development.

On a personal note, I moved to Benfleet from Southend as I wanted to live and raise children somewhere
less built up and with rural views. Please don't take away what little countryside we have. I do not believe
it is housing "for our children". What utter rubbish. It is about time Castle Point Councillors had the guts to
stand up and say "no more, we have no more room!"
In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
impacts to be severe.
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby.
Finally, it is recognised that individual property owners may
benefit from a better view of this land from their homes.
However, there is no right to a view over another person’s
land.
How can the planning officers/council in their right minds even THINK of building on this
AGRICULTURAL LAND that had been bought for a song as it was Greenbelt, and building upon it would
have a huge detrimental effect on this area of South Benfleet. The drains, sewers regularly flood and flow
into residents gardens, garages, utility rooms!. Only this week there was a break in one of the pipes and
the water board worker said the pipes could not cope with any further loads on them. Link attached to
video is:104

Mrs Susan Baillie

Object

http://youtu.be/hepmDvBYm6E
This is the Gateway to Benfleet and it's a conservation area, what a beautiful sight awaits all to enjoy!!!! It
seems totally mad for anybody to now consider building more homes, on an already crowded part of
Benfleet. Road access on Essex Way is an absolute nightmare, recently there have been some major
accidents resulting in fatalities, and then the whole area grinds to a complete standstill, rather than just a
snail's pace. Also this area is a known rat run to avoid the mini roundabout by St Marys Church, and I can
assure you many cars do not stick to 30mph. Now you are contemplating building another 35 houses,
affordable or not with an average of 2 cars per house. So another potential 70 cars/vehicles exiting into a
small quiet residential turning!!!! This beggars belief. Your own remit states:-• Loss of residential amenity,

In terms of the impact of the housing proposals in this plan
on the strategic purpose of the Green Belt, a Green Belt
Boundary Review has been prepared to inform the draft
New Local Plan. This indicated that the proposals included
within policy H4 to H17 would not cause harm to the
strategic purpose of the Green Belt.
With regard to the use of this land for agricultural purposes,
the NPPF expects local authorities to protect the best and
most versatile agricultural land. Castle Point does not have
the best, most versatile agricultural land. The majority of
the agricultural land in the borough is Grade 3 agricultural
land.
In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
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privacy, overlooking & dominance • The character of the area and the site • Increase in traffic, highway
and pedestrian safety • Lack of on-site car parking and increase in on street parking • Noise and
disturbance to adjoining properties • Effect on wildlife, their habitats and other natural amenities and
resources • these are reasons to consider! This area is a quiet back road and you now want to add noise
and further air pollution to an already known low air quality area. This land also adjoins the Hadleigh
Country Park where you have destroyed numerous animal habitats, so please leave this field alone,
adders, bats, butterflies, badgers to name but a few.

Management Act, the developer will require surface water
management consent from Essex County Council to
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
local area by observing flows off the King John School
playing fields during heavy rainfall.

So please Castle point Council Councillors use your ears and listen to what the people of Benfleet who
elected you are saying. No to houses off GYLDERS.

In terms of drainage infrastructure, it should be noted that
Anglian Water, the drainage provider, has not objected to
development in this location.
The impact of this proposed development site on the
landscape has been assessed. It is agreed that this site
can be viewed from the area around Benfleet Water Tower.
However, it is clearly surrounded by existing development.
Closer to the site, trees and built development increasingly
obscure the site from public view limiting its contribution to
the visual character of the wider landscape. It is therefore
considered that the development of this site, with
appropriate landscaping along its eastern boundary will not
impact on the quality of the surrounding landscape, or
indeed the entrance to Benfleet which already comprises
residential development.
In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
impacts to be severe.
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby.
In terms of residential amenity the design of the
development will need to meet the requirements of the
Residential Design Guidance SPD which sets out specific
requirements in terms of the space around buildings.
Furthermore, any proposal will also need to meet the
requirements of policy NE10 also. It should however be
recognised that this does not protect from the loss of views
over another person’s land, as there is no right to a view
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over another person’s land.
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby. This is
consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.

105

Mr Robert Baillie

Object

In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
I object in the strongest possible terms to any more green and natural countryside being destroyed by a
Management Act, the developer will require surface water
hypocritical council who, on one hand advocate the importance of trees to our environment and wildlife
management consent from Essex County Council to
whilst on the other hand are hell bent on destroying them.
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
Thousands of well established trees will be demolished over the next few years on Benfleet Downs and
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
neighbouring Glyders development where concrete will replace natural resources. Wildlife habitats will be development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
destroyed also and nature's balance of carbon absorption and oxygen regeneration in an already polluted flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
section of the borough will be non-existent.
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
How refreshing and unusual to notice that the only support for this project so far comes from the builders, good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
Linden Homes who stand to make an awful lot of money out of this development, away from their own
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
doorstep, whereas local residents will lose money on their properties through devaluation. Comforting to
local area by observing flows off the King John School
note also that Linden Homes support a housing allocation - how can this be considered a valid and
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
objective reason for support when everyone else is providing valid and substantive reasons for their
objection?
In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
The amount of concrete that will have to be poured onto that land to prevent landslip and subsidence
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
would probably enable a new road off Canvey to be constructed! All of that will create flood risk to the
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
surrounding area as there will be no natural vegetation to absorb moisture or roots to bind the soil from
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
the substantial water that will cascade down the slopes of this site.
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
Abort this dreadful, thoughtless decision to build any homes on this land immediately.
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site. It
is clear that this will have an impact on the cost of
development, however each site will have costs associated
with its condition e.g. sites on Canvey have costs
associated with creating raft foundations. These costs have
been considered as part of the whole plan viability
assessment and it is considered that this site is viable
whilst providing 25% affordable housing.
Finally, it is recognised that individual property owners may
benefit from a better view of this land from their homes,
which may have added value to their property. However,
there is no right to a view over another person’s land, and
no protection under planning law associated with the loss
of value arising from the loss of a view.

123

Juliette Arnold

Object

H15 Glyders - apologies for this response but I'm losing the will to live with the length of this plan and the
time it has taken me so far to get to this point. Under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 can you let me
know the complaints process for raising concerns about the length of the plan and clarity of the
document? I would also like to know what the full escalation route is. Thank you.

This representation was passed to the Council’s
Complaints Manager who contacted this consultee with
regard to her wish to complain. It should however be noted
that there was a summary leaflet provided for residents,
Now with regard to the above development you clearly want to impress the point that the land is enclosed which was available to view online also. The length of the
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on 3 sides by properties. The properties have been there quite a while and so has the hedge which
clearly has its own little ecosystem operating within it. There are numerous species of wildlife running and
flying around the area as well. Can you tell me whether as a Local Authority you have an obligation to find
out whether endangered wildlife species live on the land or whether it is the obligation of the residents to
provide proof? I would also like to know whether an impact assessment has been undertaken on the
historical value of the land and also whether there are any unexploded ammunitions in the vicinity which
may become unstable if the development goes ahead. I also understand that the land is of a particular
type of unstable clay which may cause issues for the existing properties if new buildings are to be built,
can you please publish a copy of your assessment of the land? Apart from the environmental impacts to
wildlife as mentioned in my earlier comments, and the emissions from 70 to 100 plus cars driving down a
narrow stretch of road, there are the safety implications to current residents from noise pollution and a
volume of speeding cars.
It also appears that the hedge will totally disappear which houses numerous wildlife species and part of
the existing agricultural land will be used as well - aren't there laws against that? Particularly as there is a
shortage of agricultural land in the UK!
I would like to see the justification of building 35 houses on that parcel of land against what the council
will have to pay out in assessment, consultations with Defray and the Environment Agency as well as
other agencies, the cost of enabling the current infrastructure to support another 35 houses (which I am
assuming are affordable - to me that would mean they would be under £250k each otherwise who can
afford them and it's pushing it at that price) against the number of people who have said they would like
'said' affordable housing in this local area and also balancing out the cost to the wildlife.
We are the only people that the local wildlife have got to fight their cause. An Englishman stands up for
the right to live where he wants and I don't think it is fair or just to decide to build houses on land that is
already happily occupied. It appears similar to me to the situation in Africa where their natural habitats
and native species are being depleted. I would want to see a very strong argument for building on that
piece of land particularly when there are other places to build with fewer implications on wildlife and the
transparency of Council procedures.
Can you also provide details on how you are going to build it? Which road are the large lorries going to
travel up and down as there would be a great deal of noise at anti social times of the day for residents.
Not to mention the safety risks of large plant moving around particularly if they are going to be travelling
up and down Eastleigh Road and Highcliff Road. The roads are not wide enough to support that type of
vehicle.

Recommended Response and Actions
plan reflects the range of issues covered, and the
complexity of some of these issues. It has been drafted in
such a way as to provide clear guidance for those making
and considering planning applications as to the Council’s
approach and policy requirements.
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby. This is
consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.
The impact of this proposed development site on the
landscape, including the historic landscape, has been
assessed. It is agreed that this site can be viewed from the
area around Benfleet Water Tower. However, it is clearly
surrounded by existing development. Closer to the site,
trees and built development increasingly obscure the site
from public view limiting its contribution to the visual
character of the wider landscape. It is therefore considered
that the development of this site, with appropriate
landscaping along its eastern boundary will not impact on
the quality of the surrounding landscape, or indeed the
entrance to Benfleet which already comprises residential
development.
In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
impacts to be severe.
In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
Management Act, the developer will require surface water
management consent from Essex County Council to
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
local area by observing flows off the King John School
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
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noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site. It
is clear that this will have an impact on the cost of
development, however each site will have costs associated
with its condition e.g. sites on Canvey have costs
associated with creating raft foundations. These costs have
been considered as part of the whole plan viability
assessment and it is considered that this site is viable
whilst providing 25% affordable housing.
In terms of site access during construction, this is a
detailed matter that will be addressed if and when a
planning application is received. However, adopted roads
are built to accommodate large vehicles such as those
which deliver furniture or collect waste, and are therefore
suitable for construction traffic. Additionally, it should be
noted that the landowner for this site owns a wider area of
land, and may be able to achieve an alternative
construction access if required.
It should be noted that property owners do not have the
right to a view across another person’s land. Therefore, the
loss of view that will be experienced by this consultee is not
a material planning consideration.

142

Gillian Gregory

Object

In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
I live in Glyders Benfleet, the field slap bang opposite my house, Where a proposed 35 houses is going
for development I have to say I am utterly disguised! To have this field turned into concrete I don't want to minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
be looking out my windows and see this awful site I think I will plant high trees in my front. Apart from this of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
the traffic is going to be horrendous it’s bad enough as it is. Also the concrete is going to cause flood
impacts to be severe.
issues. Please don't go ahead with this awful cement load and all that will come with it this is green belt
land and should not be built on.
In terms of flood risk, this site is in a critical drainage area,
and due to its topography will be required to incorporate
source retention drainage techniques. This is a
requirement of policy H15.
Finally, in terms of the Green Belt, a Green Belt Boundary
Review has been undertaken. This indicates that this site
can be removed from the Green Belt without impacting on
the strategic purpose of the wider Green Belt in this
location.

185

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Object

This site has been notified as a Potential Local Wildlife Site (see our comments on Policies NE6 and
NE8). Development of this site will require compensatory "like for like" habitat creation.

ACTION: Given that there is an assemblage of species on
this site which could meet the criteria for Local Wildlife Site
selection, it is considered appropriate that compensatory
provision is made nearby, as required by this consultee.
This would be consistent with the NPPF.
It is proposed that paragraph 13.120 is amended to reflect
the presence of the potential Local Wildlife Site. It is
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proposed that the start of paragraph 13.120 is amended to
read as follows:
Given the undeveloped nature of the site, any development
of this site would need to consider how biodiversity could
be effectively integrated into the development and an
overall net gain in biodiversity could be achieved. This is
particularly relevant in relation to the priority habitats and
species present on the site. Furthermore...
It is therefore proposed that part 2d of policy H15 is
amended to read as follows:
Provides full off-site compensation for any loss of priority
habitats and/or species, and in all other ways meets the
requirements of policy NE8 in order to achieve a net gain in
biodiversity;
ACTION: In order to ensure that infrastructure is delivered
nearby to support development of this site, it is proposed
that the following requirement is included as part 2 f of
policy H15:

John Henry
445

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Object

NHSE objects to the Policy's omission of the need to assess and mitigate the impacts on the capacity of
healthcare facilities and services arising from the proposed development of this site.

Ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support
growth in this location, and that infrastructure requirements
are reflected in the phasing of delivery on the site.

Therefore, in the interests of ensuring a consistent approach to achieving sustainable development, it is
recommended that Policy H 11 is amended to include an additional requirement under item 2, as follows:

Additionally, a new paragraph should be added after
13.122 which reads as follows:

"In order to ensure that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the
development must: f) ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location."

As with all sites in Castle Point, development in this
location will need to be supported by local improvements to
the capacity of healthcare services. Additionally, it will be
necessary to for some localised improvements to the local
highways network to ensure that access arrangements are
safe and traffic impacts are fully mitigated in accordance
with policy T6.

I object to the inclusion of the above parcel of land in the Castle Point Draft New Local Plan on the
following grounds.

In terms of site access during construction, this is a
detailed matter that will be addressed if and when a
planning application is received. However, adopted roads
are built to accommodate large vehicles such as those
which deliver furniture or collect waste, and are therefore
suitable for construction traffic. Additionally, it should be
noted that the landowner for this site owns a wider area of
land, and may be able to achieve an alternative
construction access if required. There are no proposals to
widen Eastleigh Road.

General:
A proposal for development of this site was made in the late 70's and was turned down by the then
council and the inspector on appeal. Nothing has changed since then.
Specific:
311

Mr Michael Lummis

Object

(1) Local Structure
(a) Road access is tight for heavy construction traffic bearing in mind that this is a residential road with
cars parked either side except for one hour Mon -Fri.
(b) As this road is residential it was not designed, in terms of load bearing, to take heavy traffic. Vibration
from these vehicles could well have a detrimental effect on properties adjacent to the roads.
(c) Underground services - sewers, gas main, and water - are unlikely, in the case of liquids to be able to
handle any increase in load and all lines may well be susceptible to fracture due to vibrations from
construction traffic.

In terms of underground services, the utility providers were
contacted as part of the consultation. There have been no
objections from them with regard to development in this
location.
In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
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is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site.
(e) Any proposal to widen Eastleigh Road should be viewed with caution as the ground on either side has As similar projects have occurred elsewhere, it is
a pronounced slope, if widened this will become more severe with consequent problems for disabled
considered that they can occur without harm to nearby
access to the bungalows on the south side and houses on the north.
properties if carried out appropriately.
(2) Land
(a) The plot is extremely steep composed of soft clay. Over the years this has moved giving rise to
terraces which are still in motion albeit slowly. Structurally this is an extremely poor weight bearing soil.
(b) In the late 70's a proposal, refused, was for 11 houses on a 3.5 acre site. This has now risen to 35 on
5 acres. A density increase of 123% (in terms of houses/acre)
(c) Given the soil loading, with the number of houses and associated infrastructure the loss of water to
the sub soil could cause a serious imbalance in the sub surface water table lead to increased risk of soil
movement and subsequent structural damage not only to the new houses but to adjacent properties.
(d) If houses were to be built on this site, a large amount of piling would be required to ensure stability of
buildings. Vibration from the piling work could well affect the structural integrity of those properties on the
east side of Mill Hill.
(3) Infrastructure
(a) With 35 houses there will be an increase in traffic along Glyders/Eastleigh/Highcliff roads onto Essex
Way, leading to more congestion at the Highcliff/Essex Way junction at rush hour and an increase in the
‘rat run' up/down Highcliff at these times.
(b) The existing surface water/sewage systems are already close to their limits any development will
overload them leading to localized flooding.
(c) Given the steepness of the site any surface water from hard surface areas, especially during heavy
rainfall, will be likely to flood the properties downhill of the development.
(d) There is a National Grid medium/high pressure gas line east of the proposed site running from the top
end (south) downhill to the sub-station by Essex Way. No works may be carried out within a certain
distance of this line, thus restricting the available area for building.
(4) Environmental
(a) There is already concern over the air quality in the Essex Way area. More houses in the area will only
add to the problem.
(b) Building these houses will increase the noise level in the area, already affect by the traffic on Essex
Way.
(c) Although it is claimed that this area is of no interest in terms of flora and fauna, given the period of
time that it has been left untouched, it is more than likely that it is now an area of rich biodiversity and
should be left undisturbed.

In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
impacts to be severe.
In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
Management Act, the developer will require surface water
management consent from Essex County Council to
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
local area by observing flows off the King John School
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
In terms of the Gas pipeline, this is the eastern extent of
the site, and the proposed level of development can be
accommodate on this site whilst maintaining a suitable
buffer for the avoidance and maintenance of this pipeline.
In terms of air quality, which is largely attributable to traffic
in Castle Point, it is unlikely that 30-35 homes giving rise to
limited car movements (18 in each peak) will have a
significant impact on air quality issues, or noise issues
above those which already exist. Mitigation can be included
within the scheme to increase the amount of amelioration
of air quality through additional tree planting as part of
wildlife enhancements proposed in response to
representation 185.
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
representation 185 does require any impacts on
biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby. This is
consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.
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Support for the approach to biodiversity and surface water
We support the inclusion within Policy H15 at parts 2c, 2d and 2e to provide for green infrastructure; a net management set out in policy H15 noted and welcomed.
gain in biodiversity and effective surface water management.

Environment
Agency

PETITION WITH 510 SIGNATORIES
Reasons why H15 should not be developed
1) The site of the proposed development, H15 is a steep incline composed of unstable clays, which over
time have shifted to form numerous ridges under the natural surface loading. To build in this area would
entail extensive piling to stabilise any structure to avoid building subsidence and even then there is a
strong possibility that this would not be successful.
2) The work mentioned under (1) would be liable to cause damage to existing properties adjacent to the
area.
3) H15, being so steep and rising from north to south would decimate privacy and light to properties
flanking the south of Essex Way and east side of Mill Hill.
4) The existing infrastructure cannot cope at present. H15 development would cause adverse effects on
existing properties for the following reasons:
a) Surface water drainage has been a problem in Essex Way and Eastleigh for many years with H15 and
the Farm area draining into an open ditch and pipe work along with existing properties. In heavy
downpours of rain the surface drainage is overwhelmed, causing water to flood through properties on the
south side of Essex Way, across the road into homes on the north side of Essex Way. The volume of
water also causes manhole covers to erupt.

Robert Baillie
547

Residents Against
Glyders Expansion
(RAGE!)

Recommended Response and Actions

Paragraph 13.121 highlights that SuDS will be required and should be integrated into open space
requirements and GI, to create multi-functional green space.

Martin Barrell
400

Comments

Object

In terms of site access during construction, this is a
detailed matter that will be addressed if and when a
planning application is received. However, adopted roads
are built to accommodate large vehicles such as those
which deliver furniture or collect waste, and are therefore
suitable for construction traffic. Additionally, it should be
noted that the landowner for this site owns a wider area of
land, and may be able to achieve an alternative
construction access if required. There are no proposals to
widen Eastleigh Road.
In terms of the topography and land stability, it should be
noted that there are significant parts of the Benfleet and
Thundersley area which are sloped and where residential
properties exist. Examples of where homes are built on
sloped land include Vicarage Hill, Thundersley Park Road,
Cumberland Road, Oakfield Road and Kimberley Road. It
is therefore feasible that homes could be built on this site.
As similar projects have occurred elsewhere, it is
considered that they can occur without harm to nearby
properties if carried out appropriately.

During march this year the Development of the Environment conducted a Water Level Survey in Essex
Way. Engineers carrying out this survey stated that the pipe work is only 50cm in diameter and is not
adequate for the present situation. Should H15 be developed with roads, driveways and homes and
surface water drainage is plugged into the existing system this would be a sure recipe for disaster.

In terms of surface water, policy H15 specifically requires
the management of surface water on-site. There are a
range of techniques available to achieve this. As a
consequence of the requirements of the Flood and Water
b) Properties in Eastleigh and Glyders already have an ongoing problem with broken and ruptured sewer Management Act, the developer will require surface water
and water supply pipes, probably caused by land movement. Plugging H15 development into this existing management consent from Essex County Council to
ensure that the techniques proposed are appropriate to the
infrastructure is another recipe for disaster.
site and its location. It is therefore anticipated, that
c) Eastleigh and Glyders are narrow residential roads not designed for heavy construction traffic.
development of this site will not exacerbate surface water
flood risk further. It should be noted that the existing
d) Access to Essex Way via Highcliff Road and Grosvenor Road during rush hour periods is at times
impossible at present. This is also an accident Black Spot, as Police records will confirm, and any further substrate in Castle Point is predominantly clay, which is not
good at retaining water during heavy rainfall events.
development at H15 would only contribute to further chaos.
Therefore, open fields do not always offer the benefits to
e) Poor air quality is also a serious issues as information show on Castle Point Green Belt Site
flood risk that are expected. This can be evidenced in the
Sustainability Assessment dated August 2011:
local area by observing flows off the King John School
playing fields during heavy rainfall.
"Para 4.34 - Four sites are identified that are in or near areas identified as being within the 10% most
deprived nationally for air quality and road injuries". These sites are:
In terms of drainage infrastructure, it should be noted that
Anglian Water, the drainage provider, has not objected to
6: South West Hadleigh
development in this location.
8: South of Essex Way
In terms of the level of traffic likely to be generated by this
12: West of Glebelands
site, TRICs trip generation rates for Castle Point identified
in the Transport Assessment indicate that a development
9 and 23: Land North of Kiln Road including Land North of the Chase
of 35 homes would give rise to around 18 vehicle
5) In 1996 Jillian Reeves, the H15 Landowner, fenced and planted a broad strip of trees and hedging
movements in the AM and PM peaks – a car every 3
down the farmland from south to north. However, since this segregation and planting H15 has become a minutes and 20 seconds. It is not considered that this level
haven for wildlife. The resident list includes badgers, bats, squirrels, lizards, snakes, butterflies and other of traffic movement is significant to justify removing this site
insect life. Photographic evidence and inspection will support this habitation. H15 development would
from the draft New Local Plan, as the NPPF requires traffic
annihilate this habitat!
impacts to be severe.
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6) Existing properties flanking H15 Green Belt have had access to the countryside park for 20 to 40
years, through gates and over styles at the rear of their gardens. This access has never been contested
by the landowner or resident farmer. H 15 would deny this established right of way.

In terms of air quality which is largely attributable to traffic
in Castle Point, it is unlikely that 30-35 homes giving rise to
limited car movements (18 in each peak) will have a
significant impact on air quality issues, or noise issues
7) Essex Way, the Eastern Gateway to Benfleet and Canvey Island, is one of the few areas in Benfleet
above those which already exist. Mitigation can be included
with a rolling green and pleasant aspect when viewed from the main road. Rate payers have no wish to
within the scheme to increase the amount of amelioration
see this destroyed with the H15 area covered in concrete! Jillian Reeves the landowner was quoted in the
of air quality through additional tree planting as part of
ECHO as stating that H15 is no longer of use to her so perhaps this land would be better use to the
wildlife enhancements proposed in response to
community at large. As has been suggested it could be planted with trees as a First World War Memorial
representation 185.
Park or an extension of the Countryside Park, affording views to the north, east and west of South
Benfleet. There are residents in Benfleet who would be prepared to maintain H15 as Green Belt in order
With regard to wildlife, it is recognised that open land may
to preserve the land for all to enjoy and to preserve the wildlife.
become home to a range of species. The Local Wildlife
Site Review identifies the potential for this site to achieve
8) In the Government's Planning Practice Guidance, Section 9 - Protecting Green Belt Land states:
Local Wildlife Site status, but at this time it does not. It is
79. The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy therefore not considered to be as environmentally sensitive
is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts as other sites in the borough. That being said, the
proposed amendment to policy H15 in response to
are their openness and their permanence.
representation 185 does require any impacts on
81. Once Green Belts have been defined, local planning authorities should plan positively to enhance the biodiversity to be fully compensated nearby. This is
consistent with the requirements of the NPPF.
beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for opportunities to provide access; to provide
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and
In terms of public access to the rear of properties on Essex
biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land.
Way, there is no existing public right of way in this area. If
the neighbouring properties wish to retain a public right of
83. Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green Belt boundaries in
their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green way to the rear of their properties they will need to apply to
Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of Essex County Council. Regardless, it is considered that a
the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their public right of way to the rear of properties on Essex Way
could be retained as part of a development scheme for this
intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan
site.
period.
87. As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green
Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.
88. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial
weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations
89. A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in Green
Belt.
92. Community Forests offer valuable opportunities for improving the environment around towns, by
upgrading the landscape and providing for recreation and wildlife. An approved Community Forest plan
may be a material consideration in preparing development plans and in deciding planning applications.
Any development proposals within Community Forests in the Green Belt should be subject to the normal
policies controlling development in Green Belts.
The residents do not feel that this Guidance has been complied with in any way.

The impact of this proposed development site on the
landscape, including the historic landscape, has been
assessed. It is agreed that this site can be viewed from the
area around Benfleet Water Tower. However, it is clearly
surrounded by existing development. Closer to the site,
trees and built development increasingly obscure the site
from public view limiting its contribution to the visual
character of the wider landscape. It is therefore considered
that the development of this site, with appropriate
landscaping along its eastern boundary will not impact on
the quality of the surrounding landscape, or indeed the
entrance to Benfleet which already comprises residential
development.
In terms of proposals for alternative uses, the Council
cannot compel a landowner to make land publicly available
as an open space, except in cases where it is agreed as
part of a development proposal. Therefore, denying the
landowner the right to develop their land does not mean it
will be made available for open space provision.
Finally, with regard to the Green Belt, it should be noted
that the NPPF should be read as a whole. The NPPF
requires local planning authorities to meet their objectively
assessed needs for development. Where these cannot be
met, paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF allow for Green Belt
boundaries to be exceptionally reviewed in order to ensure
that they are defensible throughout the plan period whilst
allowing for sustainable development to occur. The recent
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exchange of letters between the Planning Minister and the
Chief Planning Inspector confirm that this is the expected
interpretation of the NPPF in relation to meeting housing
needs (paragraph 47), the presumption in favour of
sustainable development (paragraph 14) and reviewing the
Green Belt (paragraphs 83 – 85).

Policy H16: New Housing Site - Land East of Canvey Road
We have concerns regarding the allocation of site in terms of its impact on the adjoining scheduled
monument to the north and wider archaeology and landscape impacts. Given its proximity, it is very
worrying that the policy and supporting text makes no reference to the scheduled monument (a Roman
saltern or salt works) and fails to mention the archaeological potential of the site itself (which is likely to
be high given the monument). The Sustainability Appraisal also fails to flag up the historic environment
issues, showing this site as “Green” against the landscape and heritage objective, when it should be at
least “Amber” (see page 25).
The scheduled monument is a rare survival of an extant saltern, whose setting contributes greatly to its
significance. We previously expressed concerns regarding this site in our response to the 2010
Publication version of the Core Strategy, stating that it should only be allocated if adequate information is
available to demonstrate no significant adverse impact on the scheduled monument.

200

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Object

English Heritage

We have had pre-application discussions regarding the site in the past few years, including consultation
on an EIA Scoping Report. While there is potential for some development within this site allocation, there
needs to be greater clarity and guidance in the Local Plan with regards to how the setting and
management of the scheduled monument should be dealt with and how on-site archaeological issues are
to be addressed. There needs to a buffer between the monument and built development that is adequate
and appropriately used. The integration and management of the monument as a result of new
development needs to be addressed, bearing in mind that there is an opportunity to enhance and better
manage this heritage asset through new development. Access issues in terms of the location and impact
of new roads on the monument. On-site archaeological issues also need to be discussed with the
council’s archaeological advisers.

The development site does not include the area occupied
by the SAM, and the proposals as set out in the draft New
Local Plan included the requirement for a landscape
strategy which incorporated strong landscaping
requirements nearby the SAM. Nonetheless, the response
to representation 260 (below) seeks to strengthen the
recognition and protection offered to the SAM through
policy H16.

As it currently stands, we would consider the Local Plan to be unsound in terms of not being justified,
effective or consistent with national policy (including Paragraphs 154 and 157 of the NPPF). In order to
make the Local Plan sound, the council need to justify the site in terms of the amount of development and
its historic environment impact, and show that significant adverse impacts can be avoided. The
supporting text and policy needs to provide clear guidance with regards to how the scheduled monument
should be addressed, including its future management and the nature of the buffer between it and
development. The urban design approaches currently advocated by the draft policy need to be reviewed
in terms of the suitability within the setting of a scheduled monument. Consideration should also be given
to whether the site allocation should include the monument in order to achieve better integration and
conservation with any development. We would be happy to discuss further.

248

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Seek a
technical
alteration

My client supports the allocation of this site for housing. This site is owned by my client and as such is
available immediately. We set out below further justification of the suitability and availability of the site. In
doing so, it is noted that the site was the subject of a previous allocation in the earlier Core Strategy in
light of the suitability of this location for housing. This Core Strategy was subsequently withdrawn
following the announcement of the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategies and in light of concerns
raised by the Inspector and the initial Examination hearings about the sufficiency of land identified for
housing.
My client has some concerns about the proposed allocation that could undermine the delivery of the site
and these are outlined below with suggested remedies.
Suitability

In terms of the requirement to demonstrate that the
sequential test has been met, this is a policy requirement of
the NPPF, and it is considered policy H16 is consistent with
national policy in seeking to ensure that this has been met.
The Council is not therefore minded to amend this policy,
and it will remain with the landowner/developer to
demonstrate that the requirements of these tests have
been passed. Given the Council has identified this site
within the plan, it is considered that this will achieved
during the plan period. It should be noted that the
Environment Agency support this approach to this site (see
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representation 401 below).
The site is on the edge of an established residential area and is within easy walking distance of many
The matter raised in respect of design has been addressed
existing facilities within that area. Of particular note is the fact that the site is immediately adjacent to both
in response to representation 298 made by Essex County
a primary and secondary school. It is noted that the site scores well in the Sustainability Assessment of
Council. The response to that representation requires
Green Belt Sites, 2011 (see site 3) and Appendix 2 of the update published in 2013.
amendments to policies H4 through to H17 inclusive. This
As with the whole of Canvey the site is within Flood Zone 3a. In such cases the NPPF advises that plans response addresses the concerns of this consultee.
should identify the opportunities to avoid the need to develop in such areas but where this is necessary
ACTION: To reflect the fact that development on this site
making it safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere (paragraph 100). The recently published PPG
will be phased, it is proposed that part 5 of policy H16 is
explains how plans should take into account flood risk at Diagram 1 (Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 7amended to read as follows:
005-20140306). This clearly identifies the steps and the requirement for the Council to carry out the
sequential test and where necessary the exceptions test.
The developer will ensure that adequate access for
vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists is provided prior to the
The Council has undertaken a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment in 2010 and a Sequential and Exception
occupation of each phase of the development. The
Tests for Housing Site Options report in 2013. In both cases this site was considered and in the 2013
developer will work with the adjacent secondary school to
report it is noted as being deliverable and required to fulfil the housing need. Reference is also made to
investigate, and if appropriate deliver, a new access for
the Council’s inability to identify sufficient land to fulfil its objectively assessed housing need.
that school.
The 2013 report considers whether there is a need for this site to come forward in years 1 – 5 and, based
ACTION: To seek proposals which deliver more
on an annual target of 200 homes per year, it concludes that it is not required. However, it also confirms
sustainable travel patterns by a range of means, not just
that such a figure does not meet the objectively assessed needs and my client’s representations
bus, it is proposed that part 6 of policy H16 is amended to
regarding policy H1 set out our case in this respect.
read:
The 2013 report then considers the Exceptions Test and in terms of sustainability advises:
‘This site achieves sustainability objectives related to accessibility to services and employment,
potentially reducing the need to use the private car for short journeys. The site also avoids biodiversity
and does not impact on any landscape of significant value. It can be accommodated on the sewage
network without causing water quality issues’.

During the delivery of the homes on this site a package of
measures to enhance sustainable travel patterns will be
provided.

In terms of Flood Risk Management it comments that Finished Floor Levels of 2.67mAOD should be
achieved to reduce the risk to life of a breach. It advises that ‘Canvey Island is identified as a Policy 4
area in the TE2100 Plan whereby sea defences will be maintained and improved to respond to the risks
posed by climate change. Therefore, the overtopping risk should be minimised’. It concludes that the site
passes the Exceptions Test.
The site is currently in the Green Belt although it is noted in the Green Belt Review 2013 that ‘A clearly
defined and aligned boundary can be achieved through the infilling of the gap between the existing three
sides of built development. This would create a readily recognisable boundary. The remaining Green Belt
would continue to fulfil its purposes.’ It is identified as a ‘site that could be removed from the Green Belt
with limited impact on the strategic function of the Green Belt’.
Availability
As my client is both the owner of this site and a house builder it is a site that my client is willing to make
available immediately. It is noted however that the wording of policy H16 advises that the site should only
come forward if there is an insufficient supply of land to ensure a five year supply of housing. This
conflicts with the Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Site Options report, 2013, which advises
that the site will be required in years 6 – 10. This is based on a housing target of 200 per year, which both
this report and the Plan acknowledge does not fulfil the objectively assessed needs for the area.
Furthermore, given the suitability of the site for housing (as summarised above) and the fact that has
been deemed to pass the exceptions test it is illogical to delay the delivery of a site that will assist in
meeting the objectively assessed housing needs of the Council. My client therefore objects to this
approach within the policy as it in inconsistent with the NPPF in contributing to the failure of the Council to
meet its objectively assessed needs.
Deliverability
Although my client supports this proposed allocation there are a number of elements that could adversely
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impact upon the deliverability of the site. These are identified as follows:
•

Criterion 3a requires a Boulevard urban design approach. My client has no objection to
developing such an approach in principle but considers that its requirement as part of the policy
introduces an element of rigidity to the master plan process that is unwarranted and unjustified.
The details of such an approach have not been developed or tested and as such have not been
confirmed as the best solution for this site.

•

In light of the Council’s inability to fulfil its objectively assessed needs requirements, the unknown
costs of the requirements set out in policy H16 and the fact that a site layout has yet to be
developed it is considered that the restriction of the site to up to 275 homes is unjustified. It
presents an unnecessary barrier to the potential of the site without justification.

•

Criterion 5 prevents occupation of the homes until three new access points have been created.
These access points require the involvement, cooperation and desire of third parties that the
developer has no control over. As these access points have yet to be designed and discussed
with relevant third parties it is impossible to confirm that they are deliverable prior to occupation.
There is also an absence of evidence to justify that the provision of these accesses is necessary
either before occupation or indeed at all. My client is concerned that as currently worded this
criterion inhibits the delivery of this site.

•

Criterion 6 requires the delivery of improved public transport waiting facilities and services along
Canvey Road during the delivery of the homes. My client has no objection to the principle of this
but is concerned that the nature of these works or the willingness of the service providers has not
been explored. As currently worded this requirement could inhibit the delivery of the site.

Remedy
To overcome my client’s concerns the following amendments are suggested:
•

Identify the site as being capable of delivering at least 275 units with the final number to be
determined by the master plan approach required under criterion 3;

•

Delete Criterion 2;

•

Delete criterion 3a and replace with following:

“An urban design approach using a mix of urban design approaches that appropriately responds to the
on-site requirements set out in this policy and the character of the surrounding area with particular
reference to the landscape, nature conservation, and access and drainage requirements.”
•

Delete the first sentence of criterion 5 and replace with:

“The developer will ensure that adequate access for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists is provided prior to
the occupation of each phase of the development. In doing so, the developer will explore the need for and
deliverability (including relevant timescales) of the following:
Retain the list of access works as drafted.
•

Delete criterion 6 and replace with the following:

“During the delivery of the homes on this site a package of measures to enhance sustainable travel
patterns will be provided.”
This site is allocated in the Local Plan for 275 new homes by 2031.
Kevin Fraser
260

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

The `Sustainability Assessment of sites in the Castle Point Green Belt, August 2011' (paragraph 4.73)
identifies the presence of a Scheduled Ancient Monument adjacent to this site. It is the remains of a
Roman salt manufacturing area (a saltern) which is partly visible as a series of earthwork mounds with
associated buried remains. As worded the policy fails to make reference to this SAM.

ACTION: In recognition of the nearby scheduled ancient
monument, it is recommended that policy H16 is amended
as follows to require assessment and consideration of the
historic environment as part of the design of development
at this site.

It is proposed that an additional paragraph is inserted after
paragraph 13.124 to include recognition of the scheduled
It is essential that early historic environment assessment is undertaken to consider the potential impact of ancient monument. This additional paragraph should read
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Recommended Response and Actions
as follows:

There is a scheduled ancient monument adjacent to the
northern boundary of the site. It is the remains of a Roman
`Historic Environment assessment will need to be undertaken and reflected in the proposals set out in the
Saltern which is partly visible as a series of earthwork
master plan in order to ensure appropriate conservation, management and recording of such assets'
mounds with associated buried remains. It will be
necessary to have regard to the setting of this heritage
It is recommended that ECC should seek clarification that this has been undertaken so that the plan
asset when developing this site. It will also be necessary to
makes it clear how that the SAM will be able to co-exist with development).
carry out a historic assessment to check for other
archaeological deposits of similar interest nearby.
It is proposed that a new additional requirement is added at
point (3)(b) is amended to read as follows:
A landscape strategy for the site which:
i. Reflects the findings of historic assessment, and
seeks to preserve and enhance the setting of the
adjacent scheduled ancient monument;
ii. Provides a strong landscape buffer along the sites
northern boundary;
iii. Takes an approach to wildlife that is consistent with
policy NE8 and results in a net gain in biodiversity;
iv. Provides public open space within the site
consistent with the requirement of policy HC3, and
delivers additional children’s play equipment; and
v. Delivers surface water management within the site
ensuring no increase in the risk of surface water
flooding to the site or nearby properties.

Martin Barrell
401

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

As stated in paragraph 13.125, this site was subject to the flood risk Sequential Test. It was concluded
that the site would be required, along with those in Flood Zone 1, to meet the objectively assessed need
for housing. This is higher than the stated housing allocation for the Borough. As recommended within the Support for parts 3c and 3b of policy H16 noted and
welcomed.
supporting Sequential and Exception Test document for all housing allocations on Canvey, Policy H16
states in part 2 that the site should only be brought forward if there would otherwise be an insufficient 5
ACTION: For the purpose of clarity, insert South Essex
year housing land supply.
before Surface Water Management Plan in paragraph
13.126.
Paragraph 13.125 also states that any application must demonstrate passing of the Exception test. We
suggest that specific reference to this requirement should also be included in part 2 of the policy.
ACTION: In order to ensure that policy H16 is compliant
Paragraph 13.126 highlights the requirement for SuDS and for these to form multi functional green space. with the NPPF, it is proposed that part 2 is amended to
read as follows:
As above, the CDA referred to should be referenced to the SE SWMP for reader clarity.
Hill Hall Dyke (a designated main river) passes to the south of the site and is reliant upon Dutch Village
Pumping Station to lift flows to drain away from the site towards West Canvey marshes. Therefore,
development of this site may be deemed to require funding contributions towards future surface water
drainage infrastructure refurbishment or replacement.

Housing development may be brought forward on this site
only at the time when there is an insufficient supply of land
to ensure a five year housing land supply, and the
sequential and exception tests for flood risk can be met.

Paragraph 13.127 highlights the need to consider how to integrate biodiversity interests.
We support the inclusion within Policy H16 at part 3c that requires homes to be resistant and resilient to
flooding, and to provide safe refuge. We also support part 3b of the Policy, which requires a landscape
strategy to include a net gain in biodiversity and appropriate surface water management.
Policy H17: New Residential Institution Site - Land Fronting Canvey Road

201

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Support

We welcome 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.

Support for the approach to the Dutch Cottage Listed
Building within policy H17 noted and welcomed.
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NHSE objects to the Policy's omission of the need to assess and mitigate the impacts on the capacity of
healthcare facilities and services arising from the proposed development of this site.
As stated above, Class C2 developments comprising residential, care and nursing homes would result in
an increase in the number of elderly persons in need of care within the catchment of the healthcare
facilities and services that would serve the new population. In turn, this would necessitate a greater draw
on primary care services local to the developments. This is likely to have a significant impact on the NHS
funding programme for the delivery of healthcare provision within its area and specifically within the
health catchment of such developments.

John Henry
446

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Therefore, in the interests of ensuring a consistent approach to achieving sustainable development, it is
recommended that Policy H 17 is amended to include an additional requirement under item 3, as follows:
"In order to ensure that the development is of a high quality and responds to local circumstances the
development must: f. ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support growth in this location."

Recommended Response and Actions
ACTION: It is unlikely that development proposals arising
from this site will require the on-site provision of community
facilities on site, or be of a sufficient size to require the
provision of dedicated facilities off-site. Therefore, it is
unlikely that the applicant will be able to offset community
infrastructure impacts via the use of a S106 Agreement.
It will be necessary to secure contributions from this
development, to be pooled with contributions from other
developments nearby via the community infrastructure
levy, as this is the legally appropriate way of collecting
such contributions.
It is therefore for the Council in consultation with service
providers such as NHS England to ensure that there is
sufficient community infrastructure through the expenditure
of CIL.
Nonetheless, the phasing of development may be affected
by the availability of funding to secure local infrastructure
delivery. It is therefore appropriate to highlight the need for
the provision of sufficient infrastructure in the area to
support growth. It is therefore proposed that part 2 of policy
H17 has the following added as criterion f:
Set out a phasing plan to ensure that sufficient
infrastructure is in place to support growth in this location.

Martin Barrell
402

Environment
Agency

Support

Paragraph 13.134 states that this site will have to be considered against the flood risk Sequential and
Exception Tests as part of any application. The site was subject to the Sequential Test, within the „New
Local Plan Sequential and Exception Tests for Housing Options‟ document, which included the site as
one required to meet the higher level objectively assessed need for housing. Given the conclusions of the
Support for Part 2 and Parts 3c, 3d and 3e of policy H17
Sequential Test, and the proposed use of a residential care home, we believe that it is appropriate to
noted and welcomed.
include the requirement at part 2 of Policy H17 for any application to pass the Sequential and Exception
Tests.
We support part 3c, 3d and 3e of Policy H17, requiring a net gain in biodiversity; development that is
resistant and resilient to all forms of flooding; and appropriate management of surface water.

Policy H18: Area of Search and Safeguarded Land - North West Thundersley
H18: Area of Search and Safeguarded Land - North West Thundersley If we have to have new housing
development, this area should be re-considered as a prime site for development.
1. This has significant advantages over other identified housing development sites. It would provide
access to and from a new housing area that does not pass through the existing traffic black
spots. Namely Tarpots, Sadler’s Farm and Woodman’s. This applies both in the future and during
its construction. This would involve:
23

Mr Ray Hilton

Object

2. Access and exit roads from the site.
a. Entry and exit slip road off of the A130 southbound carriageway just south of the
A130/A1245 roundabout

The County Council have reviewed the proposed highways
layout associated with this representation and do not
consider that it resolves the concerns raised in their
objection.

b. Exit road close to the Blinking Owl, which would have an additional dedicated lane for
traffic turning left at the Fairglen interchange (i.e. towards A130), which would filter
directly onto the A1245. This has an added advantage, that it would relieve traffic
queuing on the slip road and back on to the A127 from Rayleigh Weir.
A new road linking the Manor Trading estate to these exit/entry points. This would further relieve
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congestion at Tarpots and Sadler’s. It would also stop the ever-increasing industrial and commercial
traffic passing through Church Road.
ATTACHMENT: H18 proposed development road access map${2955853148432638760}.pdf

167

187

202

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

Seek a
technical
alteration

Castle Point Bowls
Club

Thurrock Borough
Council

Kevin Fraser
253

Essex County
Council

Having regard to the response to representation 253, this
policy is unlikely to be retained within the New Local Plan.
The issues raised in this representation are therefore not
likely to arise.

This policy will need to be reworded to reflect these ecological constraints.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Having regard to the response to representation 253, this
policy is unlikely to be retained within the New Local Plan.
The issues raised in this representation are therefore not
likely to arise.

Object

Hi, as Secretary to Castle Point Bowls Club located in Woodside Park I have been spoken to by a
number of the club members concerned by the proposals that the Council have in mind in the future
which will affect the Bowls Club which I have been told is H18 and on behalf of The Castle Point Bowls
Club wish to state that we are 100% opposed to this and wish you to accept this email as our registered
opinion of disagreement to that proposal.

The objection of the Castle Point Bowls Club to this
proposed housing allocation is noted.

Mr Richard Hatter
236

Para. 13.144 in the Evidence Base chapter states that there are no known ecological sites within this
area. However, according to your policies map, this area includes Benfleet Hall Wood LoWS and Fane
Road Meadows LoWS, plus a pLoWS (off Manor Trading Estate).

Having regard to the response to representation 253, this
policy is unlikely to be retained within the New Local Plan.
The issues raised in this representation are therefore not
likely to arise.

We note that this policy requires detailed historic assets surveys under Parts 1(f) and 3(f), but such a
requirement is not mentioned for any other housing site. It is not clear why this location has this
requirement and we consider that similar wording should be used for all site allocations to ensure that
historic environment issues are addressed. It should also be noted that the Grade II listed Great Burches
Farmhouse lies just the other side of the safeguarded land. Consideration of how development responds
to the significance and setting of this building is needed, and it may be helpful to include relevant
guidance in the policy and/or supporting text.

Edd Bennett
230

Criterion 3c of the policy should confirm that if Woodside Park is relocated as part of the master plan it
will need to be equivalent or better in terms of quantity and quality. This is necessary to ensure that any
relocated playing field/sports facilities are not inferior in size or quality to the facilities that they would
replace. This is pertinent in view of the importance of Woodside Park for meeting community sports
needs and the quality of facilities provided on the site. This would also be necessary to accord with
Government policy in paragraph 74 and Sport England's playing fields policy.

Support

Thurrock Council could support the proposals 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.
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 clarify the plan housing supply,
delivery and to ensure other suitable alternatives have not been excluded.

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 (page 157) 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

Existing evidence (land ownership, access, viability)
indicates that this site is not deliverable or developable.
This position will be reviewed as part of the annual review
of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.
Assuming this remains the case, this site cannot be
included within the New Local Plan as it would fail the tests
of soundness.
If however, it is considered to be developable, then the site
should be considered as additional to that elsewhere in
Castle Point making a greater impact on Objectively
Assessed Need compared to the current plan. It should not
be considered as an alternative given the gap between the
level of provision in the draft New Local Plan and
Objectively Assessed Need.
The objection of Essex County Council to this proposed
housing allocation for the following reasons is noted:
•

No direct access should be taken from the A127
and A130 as this would significantly impact on the
free flow of traffic on the strategic route;

•

An appropriate strategic access is required into the
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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 Local 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 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)
ECC objects to the inclusion of this site on the basis of:
•
•
•
•

No direct access should be taken from the A127 and A130 as this would significantly impact on
the free flow of traffic on the strategic route;

Recommended Response and Actions
site, which is presently un made roads
•

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
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

•

Given the reduced scale of development and
necessary infrastructure requirements the
allocation is not considered to be viable.

ACTION: On the basis of this objection, which highlights
the issues of securing a safe, sustainable and suitable
An appropriate strategic access is required into the site, which is presently un made roads
access for the site, the impacts of development in this
Access from the existing urban area will exacerbate congestion at Tarpots (A13) and Woodman's location of the wider road network, and the viability of
delivering new highway infrastructure which would resolve
Arms junctions (A129)
these issues, it is considered that that site is not a suitable
Any reconfiguring of the Rayleigh Spur junction is unviable at present, and especially at the
development location and should be removed from the
proposed level of development
plan.

•

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

•

Given the reduced scale of development and necessary infrastructure requirements the allocation
is not considered to be viable.

Existing evidence (land ownership, access, viability)
indicates that this site is not deliverable or developable.
This position will be reviewed as part of the annual review
The land identified as H18 on the Proposals Map to the north west of Thundersley is proposed to be
of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.
safeguarded post-2031 for the development of 1,200 dwellings and open space. The Plan recognises that
Assuming this remains the case, this site cannot be
this location fulfils an important local and strategic Green Belt function (paragraph 13.145), and it notes
included within the New Local Plan as it would fail the tests
that there would likely be an issue with land assembly due to the number of landowners across this 30ha
of soundness.
site (paragraph 13.143). The 2013 SHLAA Update recognises that aside from the land assembly issues,
If however, it is considered to be developable, then the site
there is also significant access issues associated with its location (volume 2, page 17). The cost of
providing access to the site from the north off the A130 would be a substantial hindrance to its
should be considered as additional to that elsewhere in
deliverability. Despite the capacity of the site to substantially contribute to the Borough’s housing need,
Castle Point making a greater impact on Objectively
there are significant concerns regarding the deliverability of the site beyond the plan period and the ability Assessed Need compared to the current plan. It should not
to ensure that appropriate highway infrastructure is in place to support such a development in this
be considered as an alternative given the gap between the
location. RDC is concerned that H18 will not prove to be deliverable, resulting in an additional shortfall in level of provision in the draft New Local Plan and
housing provision within Castle Point, and further pressure on neighbouring areas to meet some of
Objectively Assessed Need.
CPBC’s housing shortfall within their own areas, even if such areas may be less sustainable locations for
To include it as a safeguarded land site would imply that it
housing development.
is considered developable. If this is not the case, then it
The rationale for safeguarding land for future development beyond the plan period is not justified, given
that CPBC has stated that it cannot meet its objectively assessed housing need up to 2031.

349

Mr Sam
Hollingworth
Rochford District
Council

Object
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should be removed from the plan as a safeguarded site
also.

John Henry
447

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Support

NHSE supports the Council’s requirement for any housing development proposals for this site to be
“accompanied by proposals that will deliver the necessary and appropriate utilities, infrastructure and
community services”.

Support

There may be ecological impacts from this allocation. We note that great crested newts could be an issue
from a protected species perspective as they have been recorded in the area. As such we welcome the
requirement for detailed ecological surveys to support and inform the master plan, as set out in part 1e
Support the mitigation measures relating to flood risk and
and 3e of Policy H18, and the requirement for no net loss in biodiversity.
biodiversity set out in policy H18 noted and welcomed.
We welcome the recognition in the Policy at part 1d and 3d for proposals to avoid surface water flow
paths and areas of high groundwater vulnerability, and to incorporate appropriate surface water
management on site.

Martin Barrell
403

Environment
Agency

Policy H18 refers to 22.8 ha of land to the North West of Thundersley that has been identified on the
proposals map as an area of search for housing provision up until 2031, but that until such point in time
that a master plan has been agreed this area will be treated in accordance with Green Belt policies.

Nicole Penfold
512

Gladman
Developments

Object

H18 goes on to state that 104.2 ha of land to the North West of Thundersley has been identified on the
proposals map as safeguarded land for the provision of housing in the period beyond 2031. Gladman
recognise that in relation to making amendments to the Green Belt boundaries the Framework states that
local planning authorities should "where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land'
between the urban area and the Green Belt in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching
well beyond the Plan period." (Framework, paragraph 85). However, Gladman query the use of this land
as ‘safeguarded land'. Development in this area should be brought forward sooner rather than later to
help meet the identified housing need in the borough. This is particularly pertinent due to the Council
proposing a capacity constrained housing requirement which seeks to deliver at best only half of their
identified OAN.
The Council estimate that land safeguarded at this location could deliver approximately 800 additional
dwellings. Bringing this land forward within the plan period would enable the Council to increase their
overall housing requirement and deliver a greater proportion of their OAN. Gladman therefore query the
approach the Council are proposing which seems illogical in relation to the current housing need
situation.

542

Mr D C Donovan

Support

543

Miss K Donovan

Support

544

Mr R A Clow

Support

We are writing to support the inclusion in the New Local Plan proposals the area identified as site H18.
As you will be aware this land is in several ownerships and consequently this letter is to give the council
assurance that we are working in collaboration to ensure that the site can be brought forward.

Support for the infrastructure requirements identified for
this site in policy H18 noted and welcomed.

Existing evidence (land ownership, access, viability)
indicates that this site is not deliverable or developable.
This position will be reviewed as part of the annual review
of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.
Assuming this remains the case, this site cannot be
included within the New Local Plan as it would fail the tests
of soundness.
If however, it is considered to be developable, then the site
should be considered as additional to that elsewhere in
Castle Point making a greater impact on Objectively
Assessed Need compared to the current plan. It should not
be considered as an alternative given the gap between the
level of provision in the draft New Local Plan and
Objectively Assessed Need.
To include it as a safeguarded land site would imply that it
is considered developable. If this is not the case, then it
should be removed from the plan as a safeguarded site
also.
Support for policy H18 noted.

ACTION: Additional information has been sought from
these landowners on the extent of their landownership in
We are currently working with several specialist companies /consultants to provide us with the advice and
order to determine whether a coherent site can be
support we need and look forward to pre-application discussions with the council over the coming months
identified.
on how best this can be achieved.
We are writing to support the inclusion in the New Local Plan proposals the area identified as site H18.
As you will be aware this land is in several ownerships and consequently this letter is to give the council
assurance that we are working in collaboration to ensure that the site can be brought forward.

Support for policy H18 noted.

ACTION: Additional information has been sought from
these landowners on the extent of their landownership in
We are currently working with several specialist companies /consultants to provide us with the advice and
order to determine whether a coherent site can be
support we need and look forward to pre-application discussions with the council over the coming months
identified.
on how best this can be achieved.
We are writing to support the inclusion in the New Local Plan proposals the area identified as site H18.
As you will be aware this land is in several ownerships and consequently this letter is to give the council
assurance that we are working in collaboration to ensure that the site can be brought forward.

Support for policy H18 noted.
ACTION: Additional information has been sought from
these landowners on the extent of their landownership in
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We are currently working with several specialist companies/consultants to provide us with the advice and order to determine whether a coherent site can be
support we need and look forward to pre-application discussions with the council over the coming months identified.
on how best this can be achieved.

545

546

Mrs E. M. A.
Humphries

Support

Mr R Gill

Support

We are writing to support the inclusion in the New Local Plan proposals the area identified as site H18.
As you will be aware this land is in several ownerships and consequently this letter is to give the council
assurance that we are working in collaboration to ensure that the site can be brought forward.

Support for policy H18 noted.

ACTION: Additional information has been sought from
these landowners on the extent of their landownership in
We are currently working with several specialist companies/ consultants to provide us with the advice and
order to determine whether a coherent site can be
support we need and look forward to pre-application discussions with the council over the coming months
identified.
on how best this can be achieved.
We are writing to support the inclusion in the New Local Plan proposals the area identified as site H18.
As you will be aware this land is in several ownerships and consequently this letter is to give the council
assurance that we are working in collaboration to ensure that the site can be brought forward.

Support for policy H18 noted.

ACTION: Additional information has been sought from
these landowners on the extent of their landownership in
We are currently working with several specialist companies/consultants to provide us with the advice and
order to determine whether a coherent site can be
support we need and look forward to pre-application discussions with the council over the coming months
identified.
on how best this can be achieved.

Policy H19: Location of housing development
Mr Tony Collins
47

529

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy
Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Support

Policy H19 is supported by Linden Homes in respect of a housing allocation.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Should reflect the "triangle" site's allocation for housing.

Support for policy H19 noted and welcomed.

See the response to representation 533.

Policy H20: Size and Type of Homes
Mr Tony Collins
52

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Policy H20 requires 35% of homes to be suitable for the elderly or for specialist occupation. This is not
appropriate as a general policy requirement and must relate to the specifics of any individual site and its
location.

The policy requires 25% or 35% 1 or 2 bedroom homes and 10% or 35% specialist accommodation for
older people depending on the size of the site being developed. This is to secure a more diverse housing
mix to fulfil a housing type requirement.

249

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Object

In practical terms the development of 1 and 2 bedroom properties is best and usually achieved through
the use of flats. The Whole Plan Viability Study (2013) states at paragraph 14.2.3 that “flatted
development in both high and low value zones is not viable using current costs, values and policy
charges as tested (including CIL in the higher value zone).” Given this it is apparent that this requirement
cannot be considered as justified or positively prepared. The failure to acknowledge the viability of this
requirement is also inconsistent with the requirement of national policy.
The Council has also not provided a definition of what constitutes ‘specialist accommodation for older
people’. In addition it does not clarify whether this requirement is necessary when specific site allocations
also require the provision of care homes on site, as in the case of Policy H14. The ambiguity of this part
of the policy must be addressed to ensure that it is effective and does not prejudice the delivery of the

The Council believes that the sites identified through this
plan are suitable for accommodating different types of
homes, and therefore site circumstances should not
therefore dictate the provision of a mix of homes that meets
local needs.
In terms of viability, a Whole Plan Viability Assessment has
been undertaken to accompany this plan. This shows that
house types of all sizes are viable. Flats may not be viable
at this time, however this policy does not require the
provision of flats (2 bedroom houses are viable). Therefore,
the Council is not minded to amend policy H20 as it is
considered to be viable.
In terms of accommodation for older people, the response
to representation 513 proposes an amendment to part 1b
of policy H20 to address this matter by allowing Lifetime
Homes to contribute towards the required provision for
older people.
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overall housing strategy.
Finally, the approach of this policy disregards the potential for homes built to Lifetime Homes standards to
address the needs of the older population. Homes built to such standards are adaptable and available to
all sectors of the community meaning that residents need not relocate as their needs change over time.
My client considers that this is a far more effective strategy to address housing needs and should be
incorporated into this policy.
Remedy
It is requested that the Council incorporate flexibility into this policy through the use of a viability caveat to
enable a viable and appropriate mix to be delivered on a site-by-site basis. In addition, it must provide a
clear definition of what is implied by ‘specialist accommodation for older people’ and in doing so allow for
such provision to be fulfilled by homes built to Lifetime Homes standards.

530

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Seek a
technical
alteration

Mary Power
330

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

The Council believes that the sites identified through this
plan are suitable for accommodating different types of
homes, and therefore site circumstances should not
therefore dictate the provision of a mix of homes that meets
local needs.
Should be clear that the size and type of homes to be delivered is subject to viability and site
circumstances.

Policy H20 seeks to prescribe a level of specialist accommodation for older people. Whilst it is recognised
that there is a need for this type of accommodation in the district, it is by no means certain that every site
between 0.5 - 4 hectares and over 4 hectares would be suitable for specialist accommodation. The over
60's housing needs includes a diverse range of accommodation ranging from lifetime homes initiatives to
full medical support. The policy requirement is too constraining to the delivery of much needed housing
accommodation and should seek to achieve older persons accommodation rather than requiring ‘at least'
the percentage specified.
Such prescriptive and stifling policy requirements could materially harm the delivery of much needed
housing accommodation in the right locations, contrary to the advice in the NPPF.

Policy H20 provides the proposed policy requirement in relation to housing mix and type as follows:
Nicole Penfold
513

Gladman
Developments

Seek a
technical
alteration

a) sites between 0.5 and 4ha should comprise at least 35% 1 or 2 bedroom homes for general needs, or
at least 35% specialist accommodation for older people; and
b) sites over 4ha should comprise at least 25% 1 or 2 bedroom homes for general needs, and at least

In terms of viability, a Whole Plan Viability Assessment has
been undertaken to accompany this plan. This shows that
house types of all sizes are viable. Flats may not be viable
at this time, however this policy does not require the
provision of flats (2 bedroom houses are viable). Therefore,
the Council is not minded to amend policy H20 as it is
considered to be viable.
Castle Point is a relatively compact borough, and the sites
identified through this plan are considered to be
sustainably located in terms of access to services and
facilities, or capable of being made so. Therefore, it is
considered that older people’s accommodation could
reasonably be accommodated on all sites.
Consideration has been given to removing the percentage
requirement for the provision older people’s
accommodation. However, the Council believes that this
type of accommodation is essential for meeting the needs
of older people, and also for assisting movement in the
local housing market – potentially seeing family homes
freed up. The Council is not therefore minded to remove
the percentage requirement.
However, given the range of different types of
accommodation that can be provided, an amendment to
part 1b of policy H20 is proposed as part of the response to
representation 513, which allows for properties meeting the
Lifetime Homes Standard to contribute towards the
requirement for older peoples accommodation.
ACTION: It is agreed that policy H20 and its supporting text
could be made clearer as to what is required in terms of
meeting the accommodation needs of older people.
It is therefore proposed that paragraph 13.156 is amended
to read as follows:
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10% specialist accommodation for older people.
Gladman support the requirement for 1 or 2 bedroom homes linked to the identified needs of the area.
However, Gladman query whether proposing a percentage requirement for the provision of specialist
accommodation is too prescriptive and could act to hinder development coming forwards.
This policy does not provide clarity or a definition for what would constitute specialist accommodation for
older people, which may result in uncertainties for the development industry. This should be rectified in
the next iteration of the Plan.

Recommended Response and Actions
The evidence base for policy H1 indicates that there is a
clear need for a more diverse mix of house sizes and types
in Castle Point in order to respond to demographic trends
in the borough. There are relatively few smaller properties
in Castle Point which has made it difficult for first time
buyers to access the local market. This is causing young,
economically active people to move elsewhere to buy their
first homes.
Meanwhile, there is an increasing population of older
people. As the population of elderly people (80 +)
increases, this will generate a demand for specialist
housing. Such housing could take the form of individual
properties built to ‘Lifetime Homes’ standards, providing
homes for older people within new communities.
Alternatively, it could take the form of sheltered
accommodation, providing older people to live in an
environment purpose designed for their needs.
By securing an appropriate mix of home types upon
development sites, the particular issues of young first time
buyers, and also older people who need specialist
accommodation can be addressed.
It is proposed that part 1b of policy H20 is amended to read
as follows:
Sites over 4ha should comprise at least 25% 1 or 2
bedroom homes for the general needs, and at least a
further 10% of homes which are:
i.
ii.

Designed to Lifetime Homes Standards; or
Provide specialist accommodation for older
people.

Policy H21: Securing more Affordable Housing

Policy H21 seeks a 25% provision of affordable housing. However, the policy needs to reflect
Government policy in the NPPF at paragraph 173 concerning viability. It is essential to deliver homes for
the community but any housing project must be viable.

A Whole Plan Viability Assessment has been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. This indicates that the level of
affordable housing required is the Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley area is viable. Therefore the requirements of
paragraph 173 have been taken into account in the
preparation of policy H21. It should be noted that the
SHMA indicates that 42% of new homes in the TGSE subregion should be affordable.

Should be clear that the level, mix and tenure affordable housing will be subject to viability and site
circumstances.

A Whole Plan Viability Assessment has been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. This indicates that the level of
affordable housing required on Canvey Island is viable.
Therefore the requirements of paragraph 173 have been
taken into account in the preparation of policy H21. It
should be noted that the SHMA indicates that 42% of new
homes in the TGSE sub-region should be affordable.

Policy H21 needs to include the provision for the consideration of site viability appraisals in determining
the level of affordable housing that can be delivered on any particular site. There may be fully justifiable
infrastructure costs, which impact on a site being able to deliver the percentage of affordable housing
required by Policy H21. Additional words need to be inserted into this policy to allow for site viability

A Whole Plan Viability Assessment has been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. This indicates that the levels of
affordable housing required are viable. Therefore the
requirements of paragraph 173 have been taken into

Mr Tony Collins
53

531

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Mary Power
331

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object
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considerations to be taken into account in securing the maximum deliverable affordable housing in order
to accord with the NPPF. Flexibility in plan making is sought by the NPPF guidance and paragraphs 173
and 174 identify the importance of ensuring viability and deliverability in plan making.

Recommended Response and Actions
account in the preparation of policy H21. It should be noted
that the SHMA indicates that 42% of new homes in the
TGSE sub-region should be affordable.

Policy H21 sets out the proposed policy requirement for affordable housing provision as follows:
All proposals for housing development, and mixed use proposals that include an element of housing,
resulting in 2 or more net additional homes, will be required to make the following level of provision of
affordable housing:
A Whole Plan Viability Assessment has been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. This indicates that the levels of
• Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley - 25% Gladman agree that setting differential affordable
affordable housing required are viable. Therefore the
housing requirements based on viability in different parts of the local planning authority area is an requirements of paragraph 173 have been taken into
appropriate approach, and raise no specific objections to the current percentage requirements
account in the preparation of policy H21. It should be noted
proposed.
that the SHMA indicates that 42% of new homes in the
TGSE sub-region should be affordable.
However, Gladman would still refer the Council to paragraph 173 of the Framework which states “Plans
should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not In relation to part 3, it requires a 50:50 split between
be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is
affordable rent provision and intermediate housing
threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirement likely to be applied to development, such as provision. Given that there is a substantial number of
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, households with preferential need on the Council’s housing
when taking account of the normal costs of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a
register, and the level of affordable housing provision
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” (Framework,
sought is less than the total need, it is considered essential
paragraph 173)
that at least 50% of the provision is for affordable rent. The
Council is not therefore minded to amend this requirement.
The Council need to be able to justify, through viability evidence that the affordable housing requirements
proposed are appropriate and will not act as a further barrier to the delivery of housing across the
ACTION: In relation to part 4, the SHMA identified the size
borough.
mix of affordable housing types required to meet local
needs. The percentage requirements identified in part 4 are
Part 3 and 4 of Policy H21 set out further details regarding the provision of affordable housing. Part 3
based on this. The SHMA models housing need in the
refers to the tenure split, requiring that at least 50% of the affordable housing delivered on site should be
period to 2031, and therefore considers need over time.
for affordable rent properties. With the remainder being made available for intermediate housing. The
However, clearly the SHMA cannot fully take into account
Policy should allow for flexibility in tenure mix to respond to changed circumstances such as need or
any changes in national policy related to affordable and
grant regimes.
social housing provision going forward. Therefore, it is
Part 4 of the policy sets out overly prescriptive requirements regarding the affordable housing mix, as
agreed that an amendment to part 4 of policy H21 should
follows:
be made to ensure its robustness over time. Part 4 should
be amended to read:
• 11% 1 bedroom units
The size mix of affordable housing units should correspond
• 32% 2 bedroom units
with that identified in the most up to date Strategic Housing
Market Assessment. However, variations to that mix will be
• 57% 3 bedroom units.
considered having regard to the overall mix of development
The Policy does go on to state that variations of this mix will be considered having regard to the overall
proposed.
mix of the development proposed. Gladman raise concerns over the application of this policy requirement
throughout the duration of the plan period and also how flexibly the Council will apply this policy
requirement. Gladman suggest that the affordable housing mix should be set at the time of a planning
application being made/permission granted as this will allow the mix to be based on the most up to date
evidence enabling schemes to deliver housing which truly meets the local needs.
•

Nicole Penfold
514

Gladman
Developments

Seek a
technical
alteration

Canvey Island - 15%

Policy H25: Caravan Parks
Martin Barrell
404

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

We welcome the inclusion of paragraph 13.180 that highlights the vulnerability to caravans from flood
risk, particularly those used as permanent residential accommodation. As you are no doubt aware, the
NPPF Technical Guidance has now been cancelled and replaced by the NPPG, although the relevant
policy requirements remain unchanged. The reference in this paragraph should therefore be updated.

Support for the approach to future proposals for caravan
parks set out in policy H25 noted and welcomed.

We consequently also support the inclusion of part 2a of Policy H25, stating that winter use will be
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restricted for new, or extensions to existing, caravan parks in Flood Zone 3.
Chapter 14: Requiring good design

124

203

Juliette Arnold

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Object

Support

English Heritage

I do not feel there is good design applied in the instance of Glyders as the proposed houses will be in
plain view whereas currently the existing houses are hidden. It also appears that the Council is trying to
railroad this plan through without sufficient consultation information for discrete local areas.

Policies DES1 to DES8 seem reasonable in terms of addressing a range of design issues, and should
help to conserve and enhance the borough’s historic environment. We note the evidence base includes
the Urban Design Characterisation of the borough, which we hope takes into account historic
environment issues.

At this point in time there are no detailed proposals for the
Glyders and therefore it is not possible to comment on the
quality of the design. The purpose of the policies chapter
14 is to ensure that good design quality is achieved within
new developments.
Support for the design policies set out in chapter 14 noted
and welcomed.
The Urban Design Characterisation includes consideration
of the historic environment. Additionally, the Essex Thames
Gateway Historic Landscape Characterisation forms a key
element of the evidence base.

Policy DES1: General Design Principles
The purpose of the Local Plan is to identify the locations for
development and to set out the policies that need to be met
for development within appropriate locations to be
acceptable.

125

Juliette Arnold

Object

All sites identified within the draft New Local Plan (and any
further versions thereof) will still require planning consent
before they can go ahead. There is a consultation process
associated with the assessment of planning applications
At what point can residents object to the plans as there is not a great deal of detail in this on the proposed
which is outlined in law and explained in the Council’s
development.
Statement of Community Involvement.
It should be noted that the NPPF states at paragraph 216
that the weight afforded to emerging plans should be
determined on the basis of the stage of preparation and the
extent of unresolved objections. The New Local Plan is at
an early stage of preparation, and there are objections to
the proposals contained within it. Therefore, limited weight
can be place on its policies and proposal at this time.
ACTION: It is agreed that recycling facilities should be
integrated into the design of development. It is however
considered that this requirement would be best located in
policies CC7 and CC8 relating to Sustainable Buildings.

Kevin Fraser
284

Essex County
Council

It is recommended that the following additional requirement
is inserted within policy CC7
Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC considers this policy would benefit from a commitment for new development proposals to include
space for recycling facilities where this is considered viable.

Space should be made available within the site to enable
segregated waste storage arising from the proposed use of
the development.
It is recommended that the following additional requirement
is inserted within policy CC8
The extension or alteration should not prevent the
segregated storage of waste, or otherwise prevent
recycling by the users of the building.
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Kevin Fraser
299

Essex County
Council

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Seek a
technical
alteration

Comments

Paragraph 14.4 - Specialist Design Advice including design review is provided by Essex County Council's
Place Services, and supports the delivery of high quality development that meets the needs of existing
ACTION: For accuracy purposes amend paragraph 14.4 to
and future communities in Essex. The specialists are drawn from a range of professions.
refer to Place Services rather than the review panel.
Reference to review panel should be replaced with Place Services.

Mark Shepherd
357

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Recommended Response and Actions

Support for policy DES1 noted and welcomed.
Support

Policy DES1 provides a clear approach to securing good design in the Borough, which is welcomed.

However, given the comments made in representation 515,
it is considered that policy DES1 will need further
enhancement.
ACTION: It is considered that policy DES1 is clear in that it
seeks to deliver high quality sustainable design that
contributes positively to the locality. However, it is agreed
that this could be more robustly worded to ensure that
developers are clear as to what is expected of them when
bringing forward development proposals. It is
recommended that policy DES 1 is rewritten to read as
follows:

Gladman recognise the importance of securing good design across the borough. As required through
paragraphs 56 and 57 of the Framework:
"The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key
aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to
making places better for people." (Paragraph 56, Framework).
Nicole Penfold
515

Gladman
Developments

Object

"It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high quality and inclusive design for all
development, including individual buildings, public and private spaces and wider area development
schemes." (Paragraph 57, Framework) However, Gladman note that Policy DES1 does not really set any
specific policy
requirement. The policy merely refers to development proposals considering various elements of design
through the Design and Access Statement or Planning Statement.
Gladman query the point of this policy with the Local Plan and suggest that as it does not set any policy
requirement it should be removed.

1. The Council will seek to improve the quality and
attractiveness of the urban environment in Castle
Point, and its integration with the natural environment
by seeking high quality design that reflects the
borough’s historic character, accentuates positive
features of the urban environment, and contributes
positively towards sustainability.
2. In order to achieve this the Council will:
a. Work with partners to deliver regeneration and
public realm improvements in Canvey and
Hadleigh Town Centres, as set out in policies
R2 and R3;
b. Work with partners to achieve public realm
improvements in and around existing
employment areas;
c. Expect all forms of development to be
designed to a high standard, meeting the
design objectives set out at Appendix 1, and
fully integrating the sustainability requirements
set out in policies CC7 and CC8 as
appropriate. Development proposals must be
appropriate to the site and its surroundings
having regard to:
i.
Scale
ii.
Density
iii.
Massing
iv.
Height
v.
Landscape
vi.
Layout
vii.
Materials
viii.
Detailing
ix.
Access
x.
Crime prevention
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Note: Guidance on the implementation of part 2c of policy
DES1 for residential development is set out in the Council’s
Residential Design Guidance.
Given these changes, it is also necessary to amend part 3
of DES2 due to the interlinking reference. It is proposed
part 3 is amended to read as follows:
Such a co-ordinated approach should, where appropriate
be set out in a Public Realm Strategy. Applications for
development within or adjacent to an area with a Public
Realm Strategy will be expected to contribute towards the
achievement of that strategy.
Elsewhere, applications for development should achieve
the design objectives set out at appendix 1 for
enhancements to the public realm, where appropriate coordinating with public realm enhancement schemes
nearby.

Policy DES2: Public Realm
126

Juliette Arnold

Mark Shepherd
358

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Object

Seek a
technical
alteration

This development will affect my quality of life and the quality of life of the existing residents around the
proposed development of Glyders.

Policy DES2 provides a clear and consistent approach to securing high quality streets and spaces across
the Borough, which is welcomed. The Council may wish to give further consideration to including
reference to utilising a palette of sustainable and durable materials that minimise environmental impact
and associated maintenance costs.

This representation is not relevant to policy DES2 which is
focused on the quality of the public realm.
ACTION: This representation seeks for the materials used
in the public realm to be sustainable, and up to the task in
terms of durability and maintenance requirements. It is
therefore proposed that part 2 of DES2 is amended as
follows:
A co-ordinated approach should be taken to the selection
of elements to form part of public realm enhancements,
with a focus on the sustainability, durability and ongoing
maintenance of those elements. This applies to the
following:
a. Street furniture...

David Hammond
464

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

Condition 2) (b) refers to landscaping - reference to ‘soft' landscaping would be welcomed and
encouraged, or alternatively a link/reference to Policy DES 3: Landscaping, which is welcomed and
encouraged.

ACTION: This representation seeks reference to soft
landscaping. Soft landscaping refers to the provision of
trees, shrubs and other forms of planting which soften the
edges of the built environment. Castle Point is a green
borough and therefore in this instance it is appropriate that
the reference to landscaping should include soft
landscaping. It is therefore proposed that section 2b of
policy DES2 is amended to read:
Landscaping, including soft landscaping

Policy DES3: Landscaping
Mark Shepherd
359

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Seek a
technical
alteration

Policy DES3 (1) an approach that seeks to ensure all development provides soft landscaping is
welcomed however the Council may wish to consider including direct reference to tree planting within this
section, and the supporting text as appropriate, in recognition of the benefits trees can have, particularly
in urban areas in terms of softening the impact of development, minimising the impacts of climate change
through shading/cooling, as well as providing biodiversity benefits.

ACTION: It is agreed that Castle Point is a green borough
and that trees contribute positively towards the quality of
the urban environment and towards sustainability
objectives also.
It is therefore proposed that Part 1 of policy DES3 is
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amended to read:
All development must provide landscaping, including the
provision of trees appropriate to and suitable for the
location and type of development provided. This should be
set out in a landscaping scheme.
Additionally, it is proposed that Part 2 of policy DES3 is
amended to reflect the changes in part 1:
Where a landscaping scheme is prepared to accompany a
large scale development proposal, regard should also be
given to the requirements of T3, DES2, DES7, HC3, CC6
and NE8 in order that its proposals contribute effectively
towards delivering the requirements of this plan.

Martin Barrell
405

Environment
Agency

Support

We also support the policy reference to landscaping schemes which promote biodiversity.

Support for the reference to SUDS and biodiversity within
policy DES3 noted and welcomed.

Policy DES3 seems to provide a summary of the elements that a landscaping scheme should address. It
also refers to a number of other documents which developers would need to refer to when considering
landscape requirements (Open Space Design and Delivery Guidance SPD and Residential Design
Guidance SPD).

ACTION: It is agreed that the reference to the associated
design guidance should be included as a note after policy
Gladman suggest that this approach, referring to a number of other relevant documents, may be
inappropriate as this would effectively require developers to review a suit of documents when deciding if a DES3. This amendment should also be made to policies
scheme is appropriate. Gladman submit that local planning policies should not be contained in multiple
DES2 and DES7.
documents and that the aim should be to consolidate these into one Local Plan (wherever possible).

Nicole Penfold
516

We support the inclusion of references to SuDS in Policy DES3 and paragraph 14.32, and the reference
to the Essex Sustainable Drainage Systems Design and Adoption Guidance.

Gladman
Developments

The Local Plan should look to provide as much clarity as it can to the development industry within the one
document.
Policy DES4: Advertisements
Mark Shepherd
360

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Seek a
technical
alteration

The Council may wish to give further consideration to providing guidance within the supporting text/policy
that relates to advertisements that impact the historic environment, including listed buildings or those
within conservation areas.

It is considered that policies DES4 and HE4, when
considered together will ensure that advertisements will not
cause harm to the character of the historic environment. To
this end, it is not considered necessary to amend policy
DES4 to specifically reference the historic environment.

Policy DES5: The Appearance of Business Premises

Mark Shepherd
361

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Seek a
technical
alteration

Policy DES5 (3) the design-led approach is welcomed, the Council may wish to give further consideration
to specifying that punched or open-grille security shutters that retain visibility into the window, and are
fully integrated with the design of the shop front, are likely to be the only acceptable solution in such
cases, recognising that solid/micro perforation shutters can have, in particular, a detrimental effect on the
townscape by creating areas of ‘dead' frontage and attracting graffiti.

ACTION: The impact of closed shutters on the quality of
the street scene is noted in the supporting text to policy
DES5. This is not however reflected in the policies text. It is
therefore proposed that part 3 of policy DES5 is amended
to read as follows:
The provision of security measures for business premises
should form an integral part of the design approach to the
business frontage and should have regard to the criteria
set out in parts 1 and 2 of this policy. External roller
shutters will only be acceptable if it can be demonstrated
that there is no other suitable alternative. In such instances
the roller shutters must be weaved or open-grille.
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Policy DES6: Design Review
Kevin Fraser
285

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

Reference to `further review panel' should be replaced with `further design reviews'

The requested amendment has been incorporated in the
amendments proposed in relation to representation 517.
ACTION: The Council has found the design review process
useful in resolving issues of design for development which
is otherwise acceptable. The Council would rather give
developers the opportunity to review their application in
such circumstances rather than issue a refusal simply to
restart the application process again shortly thereafter. A
policy on the use of design review is therefore considered
essential for the Council. However, it is recognised that the
policy could be made clearer as to its purpose and
intended use. It is therefore proposed that the policy is
amended as follows:

Nicole Penfold
517

Object

Gladman
Developments

Policy DES6 refers to the ‘design review process' which can form part of pre-application discussions.
DES6 states that the ‘design review process' would be encouraged. Gladman note that this is not a policy
requirement (it is more an aspiration of the Council), serves little purpose and as such should be removed
from subsequent iterations of the Local Plan.

1. All applicants for developments of 10 dwelling
2
units or more, of 500m of commercial floorspace
or more are encouraged to engage in a Design
Review process prior to the submission of their
application in order to ensure that the design of
their development best meets the requirements of
policies DES1 and DES2.
2. Where the Council is minded to refuse an
application on design grounds alone, the Council
will inform the applicant prior to a decision being
taken, and provide them with the opportunity to
engage in a design review, and as appropriate
submit amended plans for consideration. This is
subject to the applicant permitting the Council a
reasonable extension of time to determine the
application.

Policy DES7: Public Art & Interpretation

Mr Tony Collins
54

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Seek a
technical
alteration

Policy DES7 seeks developers to provide public art as part of a development. This needs to be
proportionate to the development being promoted and should be appropriate to the location.

ACTION: The list of criteria set out at part 3 of policy DES7
make it clear that the location will be considered, and will
affect the nature of the public art to be provided. It is
however agreed that the scale of development should be
reflected in the nature of public art to be provided also. It is
therefore proposed that part 3f of policy DES7 is amended
to read:
The scale and type of development proposed

Mr Christopher
Wickham
223

Inner London Group Christopher
Wickham
Associates

Seek a
technical
alteration

The Council believes that policy DES7 is very clear as to
the circumstances where public art will be required.
The policy requirement for public art is considered to be too generalised. It is important that the public art Additionally, the criteria set out at part 3 of the policy are
sought in a particular case is of a scale and character that is appropriate for the nature and location of the also clear that the location of development will be
development. Such provision should also not harm the viability of the development.
considered. The amendment proposed in relation to
representation 54 also ensures that the scale of
development will be a consideration.
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362
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Comment

Seek a
technical
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SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
ACTION: The involvement of local artists in the production
of public art is something that the Council would like to
encourage, although this cannot be specifically required. It
is therefore proposed that the following text is included in
policy DES7:

•

Comment: Paragraph 14.54 The Council may wish to give further consideration to including
reference to encouraging collaboration with local artists. There is a visible local art scene,
including the Hadleigh Old Fire Station arts studio and the Hadleigh art Trail, which may provide
opportunity for unique local public art works to be produced.

•

Comment: Policy DES7 (3) to reflect the supporting text, consideration could be given to including Developers are encouraged to engage local residents in
reference to collaboration with the local community (and local artists) in the provision of public art. the development of public art projects, and artists from the
local area in the creation of public art works.

Policy DES8: Local Reference Points

216

Mr John Hall

Object

Retaining the green to brown ratio including gardens should be a strong requirement.

This representation is not relevant to policy DES8 relating
to Local Reference Points. However, it is recognised that
the urban area of Castle Point is very green. The
landscaping policy set out at DES3 is intended to promote
this level of greenness within the urban area going forward.

Chapter 15: Promoting healthy communities
We wish to highlight the health benefits of trees and woods. We are pleased to see that the importance of
GI is mentioned, but we think that trees and woods are particularly valuable with regards to human
health.
Rationale:

148

Mrs Ellie
Henderson

Object

The Woodland
Trust

As well as providing environmental and biodiversity benefits, woods and trees are a cost effective solution
to many of the big policy questions of our age. They help to reduce the negative impacts of our changing
climate, support economic growth, promote healthy lifestyles and help to alleviate a range of debilitating
illnesses. Together these issues are central to our well-being and quality of life. To put it succinctly, the
evidence shows that life's better with trees. Trees and green space encourage healthy lifestyles,
improving public health An ageing population is putting pressure on health and care services. An
increasing proportion of the population is obese, most worryingly particularly amongst the young.
Together, physical inactivity costs the NHS £1.06 billion annually. International evidence has
demonstrated the critical impact trees have in encouraging more active lifestyles and alleviating the
symptoms of some of our most debilitating conditions such as dementia, obesity, heart disease and
mental health problems. Trees deliver economic growth - In addition to supporting an industry which
contributes £4.2 billion to the UK economy annually, trees and woods help to remediate derelict land;
creating places that are more attractive for both businesses and people. Trees help reduce the risk of
flooding - The Environment Agency estimate that flooding costs the country a staggering £2.5 billion per
year. Trees can help slow the rate at which rainfall runs into streams and drains, reducing the likelihood
and severity of flooding while delivering extensive cost savings. Well-designed tree planting improves air
quality - The economic cost from the impacts of air pollution in the UK is estimated at £9-19 billion every
year. Trees remove large amounts of air pollution, the cause of a number of lung conditions which,
according to the British Lung Foundation, affect one in every seven people in the UK.
Request for an Additional Development Management Policy (HC 5A) - Health Impact Assessments

John Henry
450

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Seek a
technical
alteration

The majority of residential developments have an impact on the capacity of healthcare services and
facilities and this is especially the case for specialist accommodation for older persons and Use Class C2
developments comprising residential, care and nursing homes. Equally, the design of new developments
can have a positive impact on health (from a public health perspective) by promoting healthy living. The
extent of these impacts needs to be assessed at an early stage of the planning process to ensure that an
appropriate level of healthcare service capacity continues to be provided for the new development and
the community as a whole.
In order to target major housing development and enable the suggested policy to be effectively

Trees and woodlands are part of the Green Infrastructure
network in Castle Point. Part 2a of policy HC1 specifically
refers to Green Infrastructure. Therefore, the role of trees
and woodlands in human health is dealt with in policy HC1
is not explicitly. There is no need for amendment to policy
HC1 in respect of this representation.

ACTION: The Council fully supports the need to ensure
that new homes are healthy and are supported by
adequate healthcare infrastructure. However, it is not
considered that the inclusion of a policy requiring Health
Impact Assessments within the New Local Plan is
necessary for the following reasons:
•

The Government’s approach to planning in the
period since 2010 has been to reduce the burden
on developers in relation to the provision of specific
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monitored, a threshold of 50 residential units is recommended. In addition, in light of NHSE's experience
of the greater draw on healthcare services that arises from older persons' accommodation and Class C2
uses comprising residential, care and nursing homes, it is recommended that for all development of this
nature the submission of a Healthcare Impact Assessment be required.
The inclusion of this policy within the Local Plan would aim to ensure that impacts on the provision of
healthcare services arising as a result of proposed growth are appropriately assessed, and mitigated in
an effective and timely manner to contribute to the creation and maintenance of sustainable communities
throughout the Borough.

•

Suggested text for this new policy is as follows:
“Policy HC 5A – Health Impact Assessments

•

The Borough Council aims to ensure that development is designed to promote healthier living in the built
environment. Health Impact Assessments will consider the environmental impact upon health which
would include the safety of an environment and if it encourages healthy activities such as walking and
cycling. Development proposals will also be required to assess their impact upon the capacity of existing
health services and facilities.
For all Use Class C2 developments comprising residential, care and nursing homes and Use Class C3
residential development in excess of 50 units this will take the form of a Health Impact Assessment,
which will measure wider impact upon healthy living and the demands that are placed upon the capacity
of health services and facilities arising from the development. Where significant impacts are identified,
planning permission will be refused unless infrastructure provision and/ or funding to meet the health
service requirements of the development are provided and/or secured by planning obligations, or by CIL,
as appropriate.
The Borough Council will require Health Impact Assessments to be prepared in accordance with the
advice and best practice for such assessments as published by the Department of Health and other
agencies such as NHS England.”
Suggested wording for the supporting text to this new policy is as follows:

•
•
•
•

evidence documents. The introduction of a policy
requiring Health Impact Assessments would be
contrary to this, with the required information
potentially able to be provided via alternative
means;
The Council’s approach through the draft New
Local Plan has been to set out policies that require
the achievement of outcomes i.e. the delivery of
infrastructure, the protection of the environment.
This policy sets out a procedural requirement that
does not necessarily secure policy outcomes;
The locations identified for housing provision within
the local plan have been the subject of
Sustainability Appraisal and are well located in
terms of access to services and facilities. As a
consequence the location of development should
encourage people to undertake local journeys by
active means of travel;
Policy T3 requires the development of
infrastructure for cycling and footpaths across the
borough, including within development proposals;
Policies HC2 and HC3 require the provision of
open space within developments and support the
retention of sports facilities in Castle Point;
Policy HC5 requires the need for healthcare
infrastructure to be considered where housing is
proposed;
Policy NE1 promotes the creation of a high quality
natural environment; and
Policy NE10 seeks to ensure that health and
residential amenity are not adversely affected by
pollution or other forms of disturbance.

•
“Most housing developments has a potential impact upon the capacity of health services and facilities that
are provided in the District. Likewise, through the design of new development, healthy living can be
promoted. The extent of these impacts needs to be assessed to ensure that an adequate level of
It is however considered that some amendments to the
healthcare services continue to be provided for the new development and community as a whole.
New Local Plan can be made to ensure that the health
The current Essex Local Area Agreement (LAA) gives a target for the introduction of Health Impact
impacts of development are fully addressed.
Assessments (HIAs) for developments over 50 units and requires the District Council to promote healthy
It is proposed that an additional sentence is added to the
living environments and make policy provision to secure health services provision. The Borough Council
end of paragraph 18.64 (the supporting text to policy
will liaise with NHS England when assessing the scope and scale of likely impacts, and the nature of
NE10), which reads as follows:
mitigation required.”
New development proposals should be located and/or
designed to avoid exposure to poor air quality in these
locations.

It is proposed that second sentence of paragraph 18.69
(the supporting text to policy NE10) is amended to read as
follows:
It may also occur where a new residential development is
poorly located, poorly designed or constitutes overdevelopment resulting in a significant increase in
disturbance to existing residents nearby.
It is proposed that part 2 of policy NE10 is amended to
read as follows:
All development proposals must be located and designed
in such a manner as to not cause a significant adverse
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effect on the environment, the health of residents or
residential amenity by reason of pollution to land, air or
water, or as a result of any form of disturbance including,
but not limited to, noise, light, heat, dust, vibrations and
littering.

Policy HC1: Active and Healthy Communities

Mr Graham Bracci
68

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document continue to fail to be Justified.

Mr Steve Sawkins
83

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

Environment
Agency

Support

NATURAL
ENGLAND

We support the inclusion of paragraph 15.14, which highlights the potential multifunctional benefits of
open space and green infrastructure in terms of the environmental services provided, and societal
benefits. We also support paragraph 15.16 and the reference to the value the TE2100 plan places on
open space and community facilities.
Parts 2c and 2d of Policy HC1, seeking further open space, GI and community infrastructure are also
supported.

David Hammond
465

The Local Plan draft document contains policies that will not only limit but also decrease outdoor
recreation spaces. This has the potential to not only cause damage to the health of the community in
Castle Point but to also limit access to outdoor recreation areas.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document continue to fail to be Justified.

Martin Barrell
406

The Local Plan draft document contains policies that will not only limit but also decrease outdoor
recreation spaces. This has the potential to not only cause damage to the health of the community in
Castle Point but to also limit access to outdoor recreation areas.

Support

Condition 2) (d) refers to securing investment in open space and green infrastructure which is welcomed
and to be encouraged.

Land proposed for development in Castle Point, is in the
main inaccessible to the public. Policy HC3 seeks the
provision of at least an additional 32ha of open space in
the period to 2031. This will result in an increase in land
that people can access for recreational purposes.
Land proposed for development in Castle Point, is in the
main inaccessible to the public. Policy HC3 seeks the
provision of at least an additional 32ha of open space in
the period to 2031. This will result in an increase in land
that people can access for recreational purposes.

Support for the reference to multi-functional green spaces
and green infrastructure within policy HC1 and its
supporting text noted and welcomed.

Support for part 2(d) of policy HC1 noted and welcomed.

Policy HC2: Opportunities for Indoor Leisure and Sports
The principle of this strategic policy to positively plan for indoor leisure and sport is supported by Sport
England.

170

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

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.
Object

The NPPF expects that the evidence base underpinning a
local plan should be proportionate, and comprise of
adequate, up to date and relevant evidence. It is
considered that the Council has collected adequate, up to
date and relevant information on the need for sports
facilities in Castle Point.
The Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment forms
part of this evidence base.

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 compared to demand, capacity of availability of facilities, cross boundary
movement of demand, travel networks and the attractiveness of facilities.

Sport England is incorrect to say that this does not include
any spatial assessment. The Community Infrastructure
Needs Assessment does comprise a spatial element
whereby accessibility to sports provision is considered
having regard to walking distances.

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, on our website.

It should also be noted that consideration is given to
access during the day. This results in the conclusion that
whilst there are sports halls in the Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley area, there are no sports hall available during
the day. Given the ageing population, it is considered that a
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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.
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. We
would be glad to discuss these concerns in more detail with a view to creating a more robust evidence
base and subsequent policy.

Recommended Response and Actions
publicly accessible sports hall in this area is needed to
cater for day time activities for older people such as
badminton and table tennis.
Demographics were also considered in relation to the need
for indoor bowls provision. Bowls is a popular activity
amongst older people, and the nearest indoor provision is
in Southend Borough.
The Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment does
detail the nature of provision available in neighbouring
districts.
It should be noted that Castle Point Borough Council is in
the process of preparing a new Leisure Strategy. The
previous Leisure Strategy delivered the renewal of the
borough’s existing leisure centres, and the provision of new
facilities including a 3G football pitch. The work on the new
Leisure Strategy seeks to ensure that the new facilities are
used and appropriately augmented to maximise use and
meet local needs moving forward. Work on this strategy
has used a range of tools including demographic profiling,
user surveys and health information. This has determined
that there is a demand for a small sports hall in the
Benfleet area for day time use and also an indoor bowls
centre. Additionally, at least one additional 3G pitch would
also be welcomed given the success of the existing pitch.
The provision of changing facilities to support pitch
provision (3G and grass pitches) is also supported by
evidence including user feedback.

Policy HC3: Opportunities for Outdoor Recreation

Mr Graham Bracci
69

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document continue to fail to be Justified.

Mr Steve Sawkins
84

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

The Local Plan draft document contains policies that will not only limit but also decrease outdoor
recreation spaces. This has the potential to not only cause damage to the health of the community in
Castle Point but to also limit access to outdoor recreation areas.

Object

The Local Plan draft document contains policies that will not only limit but also decrease outdoor
recreation spaces. This has the potential to not only cause damage to the health of the community in
Castle Point but to also limit access to outdoor recreation areas.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document continue to fail to be Justified.
The principle of this strategic policy to positively plan for outdoor recreation is supported by Sport
England.

171

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

Object

A key piece of evidence for this policy should be a robust and up to date Playing Pitch Strategy to identify
what pitch provision issues there are in Castle Point and how they can addressed. Sport England is
aware of a Pitch Strategy document (2012). However, our concerns regarding the robustness of this
document have been articulated to the Council in separate correspondence in September 2012.
The result of this gap in the evidence is that this policy omits consideration of Playing Pitch Need. Given
the pressures of meeting the needs for pitches within Castle Point, this is concerning and we strongly
encourage the Council to address the concerns regarding the pitch strategy work before the submission

Land proposed for development in Castle Point, is in the
main inaccessible to the public. Policy HC3 seeks the
provision of at least an additional 32ha of open space in
the period to 2031. This will result in an increase in land
that people can access for recreational purposes.
Land proposed for development in Castle Point, is in the
main inaccessible to the public. Policy HC3 seeks the
provision of at least an additional 32ha of open space in
the period to 2031. This will result in an increase in land
that people can access for recreational purposes.
The NPPF expects that the evidence base underpinning a
local plan should be proportionate, and comprise of
adequate, up to date and relevant evidence. It is
considered that the Council has collected adequate, up to
date and relevant information on the need for playing
pitches in Castle Point.
Criticism is focused at the Council with regard to the
degree of engagement with Sporting federations and local
clubs and teams. As part of the Playing Pitch Assessment,
all of the relevant national federations were contacted and
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version of the plan is prepared.
Without being addressed, we would consider the policy unsound as it has not considered playing fields
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 and
that a new strategy should be undertaken, using the most recent methodology, updated in October 2013.

Recommended Response and Actions
a survey was undertaken of local clubs and teams. Sport
England are critical of the Council for not contacting
Regional Federation contacts, however the national
contacts did not suggest or require this.
Where the data collected through the survey was sufficient
this was used to inform the playing pitch assessment.
These surveys were particularly useful in determining
quality and accessibility issues experienced by local clubs.
However, the quantum of responses meant that there was
insufficient data to determine quantity standards for the
local area. As a consequence, national quantity standards
derived from Sport England were applied. These were
applied having regard to both the entire population, and
also the size of the population who demographically may
engage in competitive sports. This was to ensure that the
implications of the ageing population were taken into
account when determining the need for pitches going
forward. It is unreasonable to criticise the Council for using
nationally derived information when local information is not
forthcoming. It is also unreasonable to criticise the Council
for investigating the local impacts of ageing on the demand
for playing pitches.
Sport England is also critical of the range of sports
considered through the playing pitch assessment. Given
that the Council considered those sports identified in
Sports England’s own methodology, it is unreasonable to
levy this criticism at the Council.

204

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Support

English Heritage

250

Sarah Kirk

Nicky Parsons

Persimmon Homes

Pegasus Group

Object

We note 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.

Support for reference to the Olympic Legacy Project within
policy HC3 noted and welcomed.

Policy HC3 establishes a requirement 200m2 per home for new residential developments in excess of
3ha. This requirement stems from Natural England's standard for Suitable Alternative Natural Green
space (SANG) land of 8Ha per 1000 people. My client considers that this requirement has been
incorrectly applied as such a provision is applied to SPA (Special Protection Areas) affected sites. There
is no evidence to suggest that the entire Borough is affected by this and it is noted that the Council does
not have a strategy in place for the delivery of accessible natural green spaces. Such a strategy is
essential to ensure that these spaces are effectively managed and maintained to be successful in
dissuading access to ecologically sensitive areas.

ACTION: The Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA is
located in Castle Point. Natural England is concerned that
recreational pressures from developments within Castle
Point will have an impact on this SPA, which is currently
not in a good condition. They have advised through the
planning application process that they would seek 8ha of
open space per 1,000 population in order to off-set harm to
the SPA.

Furthermore, a blanket application of this requirement disregards the fact that existing public spaces may
be appropriately located close to a particular development site to address the potential impact that may
exists.

There are currently 822ha of open space in Castle Point
(9.2ha per 1,000 population). However, 291ha of this open
space is within the SPA, or else within a SSSI. As a result,
only 531ha of open space in Castle Point is not affected by
a national or international nature conservation designation
(5.9ha per 1,000 population). There is therefore an existing
deficit of non-ecologically sensitive open space per 1,000
population against Natural England’s requirement.

The requirement for 200sqm per home is significant and will ultimately reduce the housing yield of
development sites with adequate justification. The requirement therefore will inhibit the effectiveness of
the housing delivery policies meaning that the Plan will not be able to meet its housing targets. This is
especially significant in light of the fact that the draft Plan cannot meet the objectively assessed needs of
the area.
It is summarised at paragraph 15.30 of the Draft New Local Plan that the Council needs to “aim to
increase the amount of open spaces within the borough in order to address current deficiencies”. It is
noted that developers are required to provide additional open space within residential schemes. This
open space should be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development (paragraph 204
of the NPPF) it is stressed that developers are not responsible for making up existing deficiencies in open

In accordance with general planning principles, new
development is not expected to address this deficit, but
should not make the situation worse.
Demographic modelling indicates that the population of
Castle Point would increase by 4,000 people as a

Page 247 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments
space.
Remedy
Criterion 1 of this policy should be amended to delete the reference to the 200sqm/home requirement and
incorporate targets that are more aligned with the Fields in Trust standards (i.e. 2.4ha/1,000). In all cases
the nature of existing public open space provision in the area of the development site must be capable of
consideration when identifying the precise quantum of on-site provision along with the viability of the
proposal.

Recommended Response and Actions
consequence of the provision of 4,000 homes in the period
to 2031. This would see the need for at least 32ha of
additional open space to off-set the impact on the SPA.
This would require 80m2 open space per new home.
2
The Field in Trust standards would deliver just 24m per
home and would be insufficient to mitigate the recreational
impacts on the SPA and are not therefore considered
appropriate.

Whilst the required area of open space provision is higher
than the nationally recognised Field in Trust standard, it
reflects the ecological sensitivity of the local area, and
seeks to balance the needs for development with this
sensitivity. It is therefore considered to be locally
appropriate to have a higher standard, albeit, not as high
as proposed in the draft New Local Plan.
In terms of other nearby open spaces, it is considered that
in order to ensure sufficient provision, on-site open space
should be provided additional to that which already exists.
However, open space provision on site should be
complementary, and can be multi-functional i.e. it can also
provide flood storage or space for wildlife as per policies
NE1, DES3 etc.
It is proposed that part 1 of policy HC3 is amended to read:
2
80m of high quality public open space per home.

Mary Power
332

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

Environment
Agency

Support

We support the reference at paragraph 15.28 to the South Essex Green Grid and Greater Thames
Marshes Nature Improvement Area.

Support for reference to the South Essex Green Grid and
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area within the
supporting text to policy HC3 noted and welcomed.

Support

The aim/target to provide at least an additional 32 hectares of open space, helping to meet the needs of
additional/increased populations and potentially helping to ameliorate areas of deficiency, is broadly
supported. New green spaces can be used to relieve pressure on other or designated sites and is to be
encouraged.

Support for the target to provide an additional 32ha of open
space is noted and welcomed.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 15.38 - should be amended to refer to the latest position with regards school places at
primary and secondary level.

David Hammond
466

NATURAL
ENGLAND

See response to representation 250 (immediately above).

This policy could significantly stymie the development of good residential sites by onerous requirements
undermining the Council’s housing delivery. The policy needs to allow for the consideration of existing
areas of open space and the wider open space facilities that are on hand for most residents of the
Borough. The District’s settlements are after all surrounding by large swathes of designated Green Belt
open land and countryside, including coastal areas.

Martin Barrell
407

Policy HC 3 prescribes that on housing sites in excess of 3 hectares that 200 m2 of high quality public
open space will be required per home. This is overly prescriptive and does not take account of any site
specific factors or designs that might offer other valuable open space, play or biodiversity measures in the
scheme layout. It also does not allow for consideration of existing open space areas in a particular
locality, which with the benefit of further investment may be a better public open space solution for that
site and location.

Policy HC4: Education, Skill and Learning

286

Kevin Fraser
Essex County

Support for part 1 of policy HC4 noted and welcomed.
ACTION: To reflect the latest position with regard to school
places in Castle Point it is proposed that paragraph 15.38
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`Essex County Council has the statutory responsibility for ensuring that there are sufficient school places
across the county. Its `Commissioning School Places in Essex 2013 – 18’ document forecasts a surplus
of 476 primary and 730 secondary school places across the borough in the school year 2017-18, when
pupil numbers arising from the new housing is considered.’
Reference is made to the `Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment’ in paragraph 15.38. ECC would
seek to revise any assessment of primary and secondary school places arising in the borough using the
information contained in the `Commissioning School Places in Essex 2013-2018’, which is to be
published in March 2014.
The above assessment refers to the use of a 400 metre (primary) and a 800 metre (secondary) walking
distance to determine whether school provision is accessible. However, this does not reflect the statutory
walking distances between home and school beyond which children are entitled to free transport.
“Statutory walking distance” is two miles for children under the age of eight and 3 miles for children aged
eight and over, measured by the shortest route along which a child, accompanied as necessary, may
walk with reasonable safety.
Reference, and amendment, will also have to be made to take account of the School Adjudicator’s recent
determination to uphold the appeal against the decision to discontinue The Deanes School.
Policy HC4
Criteria 1 - refers to the principle of seeking ` to improve the quality and choice of education...' , and is
welcomed . ECC has a statutory duty to secure diversity in the provision of schools in its administrative
area and increase opportunities for parental choice.
Criteria 2 - this implies that only on site facilities would be sought through a s106. The sentence should
be amended to read:
`Where a residential or mixed use development proposal, by virtue of its scale and/or location will
increase demand for education facilities beyond those available within the local area, additional facilities
may be sought through a Section 106 Agreement to secure land and/or a financial contribution'.

Recommended Response and Actions
is amended to read as follows:
`Essex County Council has the statutory responsibility for
ensuring that there are sufficient school places across the
county. Its `Commissioning School Places in Essex 2013 –
18’ document forecasts a surplus of 476 primary and 730
secondary school places across the borough in the school
year 2017-18, when pupil numbers arising from the new
housing is considered.’
ACTION: It is proposed that the assessment of the
implications of growth on education requirements as set
out in the Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment is
reviewed applying the information in the latest
Commissioning School Places report. This may result in
the need to amend paragraph 15.38 of the New Local Plan
further.
ACTION: The County Council seek part 2 of policy HC4 to
be changed to also refer to financial contributions towards
school places off site. The Borough Council is currently
developing a CIL for adoption alongside the New Local
Plan. Where a development cannot justify a new facility onsite, financial contributions will be collected towards off-site
improvements of existing facilities through the CIL, as this
is the most appropriate means by which financial
contributions are sought (the ability to pool contributions is
limited under CIL). It would therefore be inappropriate to
amend the New Local Plan as requested. However,
alternative text is proposed for insertion between the
existing parts 2 and 3 of policy HC4, which should read as
follows:
Where the cumulative impacts of residential developments
within a local area increase demand for education facilities
beyond those available, the Council will use a proportion of
any Community Infrastructure Levy raised within that local
area to support capacity improvements to education
infrastructure.

Policy HC5: Health and Social Care Provision

448

John Henry

Mrs Aarti

NHS Property
Services Ltd

O'Leary

In recognition of NHSE's role as commissioner of all healthcare services, incorporating the provision of
primary healthcare facilities within its administrative area, including within Castle Point Borough, it is
recommended that paragraph 15.56 is amended, as follows:

ACTION: Amend paragraph 15.56 to recognise HHS
England’s commissioning role. The first sentence of
paragraph 15.56 should read:

"Meanwhile, the provision and commissioning of primary and secondary healthcare services is the
responsibility of NHS England in liaison with Clinical Commissioning Groups".

Meanwhile, the provision and commissioning of primary
and secondary healthcare services is the responsibility of
NHS England in liaison with Clinical Commissioning
Groups.

NHSE notes that the Council's assessment of primary healthcare services, within the Community
Infrastructure Needs Assessment Draft Report (November 2013), was based on interviews with South
Essex Primary Care Trust in 2012 and welcomes the intention to revise the assessment in line with
evidence and information provided by NHS England.
In light of this recognition, it is recommended that paragraph 15.58 of the LP is amended to take account
of the current GP capacity position and healthcare infrastructure and funding requirements to meet the
needs arising from planned growth that are set out within these representations.
With regard to the Policy text itself, NHSE welcomes the Council’s, in principle, support of “proposals
which seek to improve the quality of health and social care provision” and proposals which “improve the

ACTION: Subsequent to the publication of the draft New
Local Plan and its supporting evidence, NHS England has
provided Castle Point with up to date information on
Primary Health Care provision in Castle Point. This
indicates that there is an existing deficit in terms of GP
services in the borough. It also sets out the implications of
growth on the level of provision into the future. On the
basis of this information, it is recommended that
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quality and level of provision of primary and secondary healthcare services within Castle Point”.
NHSE welcomes the policy requirement for the impacts of residential or mixed use development on the
capacity of healthcare facilities and services to be assessed and mitigated by way of planning obligations
secured through Section 106 Agreements. However, in order for Policy HC 5 to be fully ‘justified’ and
‘effective’, and to ensure the NHS is afforded sufficient flexibility in the commissioning and provision of
primary healthcare services across the Borough, in line with current procurement guidelines, it is
recommended that the Policy is amended as follows:
“Where a residential or mixed use development proposal, by virtue of its scale and/ or location will
increase demand for healthcare provision beyond the capacity of services available within the local area,
additional facilities may be appropriate mitigation will be sought on site through a Section 106 Agreement
or Community Infrastructure Levy, as appropriate.”

Recommended Response and Actions
paragraphs 15.58 and 15.59 are amended to read as
follows:
Evidence provided by NHS England indicates that there is
a significant deficit in terms of primary healthcare service
provision in Castle Point. General Practitioners currently
have the capacity to meet the needs of around 73,000
residents. However, there are currently 90,000 residents
registered with General Practitioner surgeries in Castle
Point. To meet existing needs, there is a need for
approximately 9 additional General Practitioners, and
2
465m of new floorspace for primary healthcare services in
Castle Point. It is estimated that the new accommodation
will cost around £2.36m.
On this basis, new homes will increase pressure on
existing provision, creating additional demand for primary
healthcare services. NHS England has indicated that a
further 3.5 General Practitioners and 425m2 of
accommodation at a cost of £850,000 are required to meet
the needs of growth in Castle Point.
NHS England has indicated that they will seek to deliver
capacity improvements to meet existing and future needs
through improvements to existing surgeries. They do not
plan to provide additional surgeries in Castle Point. A
proportion of CIL will therefore be used to meet the needs
arising from new housing developments.
Existing surgeries in Castle Point are of a good standard
and generally perform well when assessed by the Care
Quality Commission and through patients’ surveys.
ACTION: Given NHS England’s preference for seeking
capacity improvements at existing surgeries, it is necessary
to amend part 2 of policy HC5 to read as follows:
Where the cumulative impacts of residential developments
within a local area increase demand for healthcare services
beyond those available, the Council will use a proportion of
any Community Infrastructure Levy raised within that local
area to support capacity improvements to healthcare
infrastructure.

Policy HC7: Open Spaces

532

WM Morrison’s
Supermarket Plc

Mr Jason Lowes
Rapleys

Seek a
technical
alteration

In relation to the football pitches to the east of the Morrison’s Store on Canvey Island, and owned by
Morrison’s, the site is surrounded by the industrial estate, is cut off from the wider area and would make a
logical extension to the estate if the current recreational use is no longer required. The inclusion of the
site as employment land would also provide a valuable addition to the Charfleets Industrial Estate, further
increasing the potential for jobs on Canvey Island.
ATTACHMENT: Football Pitch Site (2.133 ha) (A4).pdf

There are four key reasons why the Council is not minded
to permit the re development of this land for employment
purposes:
1) The western portion of the site between the existing
Morrison’s Store and the drain which runs north-south
through the site has previously been identified by the
landowner as ecological compensation land to
mitigate the proposed non-food retail provision which
has extant planning consent. The landowners have
not provided alternative ecological mitigation and
therefore this portion of land is still required for that
purpose.
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Recommended Response and Actions
2) The drain running through the middle of the site is an
open water course which forms part of the surface
water management drainage network for Canvey. At
least 9m should be left between this drain and any
buildings, reducing the capacity of the site
considerably. Furthermore, as the drain is open, there
is a risk of water contamination from employment
related uses.
3) There is a Cold War Nuclear Monitoring Station to the
northern boundary of the site which is included within
the local list of non-designated historic assets. This
would impact on access arrangements.
4) There draft New Local Plan already identifies an
oversupply of employment land. Therefore, additional
provision on a site with such constraints is not
necessary to ensure flexibility of supply.

David Hammond
467

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

Natural England broadly supports this Policy

Support for policy HC7 noted and welcomed.

Policy HC9: Playing Fields associated with Educational Uses
The reason for the distinction between open spaces and
Playing Fields Associated with Educational Uses is
explained at paragraph 15.65. Open spaces includes all
those spaces that are publicly accessible e.g. the playing
fields at Waterside Farm. Playing Fields Associated with
Educational Uses refers to those fields enclosed within
school premises which are not normally publicly available.
As with policies HC2 and HC3, the principle of this strategic policy to protect identified playing fields from
development is supported.

172

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

Seek a
technical
alteration

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.
Sport England suggests that this policy is amended to cover all playing fields within Castle Point.
In addition, the collection of policies HC7 - HC9 does not cover indoor sport. The NPPF (Par 74) sets out
the presumption against the development of recreational buildings and should be reflected by either
expanding one of HC7 -HC9 or by the creation of an additional policy.

It should be noted that policies HC7 and HC9 are worded
identically, except that policy HC9 importantly seeks the
retention of those playing fields associated with educational
uses, in the event that the educational use ceases. This is
an important local consideration in an area where there is a
declining school aged population.
Both policies HC7 and HC9 refer to appendix 4 which
includes a schedule of open spaces (including publicly
accessible playing fields) and a schedule of playing fields
in educational use.
The Council has not therefore sought to exclude noneducation playing fields from protection as suggested by
this consultee. It has in fact sought to address the potential
for education related playing fields to be lost.
In terms of indoor sporting facilities, regard should be had
to policy H6: Community Areas which specifically includes
sports and leisure facilities. An additional policy is not
therefore required.

Policy HC10: The John H Burrows Sports and Community Hub
15

Tony Taylor

Object

Why destroy a community hall WVRS centre and tennis courts in order to build an unwanted pub. How

With reference to the pub, Policy HC10 does not refer
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Recommended Response and Actions

does this equate with the Council sports ethics. The council already owns a pub within walking distance
of John Burrows which has been left desolate for years Surely this is the ideal location for another pub. If
this is the ambition of the council?

specifically to a pub – commercial leisure could mean a
range of options. However, it is noted that a separate
consultation on this matter was undertaken at a similar time
to consultation on the draft New Local Plan. This indicated
that there was a reasonable degree of support for a family
restaurant at this site within the local community.
With reference to the community hall at the site, it is in a
poor state of repair and not currently in a usable condition.
The Council is currently investigating options for this
building including options to restore or replace it. The
proposals set out in policy HC10 seek to use commercial
investment to secure a new community building. Policy
HC10 also seeks the retention and improvement of sports
facilities at this site including the retention and
improvement of the tennis courts.
The nearby pub referred to in this representation is the
Crown Public House in Hadleigh. This building is also
vacant and was acquired by the Council in order to
facilitate the wider regeneration of Hadleigh Town Centre.
The eventual use of the Crown Public House has yet to be
determined.

Policy HC11: Development of Community Facilities

160

Rose Freeman
The Theatres Trust

Object

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) includes cultural facilities in items 23, 28, 70 and 156
and also as one of the 12 Core Planning Principles, ‘take account of and support local strategies to
improve health, social and cultural well-being for all, and deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities
and services to meet local needs.'
ACTION: To better reflect the NPPF, it is proposed that
part 1 of policy HC11 is amended to read as follows:
We therefore request that the word ‘cultural' is included in the first paragraph of Policy HC11 to conform
In order to allow communities to meet their day to day
to the NPPF.
needs proposals for new and proposals for extensions,
alterations or redevelopment of existing community
Cultural buildings are included in para.15.71 and should be repeated in the policy for clarity and
consistency. The phrase ‘community and cultural infrastructure' is also included in para.3.3. The Theatres facilities such as: education facilities; sports and leisure
facilities, non residential health and social care facilities;
Trust wishes to be assured that your Local Plan documents are robust enough to include specific
cultural facilities, community centres and places of worship
guidance on protecting and encouraging your arts and cultural provision.
will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the
development will:...
To reflect the recently published National Policy Practice Guidance (NPPG) we suggest the phrase
‘health and well-being' should be adjusted to read' health and cultural well-being' which has now widened
its ‘remit' to include mental well-being through passive interests such as the arts and theatre as well as
active recreational activities.
This policy includes sports and leisure facilities under the title of community facilities.
Part 2 of the policy sets out those developments which propose a loss of community facility or service
should demonstrate that the overall benefits to the community of the proposals will outweigh the loss.

173

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

Seek a
technical
alteration

This is not consistent with NPPF policy which sets out that Existing open space, sports and recreational
buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on unless:
●an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings or land to be
surplus to requirements; or
●the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in
terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or
●the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for which clearly

ACTION: To better reflect the NPPF it is proposed that part
2 of policy HC11 is amended to read as follows:
Where a development proposal would result in the loss of a
community facility, the proposal will only be supported
where:
a) An assessment has been undertaken which
indicates that the existing facility is surplus to
requirement; or
b) The loss will be replaced by equivalent or better
provision in terms of quantity and quality in
accordance with the requirements of part 1 of
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outweigh the loss.
Part 2 of the policy should be amended to reflect the NPPF. If this is not addressed, Sport England would
consider the policy unsound at submission.

Essex County
Council

Support

Support

We support the reference in paragraph 15.74 to the TE2100 and the opportunities community facilities
provide for community refuges and safe havens. We also support the included reference to this issue in
part 1b of the policy.

Martin Barrell
408

Environment
Agency

this policy. Where appropriate, a S106
agreement will be used to secure the
replacement provision.

ECC welcomes reference to education, libraries, youth facilities and community learning spaces within
the policy, and the commitment to improve their choice and quality. The planned level of growth, and its
spatial distribution, is not of a quantum to require a new stand alone library facility in the district. ECC is
currently reviewing how it will deliver library services in the future, but have not yet been finalised. The
Policy HC11, particularly as amended in response to
approach is likely to be more geared towards multi functional services taking advantage of shared spaces
representation 173 (immediately above) will ensure that
and co location of services.
library services are able to adapt, and will not be lost
through town centre regeneration proposals.
The existing stand alone services are reasonably centrally located in town centres. The retail policies (R1
- Town Centre Retail Strategy; R2 - Canvey Town Centre Regeneration; R3 - Hadleigh Town Centre
Regeneration) indicate a need for additional retail floorspace and any expansion should seek to ensure
that existing library facilities are centrally located and accessible to the community.

Kevin Fraser
287

Recommended Response and Actions

Support for policy HC11, and reference to the creation of
community refuges, noted and welcomed.

Policy HC12: Developments on Open Spaces; Allotment Gardens; and Playing Fields associated with Educational Uses

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 appear not to be covered by
the policy.
174

Mr Roy Warren
Sport England

Seek a
technical
alteration

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.
Sport England suggests that this policy is amended to cover all playing fields within Castle Point.
If this is not addressed, Sport England would consider the policy unsound at submission as it is not
consistent with national policy.

The reason for the distinction between open spaces and
Playing Fields Associated with Educational Uses is
explained at paragraph 15.65. Open spaces includes all
those spaces that are publicly accessible e.g. the playing
fields at Waterside Farm. Playing Fields Associated with
Educational Uses refers to those fields enclosed within
school premises which are not normally publicly available.
It should be noted that policies HC7 and HC9 are worded
identically, except that policy HC9 importantly seeks the
retention of those playing fields associated with educational
uses, in the event that the educational use ceases. This is
an important local consideration in an area where there is a
declining school aged population.
Both policies HC7 and HC9 refer to appendix 4 which
includes a schedule of open spaces (including publicly
accessible playing fields) and a schedule of playing fields
in educational use.
The Council has not therefore sought to exclude noneducation playing fields from protection as suggested by
this consultee. It has in fact sought to address the potential
for education related playing fields to be lost.

Kevin Fraser
273

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC welcomes the general thrust of paragraph 15.80 which acknowledges the need for existing schools
to potentially expand, and the pressure placed on playing pitches. Schools evolve over time to reflect
changes in educational practice and operational requirements that better meet, and improve, future
educational quality and standards. This results in proposals for remodelling and reconfiguration of school
sites that are likely to require extension of buildings beyond the existing built footprint on school sites. It
may not be possible to obtain the required educational outcomes without using parts of school playing
fields.

ACTION: Given the issues raised by Sports England
through their representations, it is unlikely that the
amendment proposed by Essex County Council will be
acceptable, and would give rise to further objections.
However, part 2 of policy HC12 could be amended to better
reflect the NPPF and perhaps provide Essex County
Council with the scope to consider the playing space needs
of its schools when preparing proposals for alterations and
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NPPF (Paragraph 72) attaches great importance to ensuring sufficient choice of school places is
available to meet the needs of existing and new communities, and to ensure a wide choice in education.
ECC considers that an additional bullet should be added to Policy HC12 to read,

extensions to built facilities.

Whilst the thrust of the policy acknowledges the need to expand school sites, as worded it implies that
any school expansion will not be supported unless existing provision is retained on site or a greater
quantity and quality offset nearby. ECC would prefer the following wording to be included in the policy:

Any development resulting in a loss of publicly available
open space; allotment garden; or playing fields associated
with educational uses will only be supported where:

•

`The re-modelling and expansion of education and childcare facilities, including necessary
development on school playing fields will be supported where it is proven that such expansion is
the most appropriate way to meet local need.'’

These additional criteria would enable consistency with Policy HC9, criteria 3, which refers to Policy H12,
and the need to consider development on playing fields associated with education uses.
Criteria 1c – reference to flood storage and future flood defence works is welcomed.

Martin Barrell
409

Environment
Agency

Support

Recommended Response and Actions

We welcome the reference to TE2100 requirements in paragraph 15.81, and the inclusion of part 1c of
the policy referring to the need for any development not to impact on biodiversity, flood storage or the
accommodation of future flood defence works.

It is therefore proposed that part 2 of policy HC12 is
amended to read as follows:

where:
a) An assessment has been undertaken which
indicates that the existing facility is surplus to
requirement; or
b) The loss will be replaced by equivalent or better
provision in terms of quantity and quality in a
suitable location nearby. Where appropriate, a
S106 agreement will be used to secure the
replacement provision.
Support for reference to flood storage in part 1c of policy
HC12 noted and welcomed.

Chapter 16: Protecting Green Belt land

155

Mr David Hurrell

Object

This is a pretty turgid document and, inevitably, much of it goes over my head. But I maintain a very
simple view: once you start releasing Green Belt every landowner becomes a wheeler-dealer because
land value becomes skewed. Keep it simple: Green Belt is exactly that and should remain sacrosanct.
Central Government supports this policy, so why are you mucking about? Hands off our Green Belt,
please!
I note that County are about to spend some money on the Arterial Rd at the Fairglen intersection. How
about we put some real pressure on them to give us good access into H18, Fane Rd?

It is expected that the NPPF be read as a whole. The
NPPF requires local planning authorities to meet their
objectively assessed needs for development. Where these
cannot be met, paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF allow for
Green Belt boundaries to be exceptionally reviewed in
order to ensure that they are defensible throughout the
plan period whilst allowing for sustainable development to
occur. The recent exchange of letters between the
Planning Minister and the Chief Planning Inspector confirm
that this is the expected interpretation of the NPPF in
relation to meeting housing needs (paragraph 47), the
presumption in favour of sustainable development
(paragraph 14) and reviewing the Green Belt (paragraphs
83 – 85).
As a result a Green Belt Boundary Review has been
undertaken to determine those locations where
development can occur without causing harm to the
strategic function of the Green Belt. Where land has been
found to fulfil a strategic Green Belt function it has been
retained within the Green Belt. The Green Belt policies in
the draft New Local Plan seek to keep the retained Green
Belt permanently open and ensure that the purposes of the
Green Belt are maintained.
In conjunction with the plans and proposals of neighbouring
authorities, the proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek
to retain the strategic purpose of the Green Belt by
maintaining open areas between towns.
It should be noted that in promoting the Fane Road area for
development, this consultee is proposing development in
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an area of Green Belt which contributes towards the
strategic separation of Thundersley from Rayleigh, Bowers
Gifford and Wickford.

Sections 73/74 of the NPPF states Sorting and Recreational facilities cannot be removed for houses
without an assessment showing it to be surplus to requirement. Any loss must be replaced by equivalent
or better provision.
164

Mr David Hurrell

Object

Your intention to relinquish areas of Green Belt which currently contain stabling, ménage and pasturing
for horses and equine activities means that you will have to fund and create replacement facilities. This is
patently not possible so you should NOT be encroaching any Green Belt where horses are currently kept
or ridden. I think this applies to nearly ALL the areas of Green Belt which you have indicated you would
like to redesignate.

The NPPF is clear that outdoor sports are a positive use of
the Green Belt (paragraph 81). Meanwhile, paragraph 89 is
clear that the provision of facilities for outdoor sports is not
considered inappropriate development in the Green Belt
provided the overall openness of the Green Belt is
retained.
The draft New Local Plan preserves 2,512ha of Green Belt.
There is therefore plenty of opportunity for horse riding and
stabling to continue to occur within Castle Point.

Policy GB1: Green Belt Strategy

The policies adopted within the Local Plan draft document leads to an approach with the potential to
cause harm to the Green Belt by promoting inappropriate development. Local Plan policies threaten the
permanence of Green Belt boundaries.

Mr Graham Bracci
70

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to meet their
objectively assessed needs for development. Where these
cannot be met, paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF allow for
Green Belt boundaries to be exceptionally reviewed in
order to ensure that they are defensible throughout the
plan period whilst allowing for sustainable development to
occur. The recent exchange of letters between the
Planning Minister and the Chief Planning Inspector confirm
that this is the expected interpretation of the NPPF in
relation to meeting housing needs (paragraph 47), the
presumption in favour of sustainable development
(paragraph 14) and reviewing the Green Belt (paragraphs
83 – 85).
The proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek to meet as
much of the Objectively Assessment Need for housing as
possible whilst ensuring that these strategic areas of Green
Belt are maintained. Without a plan, there would be
pressure for development across the Green Belt
threatening its permanence on an ongoing basis.
Policy GB1 seeks to keep the retained Green Belt
permanently open and ensure that the purposes of the
Green Belt are maintained.
In conjunction with the plans and proposals of neighbouring
authorities, the proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek
to retain the strategic purpose of the Green Belt by
maintaining open areas between towns.

Mr Steve Sawkins
85

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

The policies adopted within the Local Plan draft document leads to an approach with the potential to
cause harm to the Green Belt by promoting inappropriate development. Local Plan policies threaten the
permanence of Green Belt boundaries.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to meet their
objectively assessed needs for development. Where these
cannot be met, paragraphs 83 to 85 of the NPPF allow for
Green Belt boundaries to be exceptionally reviewed in
order to ensure that they are defensible throughout the
plan period whilst allowing for sustainable development to
occur. The recent exchange of letters between the
Planning Minister and the Chief Planning Inspector confirm
that this is the expected interpretation of the NPPF in
relation to meeting housing needs (paragraph 47), the
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presumption in favour of sustainable development
(paragraph 14) and reviewing the Green Belt (paragraphs
83 – 85).
The proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek to meet as
much of the Objectively Assessment Need for housing as
possible whilst ensuring that these strategic areas of Green
Belt are maintained. Without a plan, there would be
pressure for development across the Green Belt
threatening its permanence on an ongoing basis.
Policy GB1 seeks to keep the retained Green Belt
permanently open and ensure that the purposes of the
Green Belt are maintained.
In conjunction with the plans and proposals of neighbouring
authorities, the proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek
to retain the strategic purpose of the Green Belt by
maintaining open areas between towns.

We would like to see the Green Belt retained and enhanced. In particular we would like to see woodland
creation on suitable areas of Green Belt.
The Woodland Trust believes that woodland creation is especially important because of the unique ability
of woodland to deliver across a wide range of benefits - see our publication Woodland Creation - why it
matters ( http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/about-us/publications/Pages/ours.aspx ). These include for
both landscape and biodiversity (helping habitats become more robust to adapt to climate change,
buffering and extending fragmented ancient woodland), for quality of life and climate change (amenity &
recreation, public health, flood amelioration, urban cooling) and for the local economy (timber and wood
fuel markets).
Government response to Independent Panel on Forestry Report (January 2013)
England's trees, woods and forests are a vital national asset providing multiple economic, social and
environmental benefits. ... To achieve this, everything we do must be focused on achieving the following
key objectives, in priority order:

149

Mrs Ellie
Henderson
The Woodland
Trust

Object

• Protecting the nation's trees, woodlands and forests from increasing threats such as pests, diseases
and climate change,
• Improving their resilience to these threats and their contribution to economic growth, people's lives and
nature,

Policy GB8 promotes those proposals that would amongst
other things enhances the landscape, improve its visual
amenity and biodiversity. This could reasonably include the
provision of additional woodland in suitable locations.

• Expanding them to increase further their economic, social and environmental value. Woodlands have
value across many sectors of the economy and society.
.....English woodlands already play an important part in the growth of the UK forest carbon market and in
ground-breaking projects that use land management to improve water quality, reduce flood risk, enhance
biodiversity and adapt to impacts of climate change. Such markets help to demonstrate the fundamental
role of natural capital in sustaining economic development and the need to protect and enhance this
capital for future generations.
Expanding our Woodland Resource - We believe that there is scope for increasing England's woodland
cover significantly to achieve greater economic, social and environmental benefits. We expect that closer
and more effective joint working between Government and the sector can deliver 12% woodland cover by
2060. We will:
• Work with the sector to find new ways of encouraging landowners to plant more trees where it best suits
them and their local conditions,
• Develop further the voluntary woodland carbon market and other sources of investment that reflect
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forestry's low carbon credentials and wider public benefits to deliver a more wooded landscape,
• Pilot an initiative to reduce burdens on landowners who want to plant woodland by clarifying where a full
Environmental Statement is unlikely to be required.
New and better managed woodland also has a role in making our rural and urban landscapes more
resilient to the effects of climate change.

128

140

Juliette Arnold

Mrs Karen
Robinson

Object

Object

Isn't what you have just said in point 1 & 2 below about trying to protect green belt against your plan to
allow building on Glyders? Is this not green belt land? It is also farm land and surely that should be
protected as well? Can you tell me who you need to get permission from to change the use of farm land
to building land? Also what is the appeals process for contesting this?

H15 land off Glyders is within green belt parcel 16. It is quoted as being HIGH on the visual sensibility, so
why is this area now quoted as AMBER where it can be released from greenbelt. There is nowhere that
states green belt boundaries have to be in straight lines. This area borders a SSSI and wildlife site and
should not be considered for release.

It is expected that the New Local Plan is read as a whole.
As currently written, land at the Glyders would be a
housing site, and would not form part of the Green Belt.
Therefore, policy GB1 and other policies in chapter 16
would not apply.
The Landscape Characterisation considers large parcels of
Green Belt. The Green Belt Boundary Review considers
the impact development would have on the openness and
function of the strategic purpose of the Green Belt. It
concludes that the Green Belt would continue to function if
this site was developed, although due to its sloped nature,
a landscaped edge would be required.
The NPPF requires the Green Belt boundaries to be logical
– at present the Green Belt boundary does not appear
logical. The hedgerow would provide a logical Green Belt
boundary.
The site does not border the SSSI. The SSSI is beyond an
existing row of houses and a ridgeline.
The site is however identified as a potential wildlife site.
This will require the application of policy NE8 as set out in
policy H15.

It is not at all clear from the policies and supporting text what is being proposed in the sections related to
Green Belt review. Paragraph 16.13 says that the study considers the need to release sites from the
Green Belt to meet the needs of development. It is unclear however, if the findings of the Green Belt
Boundary Review will follow through into local plan policy. If Green Belt boundaries are to be adjusted to
take sites out of the Green Belt it would be helpful for third parties if this section of the plan listed where
these are, and when this review will commence and be completed, if the decision has not already been
made.

James Stevens
352

Home Builders
Federation Limited

Object

Exploration of potential release of land from the Green Belt is warranted in view of the disparity between
the housing need and supply. We note that paragraph 13.86 and paragraph 13.50 of the draft plan
signals the possible release of Green Belt sites at Kiln Road, Thundersley, Rayleigh Road, Hadleigh, and
Benfleet (paragraph 13.80) to meet housing needs. The plan is unclear, however, when these locations
will be released for development, or if there is a commitment by the Council to release them at all.
It is essential that the plan provide clarity on these questions. If the plan is unable to deliver the proposed
constrained housing requirement of 4,000 dwellings, let alone the objective need which is at least 8,000
dwellings, then there is a risk that the plan could be found unsound on the grounds of it being ineffective.

ACTION: Significant investigation of the potential to
accommodate development in the Green Belt has been
undertaken. This is evidenced in the Green Belt
Boundaries Review, and associated documents such as
the Sustainability Appraisal of Sites. It is the results of
these assessments that have informed the Council’s
approach within the plan.
This consultee has expressed confusion about the role of
the Green Belt Boundary Review in informing the draft New
Local Plan. It is therefore proposed that paragraph 16.13 is
rewritten to clarify this matter. The following text is
proposed.
Building on the work undertaken in 2010 on the Green Belt
Functions Assessment and the Green Belt Landscape
Assessment, a Green Belt Boundary Review has been
prepared. This considered both the need to release sites
from the Green Belt to meet the needs of development,
and also the need to amend Green Belt boundaries in
order to reflect changes that have occurred since the
Green Belt was last reviewed in the 1998 Local Plan. As a
consequence of the Green Belt Boundaries Review, this
plan retains 92% of the Green Belt identified in the 1998
Local Plan. By retaining this extent of Green Belt it will
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continue to serve its purpose of keeping land permanently
open and maintaining a clear visual separation between
the individual towns within Castle Point and within South
Essex.
The Green Belt extent, as set out in this plan is 2,517ha –
56% of the borough’s land area.

Gladman recognise the importance of the Green Belt and the need to establish clear boundaries for this.
The Framework states:
"Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green Belt boundaries in their
Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the
Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their
intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan
period." (Framework, paragraph 83)
The above quote makes it all the more important for CPBC to assess the Green Belt in relation to
sufficiently long time horizon, and ensure that this review and subsequent amendments through the Local
Plan are robust and appropriate. Gladman acknowledge both that the Council is heavily constrained by
the Green Belt and that CPBC has prepared Green Belt Boundary Review (November 2013) however
query whether this has been adequately considered in relation to the significant housing need in the
borough. The Green Belt Review identified four strategic areas of Green Bet in the Borough, as shown in
the extract below. The review then moved down a level and looked individually at the various parcels of
land across the Borough assessing these against the purposes of the Framework outlined in paragraph
80 of the Framework.

Nicole Penfold
518

Gladman
Developments

Policy GB1 sets out the Council’s strategic approach to the
Green Belt. It does not have to contain requirements for
developers to form part of the New Local Plan.
Whilst it is recognised that policy GB1 reiterates an
element of the NPPF, the Council is not inclined to remove
such reiteration given that this consultee has previously
sought to claim that there is a lack of Green Belt policy in
Castle Point due to previous attempts to avoid repetition of
national policy.

Policy GB1 in essence reiterates the purposes of the Green Belt (outlined in the Framework) and that the
Council will seek to protect the Green Belt, whilst encouraging positive uses of this. Policy GB1 does not
set out any policy requirements, is more just a statement of intent by the Council and therefore serves
limited value in the Draft New Local Plan, other than providing context.
David Hammond
468

Support

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Policy GB 1 - this Policy is broadly supported, as are Policies GB 3 to GB 9.

Support for policy GB1 noted and welcomed.

i) Summary

Hollie Bryant
506

Bryan Haynes

PEGASUS
PLANNING
GROUP

Object

ACTION: It is noted that the evidence indicates that site H4
does not contribute towards the strategic purpose of
We support the Council's conclusion that there are exceptional circumstances within the borough which
including land in the Green Belt. On this basis, it is agreed
justify amendment of the Green Belt boundary allowing the release of some Green Belt land for housing. that site H4 (6)(7) cannot be safeguarded once the
However, we object to the Council's conclusions on the total capacity of the Green Belt to accommodate boundaries of the Green Belt are amended elsewhere
development. We believe that there are other sites, in addition to those identified by the Council, which do nearby. It is therefore recommended that site H4(6)(7) is
not safeguarded but included within the allocation for
not perform any of the functions of Green Belt and can sustainably support development.
housing development purposes not.
This is confirmed by the assessment of my client's land contained at Section 4.
That being said, the Council does not expect housing
In order to overcome this objection the Council must undertake further work to assess the capacity of
development to be pursued on this site at all cost. As per
smaller sites currently within the Green Belt, which are adjacent to existing settlements and therefore
the NPPF, it is expected that development in this location is
represent sustainable locations for development.
sustainable. To this end, it expects that the Local Wildlife
Site across site H4 is fully assessed as part of the
In undertaking this work the Council must include an analysis of whether individual sites perform the
development process, and biodiversity is integrated into the
functions of Green Belt and whether perceived constraints (e.g. environmental) can be adequately
development. Where a loss of biodiversity is likely to occur,
overcome through mitigation.
it is expected that any loss is fully compensated in order to
ii) Green Belt purposes
achieve a net increase in biodiversity. The basis of this
requirement is the Council’s Local Wildlife Site Review
The NPPF identifies five purposes of Green Belt (paragraph 80):
which was prepared in 2012. It comprises a full review of
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•

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.

Recommended Response and Actions
all sites, and it is therefore considered that it is justified to
apply this requirement to site H4 which is a long-standing
local wildlife site. The Council is not therefore minded to
reduce its requirements in relation to biodiversity protection
on this site, and nor would such a reduction be expected
under the NPPF.

The Council has produced several evidence base documents on the capacity of the Green Belt to support
new development:
•

Castle Point Green Belt Functions Assessment September 2010;

•

Castle Point Green Belt Landscape Assessment September 2010; and

•

Castle Point Housing Capacity Topic Paper 2013; and

•

Castle Point Green Belt Boundaries Review.

All of these documents have divided the Green Belt up into large strategic parcels of land. This has failed
to identify enough land to meet identified levels of housing need and therefore further work must now be
undertaken to identify smaller, less constrained sites within those larger strategic parcels.
As illustrated by the assessment contained at Section 4 of these representations, my client’s site, known
as Land off the Chase, Thundersley represents a smaller area of unconstrained land within strategic
parcel 6, which on its own does not fulfil any of the five Green Belt purposes.
The allocation of a number of smaller unconstrained sites which are contiguous with the existing built up
area would significantly boost the Council’s land supply.
iii) Environmental Constraints
The Housing Capacity Topic Paper (2013) considers the Impact of Physical Constraints on Development
in the Green Belt and rules out significant areas of Green Belt on the basis of environmental constraints
such as landscape and ecological designations (these designations are entirely independent of Green
Belt designation). The way the report does this is not transparent. It is not supported by maps or any
detailed evidence which considers the quality of such designations and the extent to which any significant
adverse impacts could be effectively mitigated for.
The Council identifies designations, including local non-statutory designations (e.g. Local Wildlife Sites)
as a blanket constraint on development; however, it is inevitable, that not all areas of land included within
a designation will contribute equally to the significance of that designation. No analysis has been
undertaken by the Council to identify any less constrained sites within these areas and what the residual
adverse impacts of developing some of these less constrained sites would be.
NPPF paragraph 113 advises 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 and the contribution that they make to wider ecological networks.
Paragraph 118 clearly advises that planning permission may be granted if significant harm to biodiversity
resulting from a development can be avoided, adequately mitigated or compensated for.
Sites designated as Local Wildlife Sites could reasonably accommodate development without causing
significant adverse impact to biodiversity that cannot be overcome through on-site mitigation. Many Local
wildlife Sites are designated on the basis that they could (rather than they have been proven to via
survey) provide valuable wildlife habitats if they are sensitively managed by the landowner. Designation
of a site as a Local Wildlife Site does not therefore automatically preclude development.
The Council has therefore unjustifiably ruled out sustainable parcels of land which could contribute to the
housing land supply without causing significant adverse impacts.
The Council must therefore undertake an assessment of the quality of Local Wildlife Sites on sustainable
sites within the Green Belt (i.e. located adjacent to an existing settlement). In doing so the Council must
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balance any ecological harm (taking account of potential mitigation) against the significant housing
shortfall, as required by the NPPF.
Policy GB2: Green Belt Extent

Mr Graham Bracci
71

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

Mr Steve Sawkins
86

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

The policies adopted within the Local Plan draft document leads to an approach with the potential to
cause harm to the Green Belt by promoting inappropriate development. Local Plan policies threaten the
permanence of Green Belt boundaries.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

The policies adopted within the Local Plan draft document leads to an approach with the potential to
cause harm to the Green Belt by promoting inappropriate development. Local Plan policies threaten the
permanence of Green Belt boundaries.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

1. Within the extent of the Green Belt policy SD1 does not apply.
129

Juliette Arnold

Object
What does this mean and what is SD1 as it is not clear.
Government release and Canvey Green Belt Campaign Draft Local Plan submission statement:
Planning Portal.gov.uk March 13

th

2014

Mr Graham Bracci
162

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

"Planning Minister Nick Boles has signalled that Communities Secretary Eric Pickles will consider
intervening and preventing the adoption of a local plan where a planning inspector has recommended a
Green Belt review that is not supported by the local planning authority.
This was signalled in a letter to Planning Inspectorate chief executive Sir Michael Pitt.

Policy GB2 defines the extent of Green Belt boundaries,
and makes it clear that the presumption in favour of
sustainable development does not apply within the Green
Belt. This policy therefore prevents inappropriate
development in the Green Belt.
In conjunction with the plans and proposals of neighbouring
authorities, the proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek
to retain the strategic purpose of the Green Belt by
maintaining open areas between towns.
The proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek to meet as
much of the Objectively Assessment Need for housing as
possible whilst ensuring that these strategic areas of Green
Belt are maintained. Without a plan, there would be
pressure for development across the Green Belt
threatening its permanence on an ongoing basis.
Policy GB2 defines the extent of Green Belt boundaries,
and makes it clear that the presumption in favour of
sustainable development does not apply within the Green
Belt. This policy therefore prevents inappropriate
development in the Green Belt.
In conjunction with the plans and proposals of neighbouring
authorities, the proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek
to retain the strategic purpose of the Green Belt by
maintaining open areas between towns.
The proposals in the draft New Local Plan seek to meet as
much of the Objectively Assessment Need for housing as
possible whilst ensuring that these strategic areas of Green
Belt are maintained. Without a plan, there would be
pressure for development across the Green Belt
threatening its permanence on an ongoing basis.
Policy SD1 is the presumption in favour of sustainable
development set out at Chapter 8 of the Draft New Local
Plan. Green Belt policy applies a presumption against
development, and therefore policy SD1 cannot apply within
the Green Belt.
This representation refers to the first of three letters
between the Planning Minister and the Chief Planning
Inspector. It is important that all three letters are read in
conjunction with one another as it becomes apparent in the
second and third letters that the issue raised by the
Planning Minister is in fact related to the wording of
Inspectors reports, and not in fact related to the practice of
considering Green Belt sites for the provision of housing
where it is considered necessary to meet objectively
assessed need. The second letter, from the Chief Planning
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In the letter the minister referred to the inspector's report on the recent examination of the Reigate and
Banstead Local Plan. The inspector recommended that the Surrey district council should undertake a
review of its Green Belt boundaries.

Recommended Response and Actions
Officer to the Planning Minister seeks confirmation in this
regard, as follows:

I understand that the wording of the Reigate and Banstead
report, and not its approach to and reasoning on Green
The minister wrote: "Fundamental to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and to this
Belt considerations, is at the heart of your concerns.
Government's planning reforms is the idea that local authorities, and the communities who elect them, are
However, after reading your letter Inspectors seek
in charge of planning for their own areas. That is why we abolished the top down regional strategies, why
confirmation that in local plan examinations they should
we have emphasised the primacy of the Local Plan and why we gave communities the powers to create
continue to question local planning authorities to determine
neighbourhood plans".
the extent to which they have followed guidance in
paragraphs 14 and 83-85 of the Framework when seeking
He insisted that the Government had always been clear that the Coalition would maintain "key protections
to meet the needs of their area including objectively
for the countryside and, in particular, for the Green Belt".
assessed housing needs in accordance with paragraph 47
of the Framework.
He said:" The NPPF makes clear that a Green Belt boundary may be altered only in exceptional
circumstances and reiterates the importance and permanence of the Green Belt. The special role of
The third letter, written by the Planning Minister replies to
Green Belt is also recognised in the framing of the presumption in favour of sustainable development,
this request and specifically states:
which sets out that authorities should meet objectively assessed needs unless specific policies in the
As you rightly note, my letter of 3 March sets out concerns
Framework indicate development should be restricted. Crucially, Green Belt is identified as one such
over the Inspector’s use of language which invited
policy."
misinterpretation of Government policy. It did not signal a
He added: "It has always been the case that a local authority could adjust a Green Belt boundary through change of policy or approach. Inspectors in Local Plan
examinations should continue to determine whether local
a review of the Local Plan. It must, however, always be transparently clear that it is the local authority
planning authorities have followed the National Planning
itself which has chosen that path - and it is important that this is reflected in the drafting of Inspectors'
Policy Framework in seeking to meet the objectively
reports."
assessed development needs of their area.
He concluded by saying a copy of his letter should be circulated to all inspectors. He asked Sir Michael to Paragraphs 83 – 85 of the NPPF are specifically referred to
ensure all inspectors understood "the need to choose their words carefully and reflect government policy by the Chief Planning Inspector. These expect that Green
very clearly in all future reports".
Belts should only be reviewed exceptionally and through
the Local Plan process. They expect that reviews will
A Planning Inspectorate spokesperson said: "The Planning Inspectorate's role is to deliver the
promote sustainable patterns of development and ensure
Government's planning policies in accordance with the law and inspectors always take fully into account
that the requirements for sustainable development are met.
Government guidance in respect of protecting Green Belt when examining local plans and deciding
It is therefore necessary in Castle Point to review Green
appeals.
Belt boundaries in order to seek to meet the objectively
assessed need for housing as required by paragraph 47.
"All inspectors have received a copy of the minister's letter and will ensure that their reports make it clear To fail to undertake such a review would compromise the
that it is the Local Authority that requests modifications to their local plan, including Green Belt
sustainability of the local plan by failing to address the
boundaries."
socio-economic impacts of development need. Paragraphs
7 and 8 of the NPPF are very clear that social, economic
..........................................................................................................
and environmental benefits should be delivered jointly and
Canvey Green Belt Campaign observations:
simultaneously through the planning system.
On this basis, it is considered that the approach taken by
the Council in seeking to plan and deliver a proportion of its
development within the Green Belt is consistent with the
requirements of the NPPF, provided that the overall
2. It can be illustrated and argued that the CPBC Green Belt Review, rather than following a chosen purpose of the Green Belt is not undermined. The Green
Belt Boundaries Review provides evidence in this respect.
path, has been conducted under some duress as the result of pressure resulting from the letter
received during the Core Strategy Examination process from Planning Inspector Mr Crysell in
requesting Green Belt sites were revisited with the view to potential development and from
Developers critical of the housing development allocation.
1. From the contents of this Government release it may be reasonable to assume that Secretary of
State Eric Pickles, having once intervened in respect of Green Belt development within Castle
Point, may well again be willing to do so in the future.

3. Castle Point Council, have the opportunity to respond to this part of the SoS instruction (above)
and to adjust the Draft Local Plan document accordingly, prior to publishing the Final document,
thereby reflecting the SoS's intentions.
4. In the light of this SoS instruction it is apparent that Castle Point Council in reviewing its Green
Belt and boundaries, have only done so under the pressure of meeting RSS housing need
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figures. This pressure may well have led to Green Belt Review findings distorted and flawed by
factors influenced by the preference to allocate sites in particular areas, rather than simply
identifying the most appropriate and sustainable available areas for development.
5. One can only conclude that the Castle Point Borough Council Green Belt and Boundary Reviews
should be withdrawn and that the Green Belt should be initially regarded as "permanent."
6. There should, in the first instance, be a Castle Point Infrastructure Review.
7. Given the recognised constraints of Flood Risk, Hazardous sites and Green Belt, a "Local Needs"
Review should then conclude indicating the opportunity, in the first instance, for the promotion of
development of Brown Field sites and urgent Town Centres regeneration.
Government release and Canvey Green Belt Campaign Draft Local Plan submission statement:
th
Planning Portal.gov.uk March 13 2014

“Planning Minister Nick Boles has signalled that Communities Secretary Eric Pickles will consider
intervening and preventing the adoption of a local plan where a planning inspector has recommended a
Green Belt review that is not supported by the local planning authority.
This was signalled in a letter to Planning Inspectorate chief executive Sir Michael Pitt.
In the letter the minister referred to the inspector's report on the recent examination of the Reigate and
Banstead Local Plan. The inspector recommended that the Surrey district council should undertake a
review of its Green Belt boundaries.

Mr Steve Sawkins
163

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

This representation refers to the first of three letters
between the Planning Minister and the Chief Planning
Inspector. It is important that all three letters are read in
conjunction with one another as it becomes apparent in the
second and third letters that the issue raised by the
Planning Minister is in fact related to the wording of
Inspectors reports, and not in fact related to the practice of
considering Green Belt sites for the provision of housing
where it is considered necessary to meet objectively
assessed need. The second letter, from the Chief Planning
Officer to the Planning Minister seeks confirmation in this
regard, as follows:

I understand that the wording of the Reigate and Banstead
report, and not its approach to and reasoning on Green
The minister wrote: "Fundamental to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and to this
Belt considerations, is at the heart of your concerns.
Government's planning reforms is the idea that local authorities, and the communities who elect them, are
However, after reading your letter Inspectors seek
in charge of planning for their own areas. That is why we abolished the top down regional strategies, why
confirmation that in local plan examinations they should
we have emphasised the primacy of the Local Plan and why we gave communities the powers to create
continue to question local planning authorities to determine
neighbourhood plans".
the extent to which they have followed guidance in
paragraphs 14 and 83-85 of the Framework when seeking
He insisted that the Government had always been clear that the Coalition would maintain "key protections
to meet the needs of their area including objectively
for the countryside and, in particular, for the Green Belt".
assessed housing needs in accordance with paragraph 47
of the Framework.
He said:" The NPPF makes clear that a Green Belt boundary may be altered only in exceptional
circumstances and reiterates the importance and permanence of the Green Belt. The special role of
The third letter, written by the Planning Minister replies to
Green Belt is also recognised in the framing of the presumption in favour of sustainable development,
this request and specifically states:
which sets out that authorities should meet objectively assessed needs unless specific policies in the
As you rightly note, my letter of 3 March sets out concerns
Framework indicate development should be restricted. Crucially, Green Belt is identified as one such
over the Inspector’s use of language which invited
policy."
misinterpretation of Government policy. It did not signal a
change of policy or approach. Inspectors in Local Plan
He added: "It has always been the case that a local authority could adjust a Green Belt boundary through
examinations should continue to determine whether local
a review of the Local Plan. It must, however, always be transparently clear that it is the local authority
planning authorities have followed the National Planning
itself which has chosen that path - and it is important that this is reflected in the drafting of Inspectors'
Policy Framework in seeking to meet the objectively
reports."
assessed development needs of their area.
He concluded by saying a copy of his letter should be circulated to all inspectors. He asked Sir Michael to Paragraphs 83 – 85 of the NPPF are specifically referred to
ensure all inspectors understood "the need to choose their words carefully and reflect government policy by the Chief Planning Inspector. These expect that Green
very clearly in all future reports".
Belts should only be reviewed exceptionally and through
the Local Plan process. They expect that reviews will
A Planning Inspectorate spokesperson said: "The Planning Inspectorate's role is to deliver the
promote sustainable patterns of development and ensure
Government's planning policies in accordance with the law and inspectors always take fully into account
that the requirements for sustainable development are met.
Government guidance in respect of protecting Green Belt when examining local plans and deciding
It is therefore necessary in Castle Point to review Green
appeals.
Belt boundaries in order to seek to meet the objectively
assessed need for housing as required by paragraph 47.
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"All inspectors have received a copy of the minister's letter and will ensure that their reports make it clear
that it is the Local Authority that requests modifications to their local plan, including Green Belt
boundaries."
....................................................................................
Canvey Green Belt Campaign observations:

To fail to undertake such a review would compromise the
sustainability of the local plan by failing to address the
socio-economic impacts of development need. Paragraphs
7 and 8 of the NPPF are very clear that social, economic
and environmental benefits should be delivered jointly and
simultaneously through the planning system.

1. From the contents of this Government release it may be reasonable to assume that Secretary of
State Eric Pickles, having once intervened in respect of Green Belt development within Castle
Point, may well again be willing to do so in the future.

On this basis, it is considered that the approach taken by
the Council in seeking to plan and deliver a proportion of its
development within the Green Belt is consistent with the
2. It can be illustrated and argued that the CPBC Green Belt Review, rather than following a chosen
requirements of the NPPF, provided that the overall
path, has been conducted under some duress as the result of pressure resulting from the letter
purpose of the Green Belt is not undermined. The Green
received during the Core Strategy Examination process from Planning Inspector Mr Crysell in
Belt Boundaries Review provides evidence in this respect.
requesting Green Belt sites were revisited with the view to potential development and from
Developers critical of the housing development allocation.
3. Castle Point Council, have the opportunity to respond to this part of the SoS instruction (above)
and to adjust the Draft Local Plan document accordingly, prior to publishing the Final document,
thereby reflecting the SoS's intentions.
4. In the light of this SoS instruction it is apparent that Castle Point Council in reviewing its Green
Belt and boundaries, have only done so under the pressure of meeting RSS housing need
figures. This pressure may well have led to Green Belt Review findings distorted and flawed by
factors influenced by the preference to allocate sites in particular areas, rather than simply
identifying the most appropriate and sustainable available areas for development.
5. One can only conclude that the Castle Point Borough Council Green Belt and Boundary Reviews
should be withdrawn and that the Green Belt should be initially regarded as "permanent."
6. There should, in the first instance, be a Castle Point Infrastructure Review.
7. Given the recognised constraints of Flood Risk, Hazardous sites and Green Belt, a "Local Needs"
Review should then conclude indicating the opportunity, in the first instance, for the promotion of
development of Brown Field sites and urgent Town Centres regeneration.
Mr
Christopher
225

Inner London Group Wickham

Object

Christopher
Wickham
Associates

309

THE BARTON
WILLMORE
PLANNING
PARTNERSHIP

The consultee, who owns this site and adjacent land, seeks
for the boundary of the proposed employment allocation
(E4) to be made larger, extending to the east and south.
The Employment Need Assessment indicates that there is
an oversupply of land for employment purposes as
currently proposed within the draft New Local Plan. The
Council is not therefore minded to extend this site further,
particularly given that it will encroach onto Greenfield
Green Belt and a Local Wildlife Site.

1. We note that the evidence base for draft Policy GB2 includes a Green Belt Boundary Review
(November 2013). We are in agreement with the Green Belt Boundary Review’s conclusions that a
revision to the Green Belt boundary to provide for the development of the site to which draft Policy H10
refers would:

Mr SIMON
FLISHER
Barratt Homes
Eastern Counties

ILG seeks the enlargement of the land area allocated under Policy E4 (Extension to Charfleets Industrial
Estate) to include contiguous land to the east of the existing allocation, bounded by the extension to
Roscommon Way to the north and Haven Road to the east. Further details and a plan identifying the land
in question can be found under ILG's representations in respect of Policy E4. ILG seeks the removal of
this land from the Green Belt, and its allocation for employment use, or without prejudice to this position,
the safeguarding of the land as a future employment allocation. The proposed extension to the allocation
would include a defensible Green Belt boundary defined by established natural features and by roads.

a. Enable a strong revised Green Belt boundary to be created through clear physical features;
Support

b. Still allow for this part of the Green Belt to fulfil its purposes;

Support for the revision of the Green Belt boundary to
make housing site H10 available for development is noted.

c. Be able to accommodate a master plan that would successfully integrate into the existing
landscape and pattern of development in the locality.
2. 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:
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a. The development of the site to which draft Policy H10 refers would by no means result in the
residential development of the entirety of the relevant area. Indeed, the allocation would
incorporate some 13ha of publically accessible open green space;
b. The feasibility master planning in respect of this area that has been undertaken to date 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
better-defined 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;
c. In the same way, the allocation also presents the 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).
3. Given that CPBC have recognised that an element of Green Belt release will be essential in order to
provide for the area’s housing needs, we consider that the Green Belt boundary review in the area to
which draft Policy H10 refers would constitute a sound option that would deliver genuine local benefits.
It is considered that the site adjacent to Manor Trading Estate, which is currently identified for
Employment Land, is better placed to deliver housing and contribute towards the significant shortfall in
housing in the borough.
The site is currently located within the Green Belt; however, in proposing the site for Employment Land
the Council have concluded that the site can be removed from the Green Belt without conflicting with the
five purposes of the Green Belt.

429

Strategic Land
Group

Paul Smith
NJL Consulting

The Council's Green Belt Boundary Review Report 2013 (GBBR) concludes that the realignment of the
Green Belt boundary in this location:
Support

"Can be achieved using the physical boundaries formed by the school and lodge, in combination with the
land to the north, formed by extensive mature tree belts. This area of land would continue to fulfil its
purposes if it were removed from the Green Belt."

Support for the realignment of the Green Belt boundary
adjacent to Manor Trading Estate noted and welcomed.

Whilst we support this conclusion we would reinforce that the development of the site would complete a
‘rounding off' of the settlement boundary and does not encroach further east into the Green Belt than the
current settlement boundary. The site currently forms part of the Central Corridor of Green Belt as defined
within the GBBR, however, the narrowing of this area is not worsened by the development of the site.
It is concluded that the principles supporting the removal of the site from Green Belt for Employment Land
purposes apply equally to the site being allocated for residential.

Nicole Penfold
519

Gladman
Developments

Policy GB2 refers to the proposals map which outlines the extent of the Green Belt as proposed through
the Draft New Local Plan. Whilst Gladman accept that the Council have undertaken a Green Belt Review
and are proposing the delivery of around 2,200 dwellings within this over the Plan period, Gladman query
whether the Council are going far enough. There is a significant gap between the OAN (both that
identified in the Council's own evidence and the Regeneris report) and the proposed housing
requirements and the Council need to be able to clearly defend their position in relation to this. The
release of further Green Belt land would be one way to increase the scale of housing that could be
delivered over the Plan period. The Council should have looked in detail at the scale of the OAN and
what this would mean in terms of amendments to the Green Belt, they need to have considered all
reasonable options in coming to the conclusions that they have made.
It is preferable that all necessary amendments to the Green Belt boundaries should be made through the
Local Plan preparation process rather than in an ad hoc manner throughout the Plan period therefore full
consideration of the Green Belt should be done to inform the plan.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the presumption in
favour of sustainable development. It states that:
•
•

‘Local planning authorities should positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area;
Local plans should meet objectively assessed
needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless:
‐ Any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in
this Framework taken as a whole; or
‐ Specific policies in this Framework indicate
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development should be restricted’
Footnote 9 of the NPPF sets out examples of where the
NPPF restricts development. This states:
‘For example, those policies relating to sites protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive (see paragraph 119)
and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Spaces, an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or
within a National Park (or the Broads Authority); designated
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal
erosion.’
The Council has therefore acted reasonably in considering
the capacity of the borough to accommodate growth having
regard to the Green Belt.
A review of the Green Belt boundaries has been
undertaken to consider whether they can exceptionally be
amended to meet the need for development. This has
identified the possibility of amending the boundaries to
permit around 2,200 homes to be provided whilst
maintaining the strategic purpose of the Green Belt.
Further amendments to the Green Belt are considered to
cause harm to the Green Belt and would therefore be
contrary to paragraph 14 of the NPPF. The Council has
therefore gone as far as possible in meeting its OAN.
This representation indicates that further amendments
would be made to the Green Belt boundary beyond those
proposed in the draft New Local Plan throughout the plan
period. It should be noted that the NPPF is quite clear that
inappropriate development in the Green Belt is harmful and
should not be approved except in very special
circumstances (para 87). Paragraph 34 of the NPPG
meanwhile states that Unmet housing need (including for
traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green
Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special
circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a
site within the Green Belt. As a consequence, the Council
is of the view that once established through the New Local
Plan, there will be no further amendments to the Green
Belt boundary within the plan period.

Policy GB3: New Development in the Green Belt

Mr Graham Bracci
72

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

87

Mr Steve Sawkins

Object

The policies adopted within the Local Plan draft document leads to an approach with the potential to
cause harm to the Green Belt by promoting inappropriate development. Local Plan policies threaten the
permanence of Green Belt boundaries.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.
The policies adopted within the Local Plan draft document leads to an approach with the potential to

Policy GB3 is entirely consistent with paragraph 87 of the
NPPF.

Policy GB3 is entirely consistent with paragraph 87 of the
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cause harm to the Green Belt by promoting inappropriate development. Local Plan policies threaten the
permanence of Green Belt boundaries.

Recommended Response and Actions
NPPF.

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policies contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.
We would like to see the Green Belt protected from development. In particular we would want to see all
ancient woodland protected under this plan.

150

Mrs Ellie
Henderson
The Woodland
Trust

Object

Ancient woodland is defined as land that has been wooded continuously since at least 1600, though
many ancient woods are much older than this, and some may even form a link with the primeval
woodland that covered the UK after the last Ice Age. Ancient woods are irreplaceable. They are our
richest terrestrial wildlife habitats, with complex ecological communities that have developed over
centuries, and contain a high proportion of rare and threatened species, many of which are dependent on
the particular conditions that this habitat affords. For this reason, ancient woods are reservoirs of
biodiversity, but because the resource is limited and highly fragmented, they and their associated wildlife
Policy NE8 affords ancient woodland the same level of
are particularly vulnerable. Their long continuity and lack of disturbance means ancient woods are often
protection as Ramsar Sites and SPAs.
also living history books, preserving archaeological features and evidence of past land use, from
earthworks to charcoal pits. They are also places of great aesthetic appeal, making them attractive for
recreation and the many benefits this can bring in terms of health and well being. With only 2.4% of the
land area in Great Britain covered by ancient woodland, it is essential that no more of this finite resource
is lost. This means that ancient woodland must be protected absolutely from permanent clearance, but
also that it must be protected from damaging effects of adjacent and nearby land-use that could threaten
the integrity of the habitat and survival of its special characteristics. It is not possible to replace ancient
woodland by planting a new site, or attempting translocation. Every ancient wood is a unique habitat that
has evolved over centuries, with a complex interdependency of geology, soils, hydrology, flora and fauna.
For this reason the Trust believes ancient woodland must be given absolute protection under this plan.

Policy GB6: Change of Use of Buildings and Land in the Green Belt
Glyders
16.28 In order for the re-use of an existing building or land to be compatible with the essential
characteristics of the Green Belt, which is its openness and permanence, and with the purposes of
including it within the Green Belt, such a re-use must be of a scale and character appropriate to its Green
Belt location, its traffic impact should be acceptable, and the building concerned should be of an
appropriate structure for the proposed use, in order to avoid substantial redevelopment, such as
extensions or alterations.

130

Juliette Arnold

Object

Policy GB6 refers to the Change of use of Buildings and
Land in the Green Belt.
This policy is not applicable to Glyders, as it refers to
previously developed land. The site is currently in use for
agricultural purposes, and is not considered to be
previously developed land.

It would also not be applicable if the site was included as a
housing allocation in the New Local Plan as it would no
Proposals for the change of use of buildings or land in the Green Belt will be permitted, subject to fulfilling longer be in the Green Belt (and no current use).
the following criteria:
In terms of traffic generation, transport modelling has been
1. The existing building is of permanent and substantial construction;
undertaken to inform the New Local Plan. This indicates a
TRICS Trip generation rate for Castle Point of 0.495 during
2. The building or land is suitable for the proposed use, with limited need for extensions or
the am peak and 0.518 during the pm peak. This would
alterations;
result in approximately 18 car movements during each
3. There is no material impact on the character, appearance or openness of the Green Belt;
peak time period from Glyders. The NPPF states at
paragraph 32 bullet 3 that the residual cumulative impacts
4. It will not result in an intensification of the existing use of the site, by means of the generation of
of development should be severe if a development is to be
traffic, noise, or other forms of disturbance;
refused on transport grounds. This level of growth is
5. It will not result in a massing of open storage, parked cars, plant or temporary, ancillary or out
unlikely to be considered severe.
buildings/structures greater than existing; and
Additionally, table 5.1 shows criteria against which sites
6. The proposals are compliant with all other relevant policies in the plan.
were assessed in order to determine the sustainability of
Point 4 would be applicable if you were going to try to change the purpose of the land to residential. I am their location in accessibility terms. Glyders scores
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also not aware of a current structure on the land that would fit any of the other points. Any building work
would however result in part of point 5 - plant or temporary, ancillary or out buildings/structure greater
than existing (particularly in the build phase).

Recommended Response and Actions
positively (GREEN) against the five criteria.

Policy GB8: Positive Uses in the Green Belt
ACTION: Throughout the draft New Local Plan reference is
made to multi-functional green infrastructure, which
amongst other things offers opportunities for flood risk
management. Policy GB8 has the potential to support the
delivery of multi-functional green infrastructure and
therefore needs to be revised to ensure that this is clear.
It should be noted that flood risk management can take
many forms, and typically involves engineering operations.
The NPPF states at paragraph 90 that engineering
operations are not inappropriate development provided that
the openness of the Green Belt is maintained. It is unlikely
that sustainable flood risk management features such as
swales, ponds and embankments would harm the
openness of the Green Belt.
It is proposed that the following text replaces the final
sentence in paragraph 16.46
Kevin Fraser
288

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

Criteria 1 - Given the high level of flood risk within the borough reference could be made to proposals for
flood storage/management as being positive uses in the Green Belt. NPPF (paragraph 90) refers to
`engineering operations' within which these measures could be considered.

16.46... Furthermore given the diverse nature of the Green
Belt within Castle Point there is also the opportunity to
retain and enhance the quality of landscapes and create
multi-functional areas of open space that improve the
visual amenity of the borough and contribute towards
improving biodiversity and flood risk management.
It is proposed that the part 1 of policy GB8 is amended to
read as follows:
1. The Council will consider proposals favourably which
seek to positively enhance the beneficial use of the Green
Belt as part of the network of multi-functional green
infrastructure in Castle Point. Appropriate proposals should
deliver at least one of the following benefits:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Improved access;
Outdoor sport and recreation;
Landscape enhancements;
Improvements to visual amenity;
Improvements to biodiversity;
Sustainable flood risk management; or
Improvements to damaged and derelict land.

Policy GB9: Enclosure and Boundary Treatment in the Green Belt

131

Juliette Arnold

Object

The policy is clearly titled Enclosure and boundary
Treatment in the Green Belt. The supporting text explains
I don't actually understand what this section is about. To a lay person it's pretty unclear and I feel I cannot that this refers to fences, walls and hedges. The policy
explains how the form of enclosure and boundary
constructively comment on it. Could you provide further information please?
treatment will be considered in relation to sites within the
Green Belt. It is considered that this policy is clear and will
assist those applicants and agents seeking to re-develop
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and improve existing premises within the Green Belt.
This representation is not relevant to policy GB9.

152

Mrs Karen
Robinson

Object

H15 land off Glyders is within green belt parcel 16. It is quoted as being HIGH on the visual sensibility, so
why is this area now quoted as AMBER where it can be released from greenbelt. There is nowhere that
states green belt boundaries have to be in straight lines. This area borders a SSSI and wildlife site and
should not be considered for release.

The Landscape Characterisation considers large parcels of
Green Belt. The Green Belt Boundary Review considers
the impact development would have on the openness and
function of the strategic purpose of the Green Belt. It
concludes that the Green Belt would continue to function if
this site was developed, although due to its sloped nature,
a landscaped edge would be required.
The NPPF requires the Green Belt boundaries to be logical
– at present the Green Belt boundary does not appear
logical. The hedgerow would provide a logical Green Belt
boundary.
The site does not border the SSSI. The SSSI is beyond an
existing row of houses and a ridgeline.
The site is however identified as a potential wildlife site.
This will require the application of policy NE8 as set out in
policy H15.

Chapter 17: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
•

New Policy DMxx: Sustainable Food Systems
2.X.1 Food is one of the essentials for life and food security is of increasing concern, as
highlighted in the Government's Food 2030 strategy and the Foresight Report "The Future of
Food and Farming: challenges and choices for global sustainability".
For example, supporting sustainable food systems underpins the aims of the Bristol Core
Strategy to deliver a prosperous, cohesive and sustainable city.
The National Planning Policy Framework highlights the benefits of agricultural land.
CHANGE TO PLAN

Carole Shorney
12

SE Essex Organic
Gardeners

Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework refers to the best and most versatile
agricultural land (grades 1, 2 and 3A), paragraphs 76 to 78 refers to Local Green Space
designation and paragraph 70 refers to supporting established shops developing and
modernising in a sustainable way for the benefit of the community. Paragraph 25 of "Space for
Food Growing" (Department for Communities and Local Government, August 2012) suggests
that Local Green Space designation could be used to protect local
food growing areas. The Climate Change Act 2008 sets a legally binding target of at least an
80% cut in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 and a reduction in emissions of at least 34% by
2020 (against a 1990 baseline).
Supporting sustainable food systems is an essential element of sustainable development. For
example, the aims of the Bristol Core Strategy include to deliver a prosperous, cohesive and
sustainable city, a regional and green capital, which is a great place to live; a safe and healthy
city made up of thriving neighbourhoods with a high quality of life; a city with sustainable
economic and housing growth; and a city which reduces its carbon emissions and addresses the
challenge of climate change. I feel that the current Castle Point Local Plan will not fully deliver
progress on these overarching aims unless a stronger and clearer approach is taken to

The NPPF expects local plans to be locally distinctive,
reflecting the characteristics and opportunities present
within a local area. The policy proposed in this
representation does not meet those requirements for the
following reasons:
1) The area does not have the best, most versatile
agricultural land. The majority of the agricultural
land in the borough is Grade 3 agricultural land.
Additionally, Castle Point is part of the driest area in
the country which further affects agricultural
productivity. It should be noted that the
development of the South Essex plot lands is a
consequence of these conditions, which resulted in
crop failures and famine within the local area during
the late 1800’s and saw farmers selling off their land
for development as the railway network expanded.
2) Food manufacturing is not a significant component
of the local economy.
The Council also has the following additional concern
regarding the proposed control of planning applications to
secure shops, restaurants and takeaways which provide
local and healthy food. Whilst the Council would in principle
welcome businesses that contributed to the diversity of the
local economy, it should be noted that the planning system
cannot be used to determine the types of food that can and
cannot be sold from a particular premises. The planning
system would place all food shops within the same use
class (A1). There would need to be significant justification
for limiting the use of such a shop, which is not provided by
this representation.
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supporting and developing sustainable food systems. In many cases, the best use for open
spaces to meet the needs of people in Castle Point is to grow food on those spaces; this is
especially true of high-quality agricultural land, or land that has been under community cultivation
for long periods of time (e.g. allotments). Likewise, one effect of climate change that can already
be seen is the impact on price and availability of imported food, and on UK crop yields.
•

The best way to mitigate against this effect is to protect and promote local food production and to
work for a diverse, resilient local food system. In terms of health, opportunities for food growing
are not just a dietary issue. It has been shown that considerable heath benefit can be gained
through the physical activity, through contact with nature and though social interaction (in
allotments and community gardens). There are a number of powerful examples where
community-growing initiatives have been used to support training, employment and inclusion
objectives. Existing food-related developments often require higher environmental standards and
should be protected. Local food retailing encourages walking and cycling and with local owners,
employing more local people and using local producers and suppliers has a greater positive
multiplier effect on the local economy compared to money spent in supermarkets, where a higher
proportion leaves the local economy to pay headquarter staff, shareholders, national and
international producers and suppliers. In conclusion, a lack of a sustainable food systems policy
means the plan is unsound and therefore we request an overarching holistic policy and
designation relating to sustainable food systems.

Recommended Response and Actions
It is noted that an element of the proposed policy
addresses the need for indoor space for cooking and
outdoor space for growing food within new residential
development. Residential space standards are addressed
in the Residential Design Guidance SPD and do not
require further repetition.
On this basis, it is considered that the proposed policy on
Sustainable Food Systems cannot be applied in Castle
Point and should not be included within the New Local
Plan.
It should be noted that Castle Point does have allotments
across the borough, and these are identified and protected
through policy HC8 of the draft New Local Plan.

References:
1. "Who Feeds Bristol - towards a resilient food system" (Joy Carey. March 2011) Bristol City
Council, NHS Bristol and Bristol Green Capital Group
2. "Building a positive future for Bristol after Peak Oil" (Simone Osborn, October 2009) Bristol
Partnership
3. "Good Planning for Good Food: how the planning system in England can support healthy and
sustainable food" (Harriet White and Suzanne Natelson, January 2011) Sustain
4. "Looking Back, Looking Forward: Sustainability and UK Food Policy" (Sustainable
Development Commission, March 2011)
5. "Food 2030 - UK food strategy" (HM Government, January 2010) Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
6. "The Future of Food and Farming: challenges and choices for global sustainability" (Foresight
report. January 2011) Government Office for Science
7. "Growing a Better Future: food justice in a resource-constrained world" (Robert Bailey, June
2011) Oxfam
8. "Building Local Food Systems" (Food Matters, February 2013)
9. "From Field to Fork: the value of England's local food webs" (Campaign for Rural England,
June 2012)
10. "Space for Food Growing" (Department for Communities and Local Government, August
2012)
11. "Can Britain Feed Itself?" (Simon Fairlie, 2007) The Land issue 4 Winter 2007/08
12. "Can Britain Farm Itself?" (Ed Hamer, 2012) The Land issue 12 Summer 2012
13. "Ecosystem Management: Tomorrow's Approach to Enhancing Food Security under a
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Changing Climate" (Munang, R.T., Thiaw, I. and Rivington, M. 2011) Sustainability. 3: 937-954
14. "Health, agricultural, and economic effects of adoption of healthy diet recommendations"
(Karen Lock, Richard D Smith, Alan D Dangour, Marcus Keogh-Brown, Gessuir Pigatto, Corinna
Hawkes, Regina Mara Fisberg, Zaid Chalabi, November 2010) Lancet 2010; 376: 1699-709
15. "Obesogenic environments: exploring the built and food environments" (Amelia Lake and Tim
Townshend, 2006) The Journal of the
Royal Society for the Promotion of Health 2006; 126; 262
16. "Food deserts - evidence and assumption in health policy making" (Cummins, S., Macintyre,
S. 2002) British Medical Journal, 325: 436-438.
17. "Large scale food retail interventions and diet" (Cummins, S. et al, 2005) British Medical
Journal, 330: 683-684.
18. "Plugging the Leaks: making the most of every pound that enters your local economy" (New
Economics Foundation, September 2002)
All development should contribute to increasing the capacity and resilience of local sustainable
food systems. This will include maximising the opportunities for local food growing through green
roofs, green walls, balconies, gardens, allotments, edible landscapes and urban agriculture
projects. Facilities for efficient food waste storage, collection and composting will be provided.
Development that:
i. Involves the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land or other food growing space will
not be permitted.
ii. Retains and strengthens food growing infrastructure, such as water supplies, greenhouses,
polytunnels, and seedling and packing sheds, will be supported.
iii. Retains and strengthens the food manufacturing, processing, supply and
distribution infrastructure will be supported.
iv. Threatens the operation or viability of food manufacturing, processing, supply and distribution
infrastructure will not be permitted.
v. Enhances the diversity of local food retailing, including the provision of street markets and popup shops, will be supported.
vi. Involves the consumption of cooked food on or off the premises will be encouraged to provide
a range of healthy eating options that minimise the sugar, salt and saturated fat content, control
its portion size and provide
calorie and nutritional information on its menus in line with the Public Health Responsibility Deal
pledge on Out of Home Calorie Labelling.
vii. Includes facilities for education about good nutrition, food or cooking skills will be supported.
viii. Is residential will include enough internal space for people to store, prepare and cook meals
from ‘cook from scratch' ingredients and
to sit and eat together.
Pollution Application Information: Planning applications should indicate how the criteria in this
policy have been addressed.
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Policy CC1 does not seek to identify the location of
development. Therefore the sequential test is not
applicable to this policy.

Policy CC2 can be evidenced by the sequential test that
has been prepared to accompany the draft New Local
Plan. This indicates that development locations on Canvey
Island are required to meet the needs of development,
particularly when the NPPF is read as a whole. Part d of
policy CC2 explains the sequential approach that will be
applied for those sites not identified in the New Local Plan.
Policy CC (CC1, CC2, CC3, CC6, and CC7) indicates, amongst other issues, an inappropriate application Policy CC2 is therefore consistent with the NPPF, and the
of the Sequential Test.
sequential approach set out within.

Mr Graham Bracci
73

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

Policy CC3 seeks to keep land free from development to
enable flood defence works. It does not seek to identify
locations for development. Therefore the sequential tests in
not applicable to this policy.
Policy CC3 does not seek to identify development
locations. Therefore the sequential test is not applicable to
this policy.
Policy CC6 states a requirement for developments at risk
of fluvial flooding to pass the sequential test. This is
therefore consistent with the NPPF.
Policy CC7 deals with matters related to energy efficiency
and water efficiency. The sequential test is not relevant.
Policy CC1 does not seek to identify the location of
development. Therefore the sequential test is not
applicable to this policy.

Policy CC2 can be evidenced by the sequential test that
has been prepared to accompany the draft New Local
Plan. This indicates that development locations on Canvey
Island are required to meet the needs of development,
particularly when the NPPF is read as a whole. Part d of
policy CC2 explains the sequential approach that will be
applied for those sites not identified in the New Local Plan.
Policy CC (CC1, CC2, CC3, CC6, and CC7) indicates, amongst other issues, an inappropriate application Policy CC2 is therefore consistent with the NPPF, and the
sequential approach set out within.
of the Sequential Test.

Mr Steve Sawkins
88

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the policy contained in the document remain inconsistent with national
policy and un-Justified.

Policy CC3 seeks to keep land free from development to
enable flood defence works. It does not seek to identify
locations for development. Therefore the sequential tests in
not applicable to this policy.
Policy CC3 does not seek to identify development
locations. Therefore the sequential test is not applicable to
this policy.
Policy CC6 states a requirement for developments at risk
of fluvial flooding to pass the sequential test. This is
therefore consistent with the NPPF.
Policy CC7 deals with matters related to energy efficiency
and water efficiency. The sequential test is not relevant.
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Support for policies within chapter 17 noted and welcomed.

490

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Support

The RSPB supports the various policies within this chapter and we welcome that reference has been
made to Code Level 4 and BREEAM very good.

Support for the reference to the Code for Sustainable
Homes Level 4 and BREEAM Very Good Standards noted
and welcomed.

Policy CC1: Responding to Climate Change
Any policy on climate change should recognise the value trees and woodland can provide in mitigating
climate change. Woodland‘s role as a carbon sink for CO2 emissions is well known, while wood fuel
production and product substitution (e.g. timber frame house construction) are other ways that woodland
can help reduce carbon emissions.

151

Mrs Ellie
Henderson
The Woodland
Trust

Support

ACTION: It is noted that the supporting text related to the
Impacts on Climate Change focuses on those matters
which exacerbate climate change only. It is therefore
Government response to report of Independent Panel on Forestry (January 2013)
recommended that additional text is inserted after
paragraph 17.11 to highlight the positive contribution the
The most developed area of non-market ecosystem service valuation and market development with
regards to forestry is greenhouse gas (carbon dioxide) abatement. Trees absorb carbon dioxide, storing it green environment makes on managing climate change.
as carbon in wood and, where timber is extracted, in wood products. Research suggests that business
17.12 Whilst Castle Point has a high level of energy
and communities may be motivated to invest in ecosystem markets for philanthropic and reputational
consumption, it also has a high quality green environment
reasons, to reduce running costs and mitigate risks to their operations and to realise new business
that contributes towards managing climate change.
opportunities. There is also evidence of a wider, international growth in investment markets which secure
17.13 There are significant areas of woodland, including
social and environmental benefits.
ancient woodland located in the Thundersley and Hadleigh
The report of the Committee on Climate Change on the Fourth Carbon Budget December 2010
areas in particular. Additionally, there are many trees within
recognises the important role of woodland in carbon sequestration. It states (p316): Analysis by the
the urban environment as a consequence of the borough’s
Forestry Commission suggests that there is significant scope for emissions reduction through planting
sub-urban character. Trees and woodlands play an
more trees (e.g. up to 3 MtCO2e in 2030, and 5 MtCO2 in 2050) (Box 7.6). This is reflected in planned
important role in managing climate change by acting as a
tree planting programmes in Scotland and Wales and which we reflect in our emissions scenarios. p
carbon sink for CO2 emissions. Trees also play a role in
(329) 'Abatement potential in 2030 from forestry if planting starts today' We have partnered with many
managing surface water, and contribute positively towards
local authorities on woodland creation projects across the country.
urban cooling thereby managing the impacts of climate
change also.
The Woodland Trust has worked in partnership with various local authorities on woodland creation
projects. Please contact us if you would like to discuss possible partnership working in this regard:
elliehenderson@woodlandtrust.org.uk
The evidence base set out in the Sustainability Appraisal
Scoping Report indicates that the ecological footprint of
Castle Point is 5.65. This is due to unsustainable levels of
energy consumption related to domestic energy
consumption, food production and transport. This arises
from the existing population and existing households.

132

Juliette Arnold

Object

I think it's going to be difficult to reduce the carbon footprint when you are building so many new homes,
particularly on green belt where there are so many established plants and trees that work with the
atmosphere and not against it.
1a and 2 are particularly relevant and against the build for Glyders.

The policies in the draft New Local Plan, along with the
Government’s Zero Carbon Policy will see domestic energy
consumption from new homes reduced significantly (plug in
appliances only). Meanwhile, the policies in this plan seek
for additional investment in public transport provision in
order to make it a realistic alternative to the private car.
Whilst it is inevitable that new homes will have an
ecological footprint, it is likely to be far less than that of
existing homes.
There is therefore a need for existing homes to reduce their
energy consumption. There is also a need for existing
residents, as well as those living in new homes, to start
thinking about how they travel, and making more
sustainable travel choices.
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Future development cannot be blamed for the existing level
of energy consumption in Castle Point; it can only seek to
ensure that its own impacts are mitigated.

ECC welcomes the acknowledgement of planning for long term climate change and its impacts,
especially with regards Climate Change Management Areas CC2-5, is welcomed.
ECC recommend an addition to this policy in point 1, bullet d in order to strengthen the policy through
reference to relevant policies namely with Policy CC7 - Sustainable Buildings (New Build) and CC8 Sustainable Buildings (Existing Buildings):
Point 1, bullet d
`.....in line with Policies CC7 and CC8'
Additional bullet points could be added to Point 1
Kevin Fraser
289

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

f. Considering future climate risks when allocating development sites to ensure risks are understood over
the development's lifetime; and

Policy CC1 sets the overarching strategy for later CC
policies. It does not therefore seem appropriate to be cross
referencing to those policies within CC1.

g. Development will be planned to minimise the vulnerability to climate change impacts and that such
development will not exacerbate vulnerability in other areas.
And point 2
`.....in compliance with Policy CC6 and where required Policies CC2, CC4 and CC5.'
ECC welcomes support for high quality sustainable design that promotes energy and water efficiency and
encourages the provision of renewable energy and decentralised energy as part of the development
proposals. Central Government are placing importance on energy from waste as a means to contribute to
the sustainable generation of energy through such documents as the Waste Management Plan for
England 2013 and the Anaerobic Digestion Strategy and Action Plan 2011. It is considered that Policy
CC1 lends support to this intention.

Kevin Fraser
300

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 17.12 - clarification should be given regarding the definition of a P4 area
Paragraph 17.13 - clarification should be given regarding the definition of a P3 area
We support the inclusion of paragraph 17.12, but would suggest the following amended wording
(additions & replacement text in italics):

Martin Barrell
410

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

Canvey Island is identified as being within Flood Zone 3a. It is defended by sea defences which are
effective in managing the current tidal flood risk to the Island. However the South Essex Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment 2010 (SFRA) identifies that future impacts of climate change require these defences to
be improved to take account of the possibility of over topping from an extremely high tide. The Thames
Estuary 2100 Plan (TE2100 Plan) identified Canvey Island as being subject to policy P4 to take further
action to keep up with climate and land use change so that flood risk does not increase.

The amendments proposed in representation 410 provide
clarity on this matter.
Matters related to water conservation and its practical
implications will be addressed in relation to representations
(including those of the Environment Agency) for policy
CC7.
ACTION: Having regard to the information provided by the
Environment Agency, it is recommended that paragraph
17.12 is amended to read as follows:

Canvey Island is identified as being within Flood Zone 3a.
It is defended by sea defences which are effective in
We also suggest the following amendments to paragraph 17.13:
managing the current tidal flood risk to the Island. However
Hadleigh Marshes and parts of South Benfleet are also affected by tidal flood risk, with both areas sitting the South Essex Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2010
within Flood Risk Zone 3. The SFRA indicates that the risk, depth and extent of flooding in these areas
(SFRA) identifies that future impacts of climate change
will increase as a result of climate change. The TE2100 Plan identifies this area the Hadleigh Marshes
require these defences to be improved to take account of
policy unit as subject to Policy P3 to continue with existing or alternative actions to manage flood risk.
the possibility of over topping from an extremely high tide.
Flood defences will be maintained at their current level, accepting that the likelihood and/or
The Thames Estuary 2100 Plan (TE2100 Plan) identified
consequences of a flood will increase because of climate change. The southern section of South Benfleet Canvey Island as being subject to policy P4 to take further
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within Flood Risk Zone 3 falls within the TE2100 Plan’s Bowers Marsh policy unit which is subject to
policy P4 to take further action to keep up with climate and land use change so that flood risk does not
increase.

Recommended Response and Actions
action to keep up with climate and land use change so that
flood risk does not increase.

ACTION: Having regard to the information provided by the
We support the references at paragraphs 17.14 and 17.15 to the surface water management plan and the Environment Agency, it is recommended that paragraph
South Essex Water Cycle Study, with its recommendation that water consumption be reduced to
17.13 is amended to read as follows:
105lpppd. We would suggest that references or links to further guidance on water conservation are
Hadleigh Marshes and parts of South Benfleet are also
included.
affected by tidal flood risk, with both areas sitting within
Regarding the wording of Policy CC1, we support the reference at 1c to the delivery of multi-functional
Flood Risk Zone 3. The SFRA indicates that the risk, depth
green infrastructure. We are also supportive of the reference at part 1d of the policy to seeking high
and extent of flooding in these areas will increase as a
quality sustainable design that promotes energy and water efficiency. Policy CC7 sets specific minimum
result of climate change. The TE2100 Plan identifies this
standards, but you may wish to provide further guidance or advice on what this might mean in practice.
area the Hadleigh Marshes policy unit as subject to Policy
P3 to continue with existing or alternative actions to
We also support the general commitment to managing flood risk included at part 2 of the policy.
manage flood risk. Flood defences will be maintained at
their current level, accepting that the likelihood and/or
consequences of a flood will increase because of climate
change. The southern section of South Benfleet within
Flood Risk Zone 3 falls within the TE2100 Plan’s Bowers
Marsh policy unit which is subject to policy P4 to take
further action to keep up with climate and land use change
so that flood risk does not increase.
David Hammond
469

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

This Policy is broadly supported, especially in relation to 1) c) Multi - functional green infrastructure.

Support for the reference to multi-functional green
infrastructure in policy CC1 noted and welcomed.

Paragraph 17.25 – ECC welcomes reference regarding the need to work in partnership to secure funding
for the maintenance and improvement of sea defences.

Support for paragraph 17.25 noted and welcomed.

Policy CC2: Canvey Coastal Change Management Area
Kevin Fraser
301

Essex County
Council

Support

We are generally very supportive of these policies and the accompanying paragraphs, which for the most
part clearly, comprehensively and accurately define the issues relevant to Castle Point. Where we would
suggest proposed changes, these are included below.

Martin Barrell
411

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: Due to the predicted impacts climate change,
coastal areas of Canvey, South Benfleet and Hadleigh
Marshes are at risk of change. However, it is agreed that
this change will be managed through the maintenance and
We do however also wish to highlight that as referenced in paragraph 17.22, paragraph 106 of the NPPF
improvement of flood defences. The coastline will not
states that CCMAs are intended to be defined for areas where the coast is likely to be subject to physical
therefore retreat, as is expected on parts of the coast
change. This is not the case for Canvey Island, Hadleigh Marshes or South Benfleet, where as
elsewhere in the country. It is therefore agreed that it is
highlighted, the TE2100 policy is to maintain or improve defences. This approach is reiterated in the
appropriate to rename policies CC2, CC4 and CC5 as
Coastal Change Management Areas section of the National Planning Practice Guidance (paragraph 072 follows:
What are the considerations in defining Coastal Change Management Areas?). You therefore may wish
to consider whether it is appropriate to label and introduce Policies CC2 - CC4 in this way?
Policy CC2: Canvey Tidal Flood Risk Management Area
Regarding paragraph 17.23, we suggest the following addition for clarity:
The Environment Agency identifies Canvey Island as being within flood Risk Zone 3a. Currently sea
defences are effective in preventing Canvey Island from being flooded by tidal inundation but there
remains a very small probability that they could be overtopped or breached.

Policy CC4: Hadleigh Marshes Tidal Flood Risk
Management Area
Policy CC5: South Benfleet Tidal Flood Risk Management
Area

For paragraph 17.24, we would suggest the following amendments for clarity and accuracy. We propose References to Coastal Change Management Areas within
that the last sentence is removed as the grazing marshes do not provide fluvial flood storage that benefits these policies, or within supporting text, will be amended to
people and property:
refer to Tidal Flood Risk Management Areas.
Fluvial flooding is also possible from the watercourses and dykes that form the drainage system on
Canvey Island, due to the flat and low lying topography of the Island and the restrictions on flow caused
by sea defences and pump drains at the downstream end of these watercourses finite capacity of the

ACTION: The Environment Agency has proposed a small
amendment to paragraph 17.23 to explain that the sea
defences prevent tidal inundation on Canvey Island. It is
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piped sections of the drainage infrastructure. Some of this network drains to tide via flapped outfalls
which only operate at low-tide . If water were to overtop these dykes, the flat topography of the borough
could cause it to disperse over large areas. The grazing marshes in the west of the island have extensive
networks of channels to provide storage when the gravity outfalls are tide locked.

proposed that that amendment is made to paragraph 17.23
so that it reads as follows:

While we clearly support the inclusion of paragraph 17.26, we feel that it should be amended to better
reflect the purpose of the land-safeguarding. Our advice is that 9m will be required to enable
improvements to flood defences, but that you may also wish to require a further 10m to enable those
improved defences to be more appropriately landscaped.
We generally support paragraph 17.27, but would question the inclusion of the final sentence. Where
development is required to meet a general need in the borough, locations in flood zone 1 should be
considered in the first instance. Proposals for development that is required to meet an identified local
need on Canvey Island, by its very nature, cannot be located elsewhere. We would suggest that the
consideration of development proposals in this manner is the application of the sequential approach.
Regarding paragraph 17.31, we suggest the following addition to part 2:
The London Fenchurch Street to Southend Railway line passes through the area likely to be affected by
major flooding in the future.
Paragraph 17.32 currently does not accurately reflect the relevant TE2100 policy for the South Benfleet
area, which falls within the Bowers Marsh Policy unit. The following amendment is suggested:
As with Hadleigh Marshes, the TE2100 Plan seeks to maintain defences for South Benfleet at their
current level, but not increase them to accommodate climate change. As a consequence the number of
existing properties in South Benfleet at risk of tidal flooding will increase over time. outlines that for the
Bowers Marsh policy unit (encompassing South Benfleet) the aspiration is to take further action to keep
up with climate and land use change so that tidal flood risk does not increase.
Both the Benfleet and Easthaven Barriers, the operation of which acts with the fixed tidal defences to
provide tidal flood protection to properties in South Benfleet, are also to be managed in a similar manner.
Regarding paragraphs 17.33 & 17.34, the South Benfleet Playing Fields are a flood storage area
maintained by the Environment Agency as a large raised reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975. The
SFRA includes the following:

The Environment Agency identifies Canvey Island as being
within flood Risk Zone 3a. Currently sea defences are
effective in preventing Canvey Island from being flooded by
tidal inundation but there remains a very small probability
that they could be overtopped or breached.
ACTION: The Environment Agency has proposed some
amendments to paragraph 17.24 for the purpose of clarity
around the capacity of the drainage network, and accuracy
surrounding the role of west Canvey Marshes in the
drainage network. It is proposed that paragraph 17.24 is
amended to read as follows:
Fluvial flooding is also possible from the watercourses and
dykes that form the drainage system on Canvey Island,
due to the flat and low lying topography of the Island and
the finite capacity of the piped sections of the drainage
infrastructure. Some of this network drains to tide via
flapped outfalls which only operate at low-tide. If water
were to overtop these dykes, the flat topography of the
borough could cause it to disperse over large areas.
ACTION: The Environment Agency have indicated that the
text at paragraph 17.26 could be improved to better reflect
the purpose of safeguarding land for flood defence
purposes. It is therefore proposed that the first sentence of
paragraph 17.26 is amended to read as follows:
In order for sea defences to be improved on Canvey Island
it is necessary for land adjacent to these defences to be left
free from development as far as possible to provide the
space necessary for taller defences with a larger footprint.
Accessibility is also essential in delivering such
improvements. The Environment Agency...

3.8.4 The Functional Floodplains have the highest probability of flooding of all the Flood Zones defined
within PPS25. A functional floodplain is defined as an area of land where water has to flow or be stored at
ACTION: It is agreed that the final sentence of paragraph
times of flood and has an annual probability of flooding of 5% (i.e. from a 1 in 20 year return period
17.27 is superfluous as the previous text shows the
event). The Benfleet Washland is designated as a Category C reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975
application of the sequential test. Therefore it is proposed
and has a fluvial storage function. This area is therefore considered to be classified as Flood Zone 3b.
that this sentence is deleted.
You may wish to refer to this classification within the New Local Plan to further ensure that this land is
ACTION: The Environment Agency proposes an
safeguarded from development.
amendment to the first sentence of bullet point 2 of
paragraph 17.31 to highlight the degree to which the
railway line will be at risk of flooding in the future. For
clarity purposes it is recommended that this amendment is
made:
The London Fenchurch Street to Southend Railway line
passes through the area likely to be affected by major
flooding in the future.
ACTION: The Environment Agency propose amendments
to the third and fourth sentences of paragraph 17.32 to
better reflect the policy for South Benfleet set out in the
TE2100 Plan. It is proposed that this amendment is made,
and should read as follows:
As with Hadleigh Marshes, the TE2100 Plan outlines that
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for the Bowers Marsh policy unit (encompassing South
Benfleet) the aspiration is to take further action to keep up
with climate and land use change so that tidal flood risk
does not increase.
ACTION: The Environment Agency seek amendments to
paragraphs 17.33 and 17.34 to ensure that they identify the
South Benfleet Playing Fields as a reservoir, and are
therefore classified as Flood Zone 3b (Functional Flood
Plain). It is proposed that paragraphs 17.33 and 17.34 are
amended to read as follows:
South Benfleet Playing Fields are a flood storage area
maintained by the Environment Agency as a category C
reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975. This area is
therefore classified as falling within Flood Zone 3b i.e. it is
considered to be a functional flood plain. A functional flood
plain is an area where water has flowed, or is stored, at
times of flood with an annual probability of flooding of 5%.
The Surface Water Management Plan shows that South
Benfleet Playing Fields has a significant role to play in
managing surface water, with a significant catchment
covering most of the South Benfleet area. Due to the
increased risk of extreme rainfall events associated with
climate change, this area should be retained as a flood
storage area. The Surface Water Management Plan
suggests that options should be considered for increasing
the storage capacity of these fields in the longer-term.

Policy CC3: Land Safeguarded for Future Flood Defence Works

323

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

Paragraph 17.26 highlights that the land to be safeguarded under Policy CC3 is for both sea defences
and associated landscaping. There is no justification for seeking to safeguard operational port land within
an existing active port facility of national significance 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. OSL believe that policy CC3 should take
a more flexible approach to this issue, particularly in respect of the sea defences immediately adjacent to
their facility. Development associated with the continued operation of these facilities should be allowable
within the area being referred to subject to there being no increase in the risk of flooding.

We wish to object to Policy CC3.

Mr Geoff Bullock
339

Calor Gas Limited

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

Paragraph 17.26 highlights that land is to be safeguarded under this policy for both flood defences and
landscaping. The safeguarded land shown on the draft Proposals Map for flood defences includes an
approximately 19m deep strip of land along the waterfront, which includes land within both the Calor and
Oikos terminals. There is no justification for seeking to safeguard operational port land within existing
active port facilities of national significance for landscaping. Neither does this take account of the
operational requirements of the terminals. Policy CC3 should therefore be redrafted as follows:
Suggested wording:
"Policy CC3 Land Safeguarded for Future Defence Works
Land adjacent to the existing flood defences on Canvey Island, as shown on the Proposals Map, is

ACTION: Whilst landscaping may not be appropriate within
the location adjacent to the hazardous installations, there
nonetheless remains a requirement for the sea defences
on Canvey Island to be maintained and improved in the
future in accordance with the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan.
This requires a 9m wide buffer to be maintained free of
development.
The policy will therefore be amended to highlight the
requirement for a 9m buffer adjacent to the hazardous
installations. This amendment will be reflected on the
proposals map.
ACTION: Whilst landscaping may not be appropriate within
the location adjacent to the hazardous installations, there
nonetheless remains a requirement for the sea defences
on Canvey Island to be maintained and improved in the
future in accordance with the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan.
This requires a 9m wide buffer to be maintained free of
development.
The policy will therefore be amended to highlight the
requirement for a 9m buffer adjacent to the hazardous
installations. This amendment will be reflected on the
proposals map.

Page 276 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions

safeguarded for future flood defence works. This is with the exception of the area within and adjacent to
the port facilities, where development required in connection with the continuing operation of these
nationally significant facilities will be permitted subject to the criteria of policy E 10 being satisfied and
provided there is no increased risk of flooding."
Martin Barrell
412

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

As with the other policies in this section, we support this policy, although suggest that the 19m distance
could be stated within the policy text for clarity.

ACTION: Amend policy CC3 to specifically reference 19m,
with an exception of 9m identified for the area adjacent to
the hazardous installations as set out in response to
representations 323 and 339.

Policy CC4: Hadleigh Marshes Coastal Change Management Area
We are generally very supportive of these policies and the accompanying paragraphs, which for the most
part clearly, comprehensively and accurately define the issues relevant to Castle Point. Where we would
suggest proposed changes, these are included below.
We do however also wish to highlight that as referenced in paragraph 17.22, paragraph 106 of the NPPF
states that CCMAs are intended to be defined for areas where the coast is likely to be subject to physical
change. This is not the case for Canvey Island, Hadleigh Marshes or South Benfleet, where as
highlighted, the TE2100 policy is to maintain or improve defences. This approach is reiterated in the
Coastal Change Management Areas section of the National Planning Practice Guidance (paragraph 072 What are the considerations in defining Coastal Change Management Areas?). You therefore may wish
to consider whether it is appropriate to label and introduce Policies CC2 - CC4 in this way?
Regarding paragraph 17.23, we suggest the following addition for clarity:
The Environment Agency identifies Canvey Island as being within flood Risk Zone 3a. Currently sea
defences are effective in preventing Canvey Island from being flooded by tidal inundation but there
remains a very small probability that they could be overtopped or breached.
For paragraph 17.24, we would suggest the following amendments for clarity and accuracy. We propose
that the last sentence is removed as the grazing marshes do not provide fluvial flood storage that benefits
people and property:
Martin Barrell
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Fluvial flooding is also possible from the watercourses and dykes that form the drainage system on
Canvey Island, due to the flat and low lying topography of the Island and the restrictions on flow caused
by sea defences and pump drains at the downstream end of these watercourses finite capacity of the
piped sections of the drainage infrastructure. Some of this network drains to tide via flapped outfalls
which only operate at low-tide . If water were to overtop these dykes, the flat topography of the borough
could cause it to disperse over large areas. The grazing marshes in the west of the island have extensive
networks of channels to provide storage when the gravity outfalls are tide locked.

See the response to representation 411

While we clearly support the inclusion of paragraph 17.26, we feel that it should be amended to better
reflect the purpose of the land-safeguarding. Our advice is that 9m will be required to enable
improvements to flood defences, but that you may also wish to require a further 10m to enable those
improved defences to be more appropriately landscaped.
We generally support paragraph 17.27, but would question the inclusion of the final sentence. Where
development is required to meet a general need in the borough, locations in flood zone 1 should be
considered in the first instance. Proposals for development that is required to meet an identified local
need on Canvey Island, by its very nature, cannot be located elsewhere. We would suggest that the
consideration of development proposals in this manner is the application of the sequential approach.
Regarding paragraph 17.31, we suggest the following addition to part 2:
The London Fenchurch Street to Southend Railway line passes through the area likely to be affected by
major flooding in the future.
Paragraph 17.32 currently does not accurately reflect the relevant TE2100 policy for the South Benfleet
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area, which falls within the Bowers Marsh Policy unit. The following amendment is suggested:
As with Hadleigh Marshes, the TE2100 Plan seeks to maintain defences for South Benfleet at their
current level, but not increase them to accommodate climate change. As a consequence the number of
existing properties in South Benfleet at risk of tidal flooding will increase over time. outlines that for the
Bowers Marsh policy unit (encompassing South Benfleet) the aspiration is to take further action to keep
up with climate and land use change so that tidal flood risk does not increase.
Both the Benfleet and Easthaven Barriers, the operation of which acts with the fixed tidal defences to
provide tidal flood protection to properties in South Benfleet, are also to be managed in a similar manner.
Regarding paragraphs 17.33 & 17.34, the South Benfleet Playing Fields are a flood storage area
maintained by the Environment Agency as a large raised reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975. The
SFRA includes the following:
3.8.4 The Functional Floodplains have the highest probability of flooding of all the Flood Zones defined
within PPS25. A functional floodplain is defined as an area of land where water has to flow or be stored at
times of flood and has an annual probability of flooding of 5% (i.e. from a 1 in 20 year return period
event). The Benfleet Washland is designated as a Category C reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975
and has a fluvial storage function. This area is therefore considered to be classified as Flood Zone 3b.
You may wish to refer to this classification within the New Local Plan to further ensure that this land is
safeguarded from development.
Policy CC5: South Benfleet Coastal Change Management Area

Mary Power
334

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

Policy CC5 seeks to protect against coastal flooding as required by the NPPF. Criterion 2 c) i) restricts
new development in such areas unless it passes the NPPF sequential test. Given the characteristics of
Castle Point and its coastal location, it allocates a number of sites within the district coastal area. The
sites allocated will have to consider flood issues and therefore this policy needs to be amended to allow
for the development of allocated sites and sites that can be safely accommodated and designed to
address flood.

None of the sites allocated within the draft New Local Plan
fall within the South Benfleet Coastal Change Management
Area. The majority of open land within this area is
designated a reservoir under the Reservoirs Act and is
therefore classified as Flood Risk Zone £b Functional
Flood Plain. It is not therefore considered an appropriate
location for development.
As a consequence, it is not appropriate to amend this
policy to permit additional residential development in this
area.

We are generally very supportive of these policies and the accompanying paragraphs, which for the most
part clearly, comprehensively and accurately define the issues relevant to Castle Point. Where we would
suggest proposed changes, these are included below.

Martin Barrell
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We do however also wish to highlight that as referenced in paragraph 17.22, paragraph 106 of the NPPF
states that CCMAs are intended to be defined for areas where the coast is likely to be subject to physical
change. This is not the case for Canvey Island, Hadleigh Marshes or South Benfleet, where as
highlighted, the TE2100 policy is to maintain or improve defences. This approach is reiterated in the
Coastal Change Management Areas section of the National Planning Practice Guidance (paragraph 072 What are the considerations in defining Coastal Change Management Areas?). You therefore may wish
to consider whether it is appropriate to label and introduce Policies CC2 - CC4 in this way?
See the response to representation 411
Regarding paragraph 17.23, we suggest the following addition for clarity:
The Environment Agency identifies Canvey Island as being within flood Risk Zone 3a. Currently sea
defences are effective in preventing Canvey Island from being flooded by tidal inundation but there
remains a very small probability that they could be overtopped or breached.
For paragraph 17.24, we would suggest the following amendments for clarity and accuracy. We propose
that the last sentence is removed as the grazing marshes do not provide fluvial flood storage that benefits
people and property:
Fluvial flooding is also possible from the watercourses and dykes that form the drainage system on
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Canvey Island, due to the flat and low lying topography of the Island and the restrictions on flow caused
by sea defences and pump drains at the downstream end of these watercourses finite capacity of the
piped sections of the drainage infrastructure. Some of this network drains to tide via flapped outfalls
which only operate at low-tide . If water were to overtop these dykes, the flat topography of the borough
could cause it to disperse over large areas. The grazing marshes in the west of the island have extensive
networks of channels to provide storage when the gravity outfalls are tide locked.
While we clearly support the inclusion of paragraph 17.26, we feel that it should be amended to better
reflect the purpose of the land-safeguarding. Our advice is that 9m will be required to enable
improvements to flood defences, but that you may also wish to require a further 10m to enable those
improved defences to be more appropriately landscaped.
We generally support paragraph 17.27, but would question the inclusion of the final sentence. Where
development is required to meet a general need in the borough, locations in flood zone 1 should be
considered in the first instance. Proposals for development that is required to meet an identified local
need on Canvey Island, by its very nature, cannot be located elsewhere. We would suggest that the
consideration of development proposals in this manner is the application of the sequential approach.
Regarding paragraph 17.31, we suggest the following addition to part 2:
The London Fenchurch Street to Southend Railway line passes through the area likely to be affected by
major flooding in the future.
Paragraph 17.32 currently does not accurately reflect the relevant TE2100 policy for the South Benfleet
area, which falls within the Bowers Marsh Policy unit. The following amendment is suggested:
As with Hadleigh Marshes, the TE2100 Plan seeks to maintain defences for South Benfleet at their
current level, but not increase them to accommodate climate change. As a consequence the number of
existing properties in South Benfleet at risk of tidal flooding will increase over time. outlines that for the
Bowers Marsh policy unit (encompassing South Benfleet) the aspiration is to take further action to keep
up with climate and land use change so that tidal flood risk does not increase.
Both the Benfleet and Easthaven Barriers, the operation of which acts with the fixed tidal defences to
provide tidal flood protection to properties in South Benfleet, are also to be managed in a similar manner.
Regarding paragraphs 17.33 & 17.34, the South Benfleet Playing Fields are a flood storage area
maintained by the Environment Agency as a large raised reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975. The
SFRA includes the following:
3.8.4 The Functional Floodplains have the highest probability of flooding of all the Flood Zones defined
within PPS25. A functional floodplain is defined as an area of land where water has to flow or be stored at
times of flood and has an annual probability of flooding of 5% (i.e. from a 1 in 20 year return period
event). The Benfleet Washland is designated as a Category C reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975
and has a fluvial storage function. This area is therefore considered to be classified as Flood Zone 3b.
You may wish to refer to this classification within the New Local Plan to further ensure that this land is
safeguarded from development.
Policy CC6: Fluvial and Surface Water Flood Management

133

Juliette Arnold

Object

I am assuming the Glyders development is in a critical drainage area, the drains regularly overflow often
pushing up the drain covers in heavy rain. Any further developments would only add to this issue.

A Surface Water Management Plan has been prepared to
inform the New Local Plan. This identifies Critical Drainage
Areas. Critical Drainage Areas are large areas where
drainage patterns act to result in surface water flooding.
There are six critical drainage areas in Castle Point which
cover most of the boroughs area.
The Glyders site is in Critical Drainage Area CAS1. The
site is beyond the potential surface water flooding hotspot
but is likely to contribute towards it as a consequence of
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flows east to west across the site.
The potential impact of development on flood risk has been
considered as part of the Sequential and Exceptions Test.
This considers all sources of flooding. Sequentially, this
site is deemed to be acceptable, although it is clear that
measures will need to be taken to ensure that development
does not cause an increased risk of flooding to nearby
properties. This requirement is expressed within policy
H15.

ECC welcomes reference to the South Essex Surface Water Management Plan and the definition of
Critical Drainage Areas on the Constraints Map. The thrust of the policy and supporting text (paragraphs
17.35 – 17.45) is also welcomed.

Kevin Fraser
290

Essex County
Council

Support

ECC also welcomes reference to the following criteria in the New Housing Policies (H4 – H18) given the
identified risk of surface water flooding:

Support for the approach to surface water management set
out in policy CC6 and policies H4-H18 noted and
welcomed.

`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’
ACTION: In order to fully reflect the policy position
regarding the management of surface water, it is proposed
that an additional paragraph is inserted after paragraph
17.35. It is proposed that the new paragraph reads as
follows:
Again, we are supportive of the inclusion on this policy and the accompanying paragraphs, which are
clear and comprehensive in scope. We note that critical Drainage Areas (CDAs) cover the majority of the
borough, and housing allocations proposed outside of CDAs (H10 & H12) also include a specific
requirement for SuDS. You may however wish to consider whether a more general requirement should
be included for development to not increase fluvial or surface water flood risk across the whole of the
borough.
We do also have some proposed amendments and additions, included below.
We propose that reference is made to the South Essex Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP)
within this section. Two policy units cover the watercourses in the Castle Point area:
Martin Barrell
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Southend-on-Sea / Rayleigh policy unit has Policy Option 5: Take further action to reduce flood risk now
and in the future;
Thames Urban Tidal policy unit has Policy Option 6: take further action to sustain the current level of
flood risk into the future (responding to the potential increases in risk from urban development, land use
change and climate change).
Regarding paragraph 17.45, you may want to include specific reference to the South Benfleet Flood
Storage Area, and the Flood Zone 3b designation.
Paragraph 17.47 refers to grey water recycling. While this can improve the sustainability of a
development be reducing demand for potable water, and may marginally reduce flows in combined sewer
systems, it is unlikely to have a significant effect on flood risk. Therefore it may be more appropriate to
include this reference in the earlier section relating to Policy CC1. We note the reference to grey water
recycling in paragraph 17.62.

The South Essex Catchment Flood Management Plan sets
out the approach that should be taken to fluvial and surface
water flood issues in South Essex. It identifies two policy
units covering watercourses in the Castle Point area.
These are:
•
•

Southend-on-Sea/Rayleigh policy unit. Within this
populated area it is expected that further action will
be taken to reduce flood risk now and in the future.
Thames Urban Tidal policy unit. Within this area
further action should be taken to sustain the
current level of flood risk into the future,
responding to the potential increases in risk from
development and climate change.

ACTION: For clarity purposes, amend paragraph 17.45 to
reflect the designation of South Benfleet Playing Fields as
a Reservoir. The first sentence of paragraph 17.45 should
be amended to read:
Main river channels on Canvey Island benefit from
defences offering a 1 in 20 year level of protection from
fluvial flooding, and Benfleet Hall Sewer enters the South
Benfleet Playing Fields flood storage area (designated as a
reservoir under the Reservoirs Act) preventing flooding of
residential areas and the railway line nearby.
ACTION: in recognition of the limited contribution that grey
water systems make to flood risk management it is
proposed that paragraph 17.47 is deleted.
ACTION: The Environment Agency has highlighted the fact
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that the majority of the borough is within a critical drainage
area. Therefore, they have queried the sense in policy CC6
only applying to Critical Drainage Areas. It is agreed that
given the extent of the issue in Castle Point, all
developments should be contributing towards sustainable
surface water management. It is therefore proposed that
policy CC6 and its supporting text are amended
accordingly.
It is proposed that the paragraph 17.41 is amended to read
as follows:
The SWMP identified Critical Drainage Areas (CDAs),
defined as geographical areas, usually a hydrological
catchment, where multiple or interlinked sources of flood
risk causes flooding during extreme rainfall events which
can affect people, property or infrastructure. There are six
defined CDAs in Castle Point covering the vast majority of
the borough’s land area. These are as follow:...
It is proposed that Parts 1 and 2 of policy CC6 are replaced
with the following:
Within Castle Point development must not increase the risk
of fluvial or surface water flooding, and should seek to
reduce the risk of fluvial and surface flooding through the
delivery of the following measures as appropriate to the
location of the proposal, having regard to the
recommendations of the South Essex Surface Water
Management Plan:
a. Incorporation of Sustainable Urban Drainage
Systems (SuDS) appropriate to the development
type, size and location;
b. Increased community awareness;
c. Improved management regimes of main rivers,
ordinary water courses and their tributaries;
d. Increased conveyance;
e. Retention and increased flood storage capacity;
f. Improved land management; and
g. Increased online storage.
ACTION: To reflect the changes to policy CC6, CDAs
should be deleted from the constraints map.

Policy CC7: Sustainable Buildings (New Builds)

Mr Tony Collins
55

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

Policy CC7 sets a requirement for code level 4 in new residential developments but there appears to be
no justification to go above national requirements and building regulations.

The Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 requires energy
efficiency savings of 44% on Part L1A of the 2006 Building
Regulations. The Government’s Zero Carbon Buildings
Policy, which the NPPF expects local authorities to be
consistent with in setting planning policies, (NPPF para 95)
requires all new homes from 2016 to mitigate, through
various measures, all the carbon emissions produced onsite as a result of the regulated energy use i.e. it expects
zero carbon emissions.
Policy CC7 requires new development to achieve Code
Level 4, increasing in line with building regulations. This
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means that in 2014 a developer will be required to achieve
44% energy efficiency savings, rising to 100% (zero carbon
in 2016). This appears to align with the Government’s zero
carbon policy and is therefore consistent with the NPPF.
Arguments about the viability of Code Level 4 appear to be
unfounded in the face of zero carbon requirements coming
into force within 2 years.
In terms of water efficiency, the South Essex Water cycle
Study sets out the evidence to support the requirement for
Code Level 4 efficiency levels. No evidence has been
provided to indicate that these requirements are unfounded
or unreasonable given the water supply issues in South
Essex and the East of England more widely.

96

Mr Trevor
Hutchinson

Seek a
technical
alteration

DP World

This policy sets BREEAM standard of ‘Very Good' and relies on the Building Regulations to provide for
incremental increases in these standards over time. However, our understanding is that the Building
Regulations do not set BREEAM standards but instead simply define the requirements of the standard
which is otherwise applied. Therefore, as written Policy CC7 fails to provide for incremental increases in
standards (i.e. from ‘Very Good' to ‘Excellent').

The provisions of Policy CC7 - Sustainable Buildings (New Builds) and Policy CC8 - Sustainable
Buildings (Existing Buildings) in relation to the incorporation of decentralised energy sources are
supported. The stated need for construction materials to be sustainably sourced is also welcomed.
Additional clarity could be provided to Point 2 in each of the above policies by making clear the
importance of recycled aggregate in new build and replacement developments

Kevin Fraser
291

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

ECC recommend adding the following bullet points
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.
6. All developments should aim to limit surface water run-off by attenuation within the site as a means to
reduce overall flood risk and protect the quality of the receiving watercourse by giving priority to the use
of Sustainable Urban Drainage in developments in line with Policy CC6.

Mary Power
333

Martin Dawn Plc

Dalton Warner
Davis

Object

Policy CC7 seeks to require Code for Sustainable Homes level 4 for residential developments. However,
this currently over reaches current Building Regulation requirements contrary to the NPPF. No specific
levels should be defined in this policy and it is not necessary for planning policies to repeat the
requirements of other legislation. It is important for Council's to encourage sustainable development but it
should not seek to go beyond current regulations set by other legislation. Reference to Code Level 4
should be deleted.

ACTION: The conflict between the two measures for nonresidential developments is noted and the following
amendment is therefore recommended:
‘Non-residential developments should achieve at least 50%
of the credits available for both reduction in CO2 emissions
(Ene1) and water consumption (Wat 1) under the relevant
BREEAM scheme for the development proposed.’
The proposed additions to policy CC7 are already
addressed in policies CC6 and NE1. It is not therefore
recommended that policy CC7 is amended to include
repetitive text.
ACTION: In order to ensure that policy CC7 is clear that
materials refers to aggregates, it is proposed that the
following additions are made:
‘2. The materials, including aggregates, used in the
construction...
3. The waste resulting from the construction of all new
buildings should be managed in a way that maximises the
re-use and recycling of materials, including aggregates, onsite where possible.’
The Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 requires energy
efficiency savings of 44% on Part L1A of the 2006 Building
Regulations. The Government’s Zero Carbon Buildings
Policy, which the NPPF expects local authorities to be
consistent with in setting planning policies, (NPPF para 95)
requires all new homes from 2016 to mitigate, through
various measures, all the carbon emissions produced onsite as a result of the regulated energy use i.e. it expects
zero carbon emissions.
Policy CC7 requires new development to achieve Code
Level 4, increasing in line with building regulations. This
means that in 2014 a developer will be required to achieve
44% energy efficiency savings, rising to 100% (zero carbon
in 2016). This appears to align with the Government’s zero
carbon policy and is therefore consistent with the NPPF.
Arguments about the viability of Code Level 4 appear to be
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unfounded in the face of zero carbon requirements coming
into force within 2 years.
In terms of water efficiency, the South Essex Water cycle
Study sets out the evidence to support the requirement for
Code Level 4 efficiency levels. No evidence has been
provided to indicate that these requirements are unfounded
or unreasonable given the water supply issues in South
Essex and the East of England more widely.
No amendments to policy CC8 are therefore proposed in
light of this representation.
The Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 requires energy
efficiency savings of 44% on Part L1A of the 2006 Building
Regulations. The Government’s Zero Carbon Buildings
Policy, which the NPPF expects local authorities to be
consistent with in setting planning policies, (NPPF para 95)
requires all new homes from 2016 to mitigate, through
various measures, all the carbon emissions produced onsite as a result of the regulated energy use i.e. it expects
zero carbon emissions.

James Stevens
353

Home Builders
Federation Limited

Object

Policy CC7 requires new development to achieve Code
In the light of the Written Ministerial Statement on the future of the Building Regulations following from the Level 4, increasing in line with building regulations. This
Housing Standards Review we recommend that the Council reconsiders this policy. We recommend that means that in 2014 a developer will be required to achieve
44% energy efficiency savings, rising to 100% (zero carbon
the Council adheres to the Building Regulations, which will be changed to incorporate elements of the
Code for Sustainable Homes, and does not attempt to apply more stringent local standards. We consider in 2016). This appears to align with the Government’s zero
this would be a prudent move in view of the evidence of the viability challenges confronting the delivery of carbon policy and is therefore consistent with the NPPF.
Arguments about the viability of Code Level 4 appear to be
affordable housing (see paragraph 13.26).
unfounded in the face of zero carbon requirements coming
into force within 2 years.
In terms of water efficiency, the South Essex Water cycle
Study sets out the evidence to support the requirement for
Code Level 4 efficiency levels. No evidence has been
provided to indicate that these requirements are unfounded
or unreasonable given the water supply issues in South
Essex and the East of England more widely.
No amendments to policy CC8 are therefore proposed in
light of this representation.
•

Mark Shepherd
355

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Seek a
technical
alteration

Comment: Paragraph 17.64 of the supporting text to Policy CC7 draws reference to the potential
for maximising energy and water efficiency and the use of renewable varying dependent on the
size and nature of development as well as feasibility and viability. This is not reflected in the
policy itself however, and the Council may wish to consider adding the viability/feasibility caveat
into Policy CC7 for clarity.

•

Comment: Policy CC7 (1 a&b) supports the obtainment of Code Level 4 for energy and water
efficiency for residential development and BREEAM Very Good for non-residential developments,
increasing with building regulations over time. The Council may wish to consider the potential of
taking a more holistic approach to low carbon development within the Borough by adopting
standards that seek to achieve Code Level 4 fully, moving towards zero carbon to 2016 in line
with Building Regulations.

•

Support: Policy CC7 (4) seeks to ensure that those sustainability measures that are installed and
those sustainable materials that are employed are consistent with the overall architectural
approach of the development. This should ensure that sustainability is factored into the design

Support for the reference to design compatibility and water
efficiency noted and welcomed.
In terms of the request to apply the full requirements of the
Code for Sustainable Homes, consideration was given to
this, however the following conclusions were reached:
3) The Code is under review, and may be subject to
change in due course;
4) Many of these matters are considered elsewhere in
the plan e.g. sustainable travel and biodiversity; and
5) Full compliance would most likely require additional
investments and assessments which will increase the
cost of development, potentially harming viability.
In terms of water efficiency, it is noted that the level could
be set lower than 105 lpppd. However, there are concerns
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process from an early stage as is set out in paragraph 17.63 of the supporting text, and this
approach is welcomed.
•

Martin Barrell
416

Environment
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Support: Paragraph 17.60 and 17.61. South Essex is not self-sufficient in relation to water
resources indeed, in very dry years these has been a supply and demand deficit in the Thames
Gateway South Essex area, which includes Castle Point and Southend, meaning there are
insufficient resources to meet peak demand. Positively, the supporting text to policies CC7 and
CC8 importantly recognises this, identifying South Essex as a net importer of water. The
approach is CC7 that seeks to limit water consumption to 105lpppd (internal), which is consistent
with Code Level 3/4 is welcomed however, in light of this evidence, the Council may wish to
consider clearly stating within CC7 that this standard should be achieved unless issues of viability
can be clearly demonstrated.

We are fully supportive of the inclusion of paragraphs 17.49 – 17.65, which contain useful detail on
sustainable design and construction measures, and associated background documents, including the
South Essex Water Cycle Study. We particularly welcome the reference in paragraph 17.63 to the need
to design in such measures from the outset.
Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 17.62 includes reference to green roofs and SuDS, and their role in water efficiency. While
reference to these measures is welcomed as required sustainability measures, which can have a
significant role in reducing flood risk, they do not offer significant water efficiency benefits.
We support the requirements of Policy CC7 and CC8, in particular those relating to water efficiency and
waste management. However, you may wish to provide further guidance or advice on how to achieve the
required standards, or specify what the requirements for waste management might mean in practice.

Recommended Response and Actions
that this would impact on the viability of development. 105
lpppd is significantly less than the building regulations
requirement and therefore marks a step change in policy
for Castle Point.
ACTION: To ensure viability and feasibility are fully taken
into account in the application of policy CC7, it is proposed
that part 1 of the policy is split in two with the second part
reading as follows:
‘2. Subject to viability and feasibility, the following levels of
energy and water efficiency will be achieved:...

Support for the supporting text to policies CC7 and CC8
noted and welcomed.
ACTION: Delete second sentence of paragraph 17.62 as
green roofs and SUDS for not improve water efficiency.
ACTION: Provide additional supporting text on standards
and practices for waste management.

The Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 requires energy
efficiency savings of 44% on Part L1A of the 2006 Building
Regulations. The Government’s Zero Carbon Buildings
Policy, which the NPPF expects local authorities to be
consistent with in setting planning policies, (NPPF para 95)
requires all new homes from 2016 to mitigate, through
various measures, all the carbon emissions produced onsite as a result of the regulated energy use i.e. it expects
zero carbon emissions.

Nicole Penfold
520

Gladman
Developments

Policy CC7 sets out the requirements in relation to sustainable buildings (new builds). Part 1a) of this
policy refers to how residential developments should seek to achieve water and energy efficiency
consistent with Code for Sustainable Homes level 4. Gladman suggest this element of the policy needs
re-wording to make clear that development proposals need to seek to achieve the prevailing building
regulations requirement in relation to the Code for Sustainable Homes, as this is intended to change over
the course of the Plan period. Code 4 places undue and excessive burdens on build costs which could
affect viability.
Part 2 of Policy CC7 refers to sustainable building materials (in terms of both the energy that has been
expended in their production, and the energy that is required to transport them to the location of the
development). Gladman query how this policy would be applied in practice, specifically how this would be
assessed in a consistent manner. This section of the policy requires further clarity.

Policy CC7 requires new development to achieve Code
Level 4, increasing in line with building regulations. This
means that in 2014 a developer will be required to achieve
44% energy efficiency savings, rising to 100% (zero carbon
in 2016). This appears to align with the Government’s zero
carbon policy and is therefore consistent with the NPPF.
Arguments about the viability of Code Level 4 appear to be
unfounded in the face of zero carbon requirements coming
into force within 2 years.
In terms of water efficiency, the South Essex Water cycle
Study sets out the evidence to support the requirement for
Code Level 4 efficiency levels. No evidence has been
provided to indicate that these requirements are unfounded
or unreasonable given the water supply issues in South
Essex and the East of England more widely.
ACTION: In order to provide clarity around material usage
and waste management additional supporting text should
be provided on standards and practices for sustainable
materials and waste management.
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Policy CC8: Sustainable Buildings (Existing Buildings)
It is agreed that historic buildings should receive special
consideration in terms of energy and water efficiency
improvements to ensure that any works do not harm the
historic significance of such buildings.

205

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

English Heritage promotes an approach that achieves greater energy efficiency within historic buildings
without harming their heritage significance. We have published guidance material online that may be of
use (see: www.english-heritage.org.uk/professional/advice/advice-by-topic/climate-change/ ). 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.

Policies HE2 and HE3 set out clear requirements in relation
to development than affects designated historic assets.
These policies would be applied for any application
affecting a designated historic asset, including energy and
water efficiency improvements. Therefore, specific
reference to the historic environment in policy CC8 is not
required. However, it is proposed that the following
amendments are made.
ACTION: Paragraph 17.65 should be amended to provide
reference to the need for special consideration for historic
buildings, and to English Heritages Guidance.
ACTION: An additional point should be added to policy
CC8 should be added which reads:
‘Regard should be had to the requirements of policies HE2
and HE3 when considering the installation of energy and
water efficiency measures in, on and nearby designated
historic buildings’.
ACTION: Having reviewed the policies in chapter 17, the
need to improve the resilience of existing buildings to
climate change has not been addressed in the draft New
Local Plan. It is therefore recommended that the following
text is inserted after paragraph 17.65:

Kevin Fraser
292

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC recommend adding the following bullet point
4. Applicants to take into consideration the risks from proposed extension or alteration from extreme
weather as experienced now to help communities to adapt over the long term.

17.66 Many of the measures that would make new
buildings more sustainable also apply to existing buildings.
Applications for extensions and alterations present the
opportunity to consider the installation of energy and water
efficiency measures. It will also be possible in most cases
to sustainably source materials for such works, and to
make the best use of construction waste through re-use
and recycling.
17.67 Additionally, extensions and alterations to existing
buildings also present the opportunity to improve the
resilience of existing buildings to extreme weather events
such as heavy rainfall and periods of hot or cold weather.
This can be achieved through measures such as raising
the finished floor levels, installing high level electrical
circuits and sockets, by being well insulated, and by
arranging windows to enable passive air circulation.
17.68 The need for passive air circulation is relevant to
habitable rooms. There are occasions where development
schemes rely on non-opening windows within habitable
rooms in order to meet residential amenity and privacy
standards. This may not always be an appropriate method
of making the development acceptable if it results in a
room that cannot reasonably be cooled in a sustainable
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manner through passive air circulation.
17.69 Rooms such as bathrooms and utility rooms do not
necessarily require passive air circulation, particularly as
they are subject to the requirement for electrical extraction
under the building regulations.
It is also proposed that the following is inserted as point 3
of policy CC8:
3. Extensions and alterations to existing buildings
should be constructed in a manner that reduces
the properties risk to extreme weather events. As a
minimum they should be resilient to surface water
flooding and provide the opportunity for passive air
circulation within habitable rooms.

Mark Shepherd
356

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Martin Barrell
417

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

A review of the BREEAM Domestic Refurbishment Scheme
has been undertaken. As with other BREEAM Schemes it
Comment: The policy takes a positive approach, recognising the importance of considering the
sets out a number of criteria that need to be met. Whilst it
sustainability when undertaking works to extend or alter existing buildings. To add further emphasis to the is agreed that this may be relevant to larger scale
Policy, the Council may wish to consider drawing reference to the BREEAM Domestic Refurbishment
alterations to existing buildings, the majority of alterations
scheme (e.g. a ‘Very Good' rating), and could require works to existing buildings to apply these standards to existing buildings in Castle Point are small scale
where viable/feasible.
extensions to existing homes. The requirement to comply
with the BREEAM Domestic Refurbishment Scheme in
such instances appears to be excessive.
We are fully supportive of the inclusion of paragraphs 17.49 – 17.65, which contain useful detail on
sustainable design and construction measures, and associated background documents, including the
South Essex Water Cycle Study. We particularly welcome the reference in paragraph 17.63 to the need
to design in such measures from the outset.

Seek a
technical
alteration

Paragraph 17.62 includes reference to green roofs and SuDS, and their role in water efficiency. While
reference to these measures is welcomed as required sustainability measures, which can have a
significant role in reducing flood risk, they do not offer significant water efficiency benefits.
We support the requirements of Policy CC7 and CC8, in particular those relating to water efficiency and
waste management. However, you may wish to provide further guidance or advice on how to achieve the
required standards, or specify what the requirements for waste management might mean in practice.

Support for the supporting text to policies CC7 and CC8
noted and welcomed.
ACTION: Delete second sentence of paragraph 17.62 as
green roofs and SUDS for not improve water efficiency.
ACTION: Provide additional supporting text on standards
and practices for waste management.

Chapter 18: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Policies NE2-NE4: Historic Natural Landscapes
207

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Support

English Heritage

Kevin Fraser
295

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

We note and welcome the integrated approach to identifying and conserving historic and natural
landscapes within the borough, and support the use of the Historic Environment Characterisation
document. We have not considered the individual historic natural landscapes in detail, but broadly
support the policies and supporting text which seek to conserve and enhance these areas.

Support for the integrated approach to historic and natural
landscapes in policies NE2, NE3 and NE4 noted and
welcomed.

Reference is made to the NIA in paragraph 18.8 and partly within Policy NE1, criterion 1. However, ECC
considers the NIA should have a specific policy in its own right given its national significance. A
suggested policy wording is outlined below:

ACTION: The Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area covers over 50% of the borough’s land
area. As such, Green Infrastructure in Castle Point forms
an integral part of the Nature Improvement Area, and the
The Greater Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area aims to increase the quantity; quality and extent work of the Nature Improvement Area Partnership is
integral to the delivery of Green Infrastructure
of target Priority habitats to benefit focal species, improve the local ecological network, and increase
improvements in Castle Point. To this end, it is proposed
community engagement with the local natural environment.
that paragraph 18.8 is moved above paragraph 18.7, and is
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Proposals that contribute to the aims, objectives and targets of the Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area [as set out in the NIA Planning Policy Advice Note attached] will in principle be
supported, subject to other policies in this plan. Development likely to have an adverse impact on the
aims and objectives of the NIA will not be permitted .

Recommended Response and Actions
amended to read as follows:
The Greater Thames Marshes Nature Improvement area,
which covers 50,000ha of land in South Essex, North Kent
and Greater London, includes around 50% of the southern
part of Castle Point including Canvey Island and Hadleigh
Marshes. It was established by Defray in 2011 with the aim
of creating ecological networks in strategic locations to
benefit wildlife and people. The overarching objectives for
the Nature Improvement Area are:
1 Set out all the evidence to date for existing biodiversity
value and the anticipated pressures for change in the NIA.
2 Deliver on the ground through new and extensive
projects for habitat creation, management and restoration.
This will include creating and enhancing habitats for the
scarce Thames Terrace Invertebrates and for breeding
waders.
3 Deliver on the ground by working in partnership and
adding value to existing initiatives. For example, working
with landowners to maximise the biodiversity of the farmed
landscape, piloting approaches to biodiversity off-setting
and working more creatively with commercial regeneration
partners.
4 Communication and access – through a variety of
activities and projects increase local community and
stakeholder understanding and participation in the NIA
5 Provide a long term legacy through ongoing funding bids,
investment in community involvement, stewardship and
fostering long term stakeholder engagement.
The initial targets of the Nature Improvement Area
Partnership to 2015 are to deliver 158ha of restored
grazing marsh; 16km of enhanced ditches with associated
flora and fauna; the creation of Thames Terrace
Invertebrate habitat; and an improved green infrastructure
network. Beyond 2015, the partnership aim to create a
minimum 500ha of new priority habitat for focal species.
The Nature Improvement Area Partnership has prepared a
Planning Guidance Note explaining how development
proposals can contribute towards these aims and
objectives.
It is also proposed that paragraph 18.7, which will now sit
as paragraph 18.8 has the following text added at the end:
The projects will contribute positively to the aims and
objectives of the Nature Improvement Area Partnership.
It is proposed that policy NE1 is amended to ensure that
the nature improvement area, and its objectives are
integral to the overall Green Infrastructure Strategy. It is
proposed that policy NE1 is amended to read as follows:
1. The Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area extends across the southern
part of Castle Point, as identified on the Proposals
Map. Within this area, the Council will work with
partners to deliver projects which contribute
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towards the aims, objectives and targets of the
Nature Improvement Area Partnership.
2. Elsewhere in Castle Point, the Council will work
with partners to deliver projects which extend the
network of Green Infrastructure and create new
habitats, providing links for wildlife and people to
the Nature Improvement Area.
3. Through its partnership working, and when
considering applications for development, the
Council will seek to secure Green Infrastructure
that offers multiple benefits to the environment and
to the communities in Castle Point. In particular the
Council will be seeking to secure:
a. The preservation and enhancement of
areas of nature conservation and
landscape value;
b. A net increase in biodiversity across
the borough’s area, with a focus on
priority habitats and priority species;
c. Management of, and a reduction in,
pollution to air, water and soil;
d. Opportunities for local food production;
e. Management of flood waters
consistent with policies CC6;
f. Recreational benefits for local people,
including access to the coast,
consistent with policy HC3; and
g. Opportunities for people to use active
travel modes to access education,
employment and services, consistent
with policies T1 and T3.
4. In securing Green infrastructure provision, the
Council will work with partners and the community,
including specific user groups, in order to minimise
conflict between human activities, including
recreational activities, and sensitive ecological and
heritage assets, and also between different types
of human activity. The Council will seek to ensure
that everyone can enjoy the borough’s Green
Infrastructure in a sustainable way.
ACTION: It is proposed that the supporting text to policies
NE3 and NE4 is amended to make it clear that these areas
are within the Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area. It is proposed that after paragraph
18.28, the following additional paragraph is added:
The Hadleigh Castle and Marshes Historic Natural
Landscape falls within the extent of the Greater Thames
Marshes Nature Improvement Area.
It is also proposed that after paragraph 18.31 the following
additional paragraph is added:
The Canvey Marshes Historic Natural Landscape falls
within the extent of the Greater Thames Marshes Nature
Improvement Area.
ACTION: The area designated as Green Lung to the north
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of the hazardous installations is within the Nature
Improvement Area. Given the issues associated with
development and access in this location, it is possible that
this area could contribute positively towards the creation of
sensitive habitats. It is therefore proposed that paragraph
18.34 is amended to read as follows:
The Green Lung acts as a landscape and ecological
corridor across the south of Canvey Island. It links the two
Local Wildlife Sites contained within the designation, and
has the potential to contribute further towards habitat
creation due to the limits to development and public access
in this area. Located within the Greater Thames Marshes
Nature Improvement Area this site has the potential to
contribute towards targets related to improved ecology on
farmland and also to the creation of lowland meadows.
Additionally, it is proposed that part 3 of policy NE5 is
amended to read as follows:
Proposals which enhance the existing Local Wildlife Sites
or support the creation of new habitats, having regard to
the targets for the Nature Improvement Area, will be
supported in principle, subject to compliance with other
relevant policies.
ACTION: The Planning Guidance published by the NIA
Partnership should be reflected in the supporting text to
policy NE8 as this includes practical examples of how a net
gain in biodiversity can be achieved.
It is proposed that a new paragraph is inserted after
paragraph 18.50 which reads as follows:
Additionally, The Greater Thames Marshes Planning Policy
Advice Note sets out a number of practical measures that
can be applied in order to achieve a net gain in biodiversity
on development sites.
It is proposed that a note is added after policy NE8 which
reads as follows:
Regard should be had to the Greater Thames Marshes
Planning Policy Advice Note which provides practical
guidance on the types of biodiversity enhancements that
may be suitable within the Greater Thames Marshes
Nature Improvement Area.

491

Mr Alex Cooper
RSPB

Seek a
technical
alteration

We support Policies NE1, NE5, NE6 and NE8. However, we believe NE8 could be strengthened by
including wording in the text relating to the "Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as
amended)".

Support

The reference to natural England's Green Infrastructure guidance, under paragraph 18.5 is welcomed.

David Hammond
470

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support for policies NE1, NE5, NE6 and NE8 noted.
ACTION: Include reference to the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2010 within policy NE8 and its
supporting text.
Support for reference to Natural England’s Green
Infrastructure guidance noted and welcomed.

Policy NE1: Green Infrastructure and the undeveloped Coast
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Essex Wildlife Trust feels that an alteration of the wording is required to reflect that, while the emphasis
on multi-functional GI is generally desirable, some elements of GI resource will be sensitive to too much
human activity and recreational disturbance. Recreational disturbance of vulnerable habitats can lead to a
loss of vegetation, disturbance of ground-nesting birds (affecting their breeding and survival), and
increased predation of birds and wild mammals by domestic cats.
Strategically planned GI is important for biodiversity and landscape conservation. Over the last hundred
years there has been an unprecedented change in the UK countryside, resulting in habitat loss and
dramatic adverse impacts on the populations of many species. In securing sustainable development, the
planning system aims to achieve a net gain for biodiversity through the protection, restoration, creation,
and recovery of habitats and species (as set out in paras 9 and 117 of the NPPF).

176

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Seek a
technical
alteration

A net gain for biodiversity means a sustained increase in abundance, quality and extent of all species and
habitats that support healthy ecosystems. Any development should seek to increase an area's
biodiversity assets and (in rural areas) countryside character, while guarding against the loss of
irreplaceable habitats. This involves safeguarding and enhancing biodiversity already present and/or
providing new areas of habitat and features for wildlife appropriate to the landscape and the ecology of
that neighbourhood, while providing as many other ecosystem functions as possible. This approach
would involve protecting irreplaceable habitat and existing sites of international, national or local
importance and landscape character and putting measures in place to optimise their condition and
connectivity.
Targets can be set to link fragmented habitats and landscape features to increase species viability, by
restoring degraded sites and habitats and by providing new spaces for recreation to reduce human
impact on sensitive sites. Mapping the existing resource will help to identify areas of fragmented habitat
where connections can be made. Through the provision of bigger, better and more joined-up sites and
green space, GI networks can support the dispersal and migration of individual species, either as part of
a regular movement pattern or through migrations in response to climate change.

ACTION: Part 3 of policy NE1 already clearly addresses
the need for conflict to the minimised between human
activity and the natural environment. The concern raised by
this consultee is therefore addressed within the policy.
Nonetheless, in order to improve clarity, and also to
address those issues raised by English Heritage it is
proposed that part 3 of policy NE1 is amended to read as
follows:
In securing Green infrastructure provision, the Council will
work with partners and the community, including specific
user groups, in order to minimise conflict between human
activities, including recreational activities, and sensitive
ecological and heritage assets, and also between different
types of human activity. The Council will seek to ensure
that everyone can enjoy the borough’s Green Infrastructure
in a sustainable way.

By providing additional ‘suitable accessible natural green space' (SANGS), local authorities can help to
divert visitors away from sites that are sensitive to recreational disturbance. Natural England has
produced useful guidance and a checklist for the creation of SANGS in the Thames Basin Heaths
Planning Zone, and many of the principles will apply to the creation of SANGS elsewhere (although they
may not be suitable for all locations and habitats).

206

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Kevin Fraser
293

Essex County
Council

Seek a
technical
alteration

ECC recommend adding the following text to bullet 2
Seek a
technical
alteration

Mr JAMES
TRIMMER
345

PORT OF
LONDON
AUTHORITY

ACTION: As policies NE2 to NE4 clearly demonstrate the
role of the historic environment within the landscape of
Castle Point, it is proposed that part 2a of policy NE1 is
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 amended to read as follows:
and listed buildings can all contribute to a multi-functional green infrastructure.
The preservation and enhancement of ecological and
heritage assets, and areas of nature conservation and
landscape and heritage value.

Object

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.

18.11 Where is the evidence base to suggest the assertion in the second sentence that the various uses
along the coastline ‘conflict with each other'? The PLA, as the Authority responsible for navigational
safety, is not aware of conflict between yachts and commercial vessels plying to the terminals on Canvey
Island as appears to be suggested within this paragraph, let alone these uses and houseboats.

As bullet a) seeks to preserve and enhance areas of nature
conservation, bullet b) seeks a net increase in biodiversity,
bullet c) seeks to manage and reduce pollution to air, soil
and water, and bullet e) seeks the management of flood
waters, the additional text proposed by ECC repeats that
which is already present and is therefore unnecessary.
ACTION: It is an undeniable fact that there is the potential
for conflict along the coast. Whilst there may be methods in
place to ensure that different types of uses do not cause an
obstruction or harm to one another, these methods alone
have the potential to restrict the freedoms of particular user
groups, and where these methods do not work there is the
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potential for safety concerns. As an example, an
inexperienced sailor may stray into a commercial shipping
area.
It is however noted that the wording of paragraph 18.11
could be improved so that it does not allude to conflicts that
do not exist e.g. the hazardous installations and
houseboats. It should be noted that motorised leisure boats
will cause disturbance to houseboat occupants.
It is proposed that paragraph 18.11 is amended to read as
follows.
There are a range of different users for these spaces;
equestrians, cyclists, pedestrians and dog walkers all use
the borough’s green spaces. Along the borough’s coastline
there are also houseboats, the port facilities at South
Canvey, beach users and also those who engage in
motorised and non-motorised water sports. Where one or
more of these uses are within proximity of each other there
is the potential for conflicts to occur. The work undertaken
for the Olympic Legacy at Hadleigh Farm and Country Park
is an example of where a strategy has been developed to
reduce conflict between different users. In some cases a
more restrictive approach to conflict management will be
required to ensure public safety.

Martin Barrell
418

Environment
Agency

Support

We support the references within this section to the use of multi-functional green infrastructure to provide
a range of benefits, including an improvement in water quality. This is a continuation of a welcome theme
running through the draft New Local Plan. We consequently support the proposed policy wording.

Support for reference to multi-functional green
infrastructure in policy NE1 noted and welcomed

Support

This policy is broadly supported.

Support for policy NE1 noted and welcomed.

David Hammond
471

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Policy NE2: The Daws Heath Historic Natural Landscape
ACTION: Revise Policy NE2 part 3 to read as follows:

179

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Seek a
technical
alteration

Alteration to para. 3b: in order to comply with best practice guidelines, any replacement wildlife habitat
must be ecologically functional prior to the commencement of development.
GI should, wherever possible, comprise native planting and be designed to enhance wildlife
corridors/improve connectivity between existing habitats.

4. 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 be permitted where it can be demonstrated that:
a. Harm to ecological assets will be avoided in
accordance with policy NE8;
b. Harm to historic assets will be avoided in
accordance with policies HE4 and HE5;
c. Harm to the visual quality of the landscape will
be minimised due to the scale, location and/or
design of development;
d. Any residual harm to the quality of the landscape
will be mitigated through the provision of
landscaping, which should comprise native
species and must be sufficiently mature to
integrate effectively into the environment and
provide effective mitigation within 2 years of the
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development occurring. Where possible
landscaping should provide wildlife corridors and
greenways.
e. All other relevant policies within this plan are
complied with.

Kevin Fraser
264

Essex County
Council

Object

Essex County
Council

ACTION: The proposed text repeats elements of policies
HE4 and HE5. Therefore it is proposed that policy NE2 part
3c is amended to require conformity with policies HE4 and
HE5. It is proposed that part 3c should read as follows:

A precautionary approach to the identification and
`Where development is proposed a search of the Historic Environment Record will be undertaken to
support a heritage statement followed by appropriate archaeological evaluation to identify the significance protection of archaeological asset has been taken in
of surviving archaeological deposits, and their setting, and thus allow a mitigation strategy to be defined.’ accordance with policies HE4 and HE5;

Kevin Fraser
269

ECC considers that bullet 3 section c is not an appropriate reflection of the guidance contained in NPPF,
paragraphs 128/129 with regards the sensitivity of historic heritage assets. It is acknowledged in
paragraph 18.21 that there is evidence indicating roman settlement with numerous earthworks, which
needs to be considered prior to any development. ECC recommends the following alternative wording:

Support

Paragraph 18.16 - reference to the Essex Thames Gateway Historic Environment Characterisation
document is welcomed.

Support for reference to the Essex Thames Gateway
Historic Environment Characterisation noted and
welcomed.

Policy NE3: Hadleigh Castle and Marshes Historic Natural Landscape

180

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Seek a
technical
alteration

Alteration to para. 2:
Development proposals will be supported within this area, subject to compliance with all other relevant
policies in this plan, where they do not harm the open and undeveloped character of the landscape or its
ecological assets and they deliver at least one of the following benefits:

Paragraph 18.25 refers to the existence of significant archaeological deposits.
Kevin Fraser
265

Essex County
Council

Object

ECC considers that the policy does not provide an appropriate reflection of the guidance contained in
NPPF, paragraphs 128/129 with regards the sensitivity of historic heritage assets. ECC recommends the
following alternative wording:

ACTION: Amend text as suggested to ensure
completeness.

ACTION: It is agreed that development proposals within
the Hadleigh Castle and Marshes Historic Natural
Landscape would present the opportunity for new
archaeological investigation to occur. However, the
wording proposed by Essex County Council repeats
elements of the policies in chapter 19, and is overly
technical.
It is therefore proposed that part 2 of policy NE3 is
amended to read as follows:

`Where development is proposed a search of the Historic Environment Record will be undertaken to
Development proposals will be supported within this area
support a heritage statement followed by appropriate archaeological evaluation to identify the significance
subject to compliance with all other relevant policies in this
of surviving archaeological deposits, and their setting, and thus allow a mitigation strategy to be defined.’
plan, where they do not harm the open and undeveloped
character of the landscape, or its ecological or historic
assets, including archaeology, and they deliver at least one
of the following benefits...

Policy NE4: Canvey Marshes Historic Natural Landscape

181

266

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Kevin Fraser
Essex County

Seek a
technical
alteration

Object

Alteration of para. 2:
Development proposals will be supported within this area, subject to compliance with all other relevant
policies in this plan, where they do not harm the open and undeveloped character of the landscape or its
ecological assets and they deliver at least one of the following benefits:

ACTION: Amend text as suggested to ensure
completeness.

Paragraph 18.29 refers to the existence of significant archaeological deposits.

ACTION: It is agreed that development proposals within
the Canvey Marshes Historic Natural Landscape would
present the opportunity for new archaeological
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ECC considers that the policy does not provide an appropriate reflection of the guidance contained in
NPPF, paragraphs 128/129 with regards the sensitivity of historic heritage assets. ECC recommends the
following alternative wording:

Recommended Response and Actions
investigation to occur. However, the wording proposed by
Essex County Council repeats elements of the policies in
chapter 19, and is overly technical.

It is therefore proposed that part 2 of policy NE4 is
`Where development is proposed a search of the Historic Environment Record will be undertaken to
amended to read as follows:
support a heritage statement followed by appropriate archaeological evaluation to identify the significance
of surviving archaeological deposits, and their setting, and thus allow a mitigation strategy to be defined.' Development proposals will be supported within this area
subject to compliance with all other relevant policies in this
plan, where they do not harm the open and undeveloped
character of the landscape, or its ecological or historic
assets, including archaeology, and they deliver at least one
of the following benefits...
Policy NE5: The Green Lung
OSL considers the Green Lung designation covering land north of its facility to be unsound. The 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. Criterion 3 refers to
enhancing local wildlife sites, landscape character and the strengthening of the strategic ecological
corridor. The objectives covered by these criteria are, however, already sufficiently covered by other
policies of the plan (i.e. NE6, NE8 and NE9).
324

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

The only matter that is 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, as the matters it seeks to protect are already
satisfactorily dealt with by other aspects of the plan.
The Green Lung designation cannot be said to be a ‘Local Green Space' as is referred to in the NPPF
(paragraph 76) because the land covered does not meet the criteria for such space within the NPPF. The
purpose of the Green Lung designation (which OSL note covers only the land to the north of the port
facilities at South Canvey) over and above what is already covered elsewhere in the plan is therefore not
clear.

Policy NE5 is an allocation policy, setting out what is, and
is not appropriate within the area identified as the Green
Lung. It is an area designated for its landscape and
ecological value. Given that other forms of development
are unlikely to be acceptable within this area due to the
proximity to the hazardous installations, there is an
opportunity for this land to make a further positive
contribution towards ecology and the habitat creation
ambitions of the Nature Improvement area.
The Green Lung is not considered to be an accessible
green space. There is no reference to accessibility for
people within the policy.

David Hammond
472

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

This policy is broadly supported.

Support for policy NE5 noted and welcomed.

Object

Potential development sites were assessed at a high level
for potential ecological impacts within the Local Wildlife
Site Review 2012. This site was identified as a Potential
LoWS (PLoWS9) because of its agriculturally unimproved
character, good plant species diversity and the presence of
Glyders should be added to the list of local wildlife sites and not developed as housing due to its proximity some interesting invertebrate species.
to Benfleet Downs.
However, whilst the grassland community present in this
meadow is of conservation significance, its current
condition prevents its selection as a LoWS. Therefore, it
cannot at this time be included within the New Local Plan
as a Local Wildlife Site.

Policy NE6: Local Wildlife Sites

134

Juliette Arnold
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Comments
Coombe Wood (Local Wildlife Site CP10) also has a designation as a Village Green. There are two
registrations with Essex County Council, 245 and 255. These designations confer additional protection
against development on the site as it gives access and use for lawful sports and pastimes for the
residents of the neighbourhood. It also prevents any development which would interfere with these rights.
This designation should be explicitly included in the Plan for any reference to Coombe Wood. It should
also be reflected in the Proposals Map.

Recommended Response and Actions

ACTION: Amend proposals map to reflect Village Green
boundary.
Note: boundary shown in draft based on 1st designation
only, not both.

Essex Wildlife Trust objects to the wording of this policy, which effectively promotes and encourages
development of Local Wildlife Sites. This does not accurately reflect or comply with the guidelines set out
in the NPPF. Development which causes harm to Local Wildlife Sites should not be permitted.
Local Wildlife Sites (LoWS) are recognised as having nationally and regionally important habitats and
species. There are over 1600 Local Wildlife Sites in Essex; together with statutory protected areas like
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), they are fundamental in maintaining the current levels, and
ensuring the long-term survival, of wildlife in Essex.
In addition, Local Wildlife Sites make a vital contribution towards delivering both the UK and Local
Biodiversity Action Plan targets and maintaining local natural character and distinctiveness. They provide
important and widely distributed wildlife refuges for most of our fauna and flora and, through their
connecting, stepping stone and buffering qualities, support other site networks. Besides being of intrinsic
interest themselves and directly supporting wildlife within their boundaries, they also have an important
role in supporting populations of species within the wider landscape. Many species do not depend on any
single site or piece of habitat but instead require a habitat resource which is comprised of numerous
patches which, though dispersed, are accessible and are potentially parts of a functional network.
Individual sites need to be considered in terms of the contribution they make to such networks; not simply
the quantity of habitat they provide, but its geographical position.
In Chapter 11 of the NPPF, which details the principles for conserving and enhancing the natural
environment, Section 109 includes the following:

177

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Object

"The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: protecting
and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils; · recognising the wider
benefits of ecosystem services; · minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in
biodiversity where possible, contributing to the Government's commitment to halt the overall decline in
biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and
future pressures"
Section 114 continues:
"Local planning authorities should...set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans, planning positively
for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity..."
and Section 117 states: "To minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity, planning policies should: ·
plan for biodiversity at a landscape-scale across local authority boundaries; · promote the preservation,
restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of
priority species populations, linked to national and local targets, and identify suitable indicators for
monitoring biodiversity in the plan..."

ACTION: As policy NE8 deals with matters related to
development affecting ecologically sensitive and
designated sites, it is possible to make policy NE6 more
positively focused on conservation and enhancement,
addressing the concerns expressed in this representation.
It is proposed that policy NE6 is amended to read as
follows:
1. The extents of Local Wildlife Sites and potential
Local Wildlife Sites in Castle Point are identified
on the Proposals Map. A schedule of these sites is
contained within Appendix 5.
2. The Council seeks the conservation and
enhancement of Local Wildlife Sites and will
support proposals which ensure the active
management and improvement of biodiversity
interest at these sites.
3. The Council will encourage proposals which see
potential Local Wildlife Sites actively managed
and improved 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 be considered against the
requirements of parts 3 and 4 of policy NE8.

Government policy clearly recognises the importance of protecting and enhancing areas designated for
their special landscape and/or biodiversity importance - including National Parks, Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas, Ramsar Sites, Sites of Special
Scientific Interest, Ancient Semi-Natural/Natural Woodland, Local Nature Reserves, Local Wildlife Sites
and Local Green Spaces.
Priority should be given to the protection, enhancement and management of these areas, ensuring their
integrity and increasing their ecological resilience in order to enhance landscape character, protect and
increase biodiversity, and establish a coherent ecological network resilient to current and future
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pressures. Protection of existing high quality habitat such as unimproved grassland and irreplaceable
habitats such as ancient woodlands should be prioritised over creating new habitats.
In very exceptional circumstances, where no alternative location with less harmful impacts is available
and there is a proven essential requirement for the development, developers must be required to provide
‘like for like' replacement, relocation and/or compensation towards the loss of habitats and be able to
demonstrate that such measures are at least of an equal value to the loss on a site by site basis. Any
compensatory habitat created should be ecologically functional in advance of the loss. Where this cannot
be achieved development proposals should be refused.
Kevin Fraser
294

Support

Essex County
Council

The inclusion of a dedicated policy to Local Wildlife Sites is positively supported, and is considered
consistent with NPPF (paragraph 113).

Support for policy NE6 is noted and welcomed.

ACTION: Amend paragraph 18.38 for accuracy to refer to:
Kevin Fraser
302

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

Paragraph 18.38 - reference to the UK and Essex Biodiversity Plan should be replaced with ‘Priority
Habitats and Species’. The ‘UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework’ has now replaced the UK Biodiversity
Action Plan (UKBAP); and UKBAP species and habitats should now be referred to as ‘Species of
Principal Importance’ and ‘Habitats of Principal Importance’ under section 41 of the Natural Environment
and Rural Communities Act 2006. The NPPF refers to the simplified term: 'Priority Species or Habitats'.

‘Priority habitats and species’ rather than BAP habitats and
species.
‘The UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework’ rather than the
UK Biodiversity Action Plan
‘Special of Principal Importance and Habitats of Principal
Importance’ rather than UK BAP.
Support for the protection of nature conservation assets
noted and welcomed.

325

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Object

Whilst OSL supports the protection of nature conservation assets, it is surprised and disappointed that as
the lessee of the site it had not previously been made aware of the selection of the CPT38 Brick House
Farm Marsh Local Wildlife Site in the Castle Point Borough Local Wildlife Site Review (2012).

I would like to object to the designation of CPT9 Kent’s Hill Wood as a local wildlife site both in the local
plan and in the current CPBC listing of LoWSs.

CPT9 Kent’s Hill Wood HC2 Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland on Non-ancient Sites Lowland
Mixed Deciduous Woodland

336

Gail Boland

Object

It should be noted that Site surveys were undertaken in
2012 under Section 13 of the Planning & Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 which allows the planning authority,
and those acting under its authority to make enquiries and
carry out site observations in order to allow it to discharge
its duty under the Act to survey its area and review any
changes which may have or are likely to occur.
Local Wildlife Site CPT9 Kent’s Hill Wood was identified in
the 1998 Adopted Local Plan as a Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation (SINC). SINCs are now known as
Local Wildlife Sites and therefore there is no proposed
change in the status of this designation since 1998.

The 2012 Local Wildlife Site Review identifies a range of
native tree species on the site including Pedunculate Oak
My reasons are:
(Quercus robur), Ash (Fraxinus excelsior), Wild Cherry
1. There was no attempt whatsoever to consult the owners at the time the site was classified as a
(Prunus avium) and Hornbeam (Carpinus betulus) with
LoWS and no access to the site was given.
Field Maple (Acer
campestre), Hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), Holly (Ilex
2. The site does not contain significant examples of the species stated in the classification
aquifolium) and coppiced Hornbeam in the understorey. As
justification (HC2) and now fails to meet the selection criteria since it has continued to ‘decline’, is
a consequence it meets the selection criteria for HC2
being used by the owner for garden purposes and is too small for such a designation.
Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland on Non-ancient Sites,
and is therefore proposed for inclusion within the New
3. The ‘decline of species’ observed and noted at the time of classification, has accelerated due to
Local Plan as a Local Wildlife Site.
storms, this winter’s continuous rain, falling trees and site usage.
4. There is no significant difference between this site and adjoining and nearby sites that are not
designated LoWSs by CPBC or its draft local plan.

Please keep me informed of your intended action regarding investigating/changing the designation of this
site.

Site surveys were undertaken in 2012 under Section 13 of
the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which
allows the planning authority, and those acting under its
authority to make enquiries and carry out site observations
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I would be pleased to meet at the site, EECOS, of the Essex Wildlife Trust, which made the designation,
in order to review the designation as a LWS and to provide evidence to support my reasons for objection.

in order to allow it to discharge its duty under the Act to
survey its area and review any changes which may have or
are likely to occur.
No evidence has been provided to indicate that the
conditions noted in 2012 have significantly altered.
Therefore, the evidence available indicates that this site
should be designated as a Local Wildlife Site in the New
Local Plan, and managed to ensure the quality of the
priority habitat and species.

David Hammond
473

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

This policy is broadly supported.

Support for policy NE6 is noted and welcomed.

Policy NE7: Ensuring Capacity at the Southend Water Recycling Centre
We welcome the references within this section to the sensitivity of the receiving waters, which act as a
driver for ensuring that development does not result in further adverse impacts.
Martin Barrell
419

Environment
Agency

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: As all Water Recycling Works serving Castle
Point discharge into the Thames Estuary or tributaries
thereof, the widening of this policy to include all
We acknowledge the statement from AWS regarding the capacity of the Southend Water Recycling
development areas within Castle Point can be justified on
Centre to accommodate further development, providing SuDS are used to ensure that surface water
flows do not enter the foul or combined sewer system. We note the corresponding policy requirement, but the basis of water quality objectives. It is therefore
recommended that the policy and its supporting text are
we would suggest that in general this requirement should apply to all new developments across the
broadened
to apply across the borough.
borough.

Policy NE8: Determining Applications affecting Ecologically Sensitive and Designated Sites
Potential development sites were assessed at a high level
for potential ecological impacts within the Local Wildlife
Site Review 2012. This site was identified as a Potential
LoWS (PLoWS9) because of its agriculturally unimproved
character, good plant species diversity and the presence of
some interesting invertebrate species.
135

Juliette Arnold

Object

Have you undertaken a study to make sure the Glyders site does not contain any protected species? This
The potential impact of development on the ecology of this
development will clearly harm biodiversity.
site, and on all other sites proposed within the draft New
Local Plan was considered as part of the Sites SA/SEA.
This considers the balance of different impacts of
development on the environment, society and the
economy. This site was deemed to be an acceptable
location for development if suitable mitigation was
delivered. The mitigation required is set out in policy H15.
The wording of this policy is unacceptable and does not comply with NPPF guidelines on the protection of
wildlife habitats and biodiversity. The first step in the mitigation hierarchy requires that alternative
locations for development should be sought; this is what is meant by avoidance, a point which is not
stated in this policy.

178

Dr Annie Gordon
Essex Wildlife Trust

Object

Section 110 of the NPPF states that:
"In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise pollution and other
adverse effects on the local and natural environment. Plans should allocate land with the least
environmental or amenity value , where consistent with other policies in this Framework."
Section 118 states that:

Paragraph 113 of the NPPF states that Local planning
authorities should set criteria based policies against which
proposals for any development on or affecting protected
wildlife or geo-diversity sites or landscape areas will be
judged. Distinctions should be made between the hierarchy
of international, national and locally designated sites, so
that protection is commensurate with their status and gives
weight appropriate weight to their importance and the
contribution that they make to wider ecological networks. It
is not therefore consistent with the NPPF to afford Local
Wildlife Sites the same level of protection as those sites
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"When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance
biodiversity by applying the following principles:
· if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an
alternative site with less harmful impacts ), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated
for, then planning permission should be refused;

Recommended Response and Actions
designated at an international or national level.
ACTION: In relation to other designated sites and protected
species, it is considered that paragraph 118 bullet 1
applies. This states:

If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be
avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less
harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or as a last resort,
compensated for, then planning permission should be
It is quite clear from NPPF guidelines that planning permission should be refused for developments which
refused.
will cause adverse impacts to any designated sites (including Local Wildlife Sites), where there has been
no attempt to locate the development on an alternative site with less harmful impacts. Proposals resulting Having reviewed policy NE8, it is considered that an
in any adverse impacts to biodiversity within designated sites should not be permitted and alternative
amendment to part 3 if required to ensure consistency with
locations with less harmful impacts should be sought.
paragraph 118 bullet 1 of the NPPF. The amendment
should require consideration of alternative sites at the
In exceptional circumstances where the loss of designated sites is demonstrated to be unavoidable,
outset. An additional bullet point should be inserted as
developers should be required to provide ‘like for like' replacement, relocation and/or compensation
requirement a) with the current requirement a) amended
towards the loss of habitats and be able to demonstrate that such measures are at least of an equal value
accordingly to make sense. It is proposed that the new
to the loss on a site by site basis. Any compensatory habitat created should be ecologically functional in
requirements a) and b) of Part 3 should be amended to
advance of the loss. Where this cannot be achieved development proposals should be refused.
read as follows:
It is important to note that any adverse impact to designated sites should only occur as a last resort, and
a. Firstly, the developer must demonstrate that harm
should be fully compensated by replacement with a feature of comparable or higher ecological value.
from development cannot be avoided through the
Guidance is required on when off-site mitigation/off-setting is appropriate. Where, very exceptionally, a
location of development on an alternative site with
species population needs to be moved to make way for development, work should be undertaken to an
less harmful impacts;
appropriate professional standard with the aim of improving the local status and security of that
b. Where an alternative site is not available, the
population. All off-site work necessary to ensure the survival of the translocated species or habitat should
development proposal should seek to avoid
be undertaken prior to the start of the development.
adverse harm to biodiversity by virtue of the design
and layout of the development. The Council should
The onus should be on the developer to provide evidence that any proposed off-site mitigation through
be satisfied that all reasonable opportunities to
translocation has a proven record of success in comparable situations, and there should be a fund
avoid harm to biodiversity have been taken;
allocation to ensure that the translocation sites are properly managed.
· planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats."

The policy statements (paragraph 3c/d) regarding the delivery of management plans for relocation and
compensation sites over a period of " at least 20 years" are unacceptable and do not demonstrate a
positive commitment to the protection of the borough's biodiversity. Management plans for mitigation,
relocation and compensation sites should ideally be delivered in perpetuity, and certainly over a period of
no less than 50 years, if any meaningful protection and enhancement of biodiversity is to be achieved.
Criteria 2 - the wording of this criteria is considered to offer weaker protection to SSSI's, Ancient
Woodland, Ramsars, SPAs and SACs than that recommended in the NPPF, paragraphs 118 and 119,
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.

Kevin Fraser
274

Essex County
Council

Object

The policy wording appears to afford weaker protection to the above sites than is recommended in the
NPPF (118, 119). The NPPF implies a starting point of development should not normally be permitted
where there is an adverse impact. However, the wording in Policy NE8 appears weaker in that adverse
impacts to biodiversity should be `controlled' as a starting point. Where this cannot be undertaken
development should be refused.
Criteria 3 - should be amended to read:

ACTION: To ensure consistency with the NPPF criteria 2
should be amended to read:
‘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 or Ancient Woodland will
not normally be permitted.’
ACTION: For accuracy purposes revise criteria 3 to read as
recommended by ECC.

`Proposals which may result in adverse harm to other sites with biodiversity interest, including those sites
with protected species, Priority Species and/or Priority Habitats.....'

‘Proposals which may result in adverse harm to other sites
with biodiversity interest, including those sites with
protected species, priority species and/or priority habitats...’

Criteria 3c - amend reference to BAP species to `Priority Species'.

ACTION: Amend criteria 4 to refer to ‘Chartered Institute of
Ecology and Environment Management (CIEEM)’

Criteria 4 - amend to `Chartered Institute of |Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM)
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303

Essex County
Council
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Seek a
technical
alteration

Martin Barrell
420

Environment
Agency

Support

Comments
Paragraph 18.48 - this should refer to paragraph 113 of the NPPF, and not 117.

Recommended Response and Actions
ACTION: Amend reference to paragraph 117 of the NPPF
in paragraph 18.48 to read paragraph 113 of the NPPF.

Paragraph 18.49 - refers to NPPF, paragraph 118 implying that ancient woodlands should be afforded the ACTION: For accuracy, delete from paragraph 18.49
same protection as SPAs. This is not stated in paragraph 118.
‘...these should be afforded the same protection as SPAs’.
We broadly support the inclusion of this policy, which considers both designated and non-designated
sites.

Support for policy NE8 noted and welcomed.

Natural England welcomes and supports this Policy.
David Hammond
474

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Seek a
technical
alteration

Applications adjacent to and or with the potential to affect Natura 2000 sites are expected to be submitted
ACTION: Amend this policy and its supporting text to
to Natural England for consultation.
ensure that the requirement for habitat regulation
Reference to the Habitats Regulation Assessment – “The Conservation of Habitats and Species
assessment, in certain cases, will be necessary in order to
Regulation 2010” is recommended to be included here.
conform to the law.
Applicants and or developer need to be aware of the legislation and potential for impact, together with
their requirement to screen and or assess for any likely significant effect.

Policy NE9: Protecting and Enhancing the Landscape and Landscape Features
1. The Council will consider the impact of development, and the degree of integration the
development achieves, with regard to the following natural and semi-natural features:
1. Established field boundaries, hedgerows and tree lines;
2. Established trees with a high visual amenity value;
3. Established areas of woodland; and
4. Topographical features including ridge lines, watercourses, ditch systems and bunds.
136

Juliette Arnold

Object

2. The Council will consider the impact of the development, and the degree of integration the
development achieves, with regard to the following characteristics of the landscape in which the
development is located:
1. The degree of openness;
2. The degree of tranquillity;
3. The scale and nature of existing development; and

The impact of all proposed development sites on the
landscape has been considered at a strategic level within
the Green Belt Landscape Assessment and in the
Sustainability Appraisal of Sites.
Furthermore, the planning applications for any sites
progressed will be required to meet the specific
requirements of their relevant ‘H’ policy and the
requirements of policy NE9 also.
There is no evidence to suggest that the requirements of
these policies cannot be met by those sites identified in the
draft New Local Plan, although it is recognised that some
sites will need to provide more landscaping to manage their
impacts than others.

4. The amount and density of existing vegetative screening.
Glyders development will be at the bottom of Essex Way and will contradict all of the above.
The policy sets out the basis by which the Council will consider the impact on the landscape; by listing a
number of areas that may be considered. This policy requires further clarity as in its current form it is
unclear how this policy will be applied in a consistent manner.
Nicole Penfold
521

Gladman
Developments

Object

Gladman refer the Council to paragraph 113 of Framework which states that "Local planning authorities
should set criteria based policies against which proposals for any development on or affecting protected
wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas will be judged. 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 and the contribution that they make to wider
ecological networks."
Gladman do not consider that Policy NE9 reflects the requirements of the Framework and therefore
should be revised through the next iteration of the Local Plan.

ACTION: In order to ensure that policy NE9 is clear and
effectively protects the landscape from inappropriate
development, it is proposed that it is reworded as follows:
1. All development proposals must contribute positively
towards creating a visually attractive green
environment.
2. Development proposals must seek to protect and
integrate key natural and semi-natural features
including:
a. Established field boundaries, hedgerows and
tree lines;
b. Established trees with a high visual amenity
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value;
c. Established areas of woodland; and
d. Topographical features including ridge lines,
watercourses, ditch systems and bunds.
3. Development proposals must be designed to have
regard to the character of the landscape, and seek to
avoid harm to the landscape as a result of adverse
impacts on:
a. The degree of openness;
b. The degree of tranquillity;
c. The scale and nature of existing development; or
d. The amount and density of existing vegetative
screening.
4. The Council will have regard to the specific
requirements of the relevant policy NE2 – NE4 when
the development proposal is located within a
designated Historic Natural Landscape.

David Hammond
475

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

This Policy is broadly supported.

Support for policy NE9 noted and welcomed.

Pollution Control and Residential Amenity

This objection is related to a particular development
proposal and not the policy to which this representation has
been made against.

Policy NE10: Pollution Control and Residential Amenity

1. All development proposals must be designed to manage and reduce pollution through energy
and water efficient design, the installation of Sustainable Drainage Systems, and the delivery or
enhancement of Green Infrastructure, consistent with other relevant policies in this plan.

137

Juliette Arnold

Object

2. All development proposals must be designed in such a manner as to not have a significant
adverse effect upon the environment, the health of residents or residential amenity by reason of
pollution to land, air or water, or as a result of any form of disturbance including, but not limited to
noise, light, heat, dust, vibrations and littering.
3. Where necessary, the Council will seek to manage and mitigate the effects of pollution and/or
disturbance arising from development, (including during site clearance and construction) by
means of appropriate planning conditions. Exceptionally, a Section 106 Agreement may be used
to secure measures to control pollution and/or disturbance, where the criteria in the CIL
Regulations are met.
All of this will apply to all phases of the Glyders development. Particularly point 2 once the development
has been completed on the existing residents with the increase of approximately 70-100 cars on a very
short narrow piece of road.

Martin Barrell
421

Environment
Agency

This policy is a development control policy and is applied
upon the receipt of a valid planning application. Until such
time as an application is received for policy H15 it is not
possible to conclude that the development can, or cannot
meet its requirements.
The Sustainability Appraisal indicates that policy H15 is an
appropriate location for development subject to the
requirements of that policy being delivered.
The level of traffic anticipated by this representation has no
basis in evidence. TRICs Trip Generation Rates identified
for Castle Point in the Transport Modelling Report indicate
that this site will generate 18 car movements in each of the
am and pm peaks. This is unlikely to be significant given
that there are already a significantly larger number of
households living in the area surrounding this site.

Seek a
technical
alteration

We support the inclusion of this comprehensive policy and the supporting text which includes reference to
the Water Framework Directive. We welcome the reference to the use of SuDS, although we would
highlight that the type or use of such systems must be considered carefully on sites proposed for
potentially polluting uses. It must be ensured that appropriate measures are in place to protect any
receiving water body.

ACTION: Amend paragraph 18.67 in the supporting text to
policy NE10 to highlight the need for the use of SUDS
should be carefully considered in the context of nonresidential uses.

Object

Can you be sure that there is no contamination on this site or any unexploded munitions? [the Glyders]

Castle Point Borough Council’s Environmental Health
Service has indicated that there are no known

Policy NE11: Development on Contaminated Land
138

Juliette Arnold

Page 299 of 312

Comment
No.

Consultee

Agent

Nature of
Comment

Comments

Recommended Response and Actions
contamination risks in relation to this site H15.

153

Mrs Karen
Robinson

Object

Martin Barrell
422

Seek a
technical
alteration

Environment
Agency

Apparently there is a gas main pipe running the full length of the east boundary of this site? Can you
please confirm our safety, especially as the 'mitigation' requires mature planting on that very boundary.
This policy indicates that any proposed development of land classified as contaminated or potentially
contaminated, or suspected as being contaminated, will be subject to suitable investigation, assessment
and remediation as may be necessary, such that following remediation the site will not pose a threat to
public health or that of the environment, nor pose a threat of pollution to controlled waters including
ground water.
This is appropriate for ensuring the land contamination issues associated with the development of such
sites are suitably addressed for the protection of controlled waters. As such, we support the inclusion of
this policy, but would suggest that reference could be made to the Environment Agency document:
Groundwater protection: Principles and practice (GP3: August 2013). This contains position statements
concerning the issues of land contamination and pollution prevention. It is available via the following link:

There is a gas main towards the eastern boundary of this
site. This will need to be avoided in the development of this
site.

ACTION: Include within the supporting text to policy NE11
reference to the Environment Agency Document:
Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/library/publications/144346.aspx
Policy NE12: Developments near Hazardous Uses

326

Oikos Storage
Limited

Suzie Opacic
Adams Hendry
Consulting Ltd

Support

OSL supports Policy NE12 and the requirement that development proposals will be assessed in
accordance with HSE Guidance as appropriate.

Support for policy NE12 noted and welcomed.

Policy HE1: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
Overall ECC considers the built heritage has been appropriately included within the Local Plan. ECC is
pleased to see that Castle Point has used the Historic Environment Characterisation document to identify
important areas in their District.
However, there is considerable concern regarding the treatment of below ground archaeological deposits
and the impact of development on the historic environment. The following detailed comments indicate
where the plan is deficient relating to the Historic Environment. It is considered that the Chapter fails to
give an accurate assessment of the overall historic environment of the Borough and provides a
misleading representation of non-designated assets.

Kevin Fraser
262

Essex County
Council

Object

The Local Plan identifies a number of new housing sites (H4 – H15) for development over the plan
period. ECC (Place Services) has already provided an archaeological recommendation with regards
some allocations which have been subject to planning applications. Other new sites have the potential to
impact upon known archaeological sites or Scheduled Monuments. Reference is made within Policy H18,
bullet f with regards the need to undertake a detailed historic environment assessment which is
welcomed, but should be broadened to be included in Policy H7, H9, H10, H14, and especially H16.

ACTION: A review of the historic environment record has
been identified for those sites listed in this representation
(H7, H9, H10, H14, and H16). It shows some
archaeological finds within the vicinity of these sites. As a
consequence archaeological investigation at these sites is
justified. It is therefore recommended that the following
wording is inserted within policies H7, H9, H10, H14 and
H16.
Detailed historic environment assessment has been
undertaken and reflected in the proposals set out in the
master plan in order to ensure appropriate conservation,
management and recording of heritage assets.

Recommended wording for the policies above is as below:
`Historic Environment assessment will need to be undertaken and reflected in the proposals set out in the
master plan in order to ensure appropriate conservation, management and recording of such assets’

208

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

We broadly welcome this strategic policy on the historic environment, but consider it needs some
clarification in terms of the list of elements in 1(a) to 1(d). The current list does not explicitly refer to listed
buildings or conservation areas, and it is not clear why buildings in 1(a) have to be of significant
architectural merit to be an important element, but only of historic merit to be important. The list would be
better worded as follows:

ACTION: To ensure that all appropriate aspects of the
historic environment are captured within policy HE1, it is
recommended that the list included under part 1 of the
policy is amended to read as follows:
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(a) scheduled monuments and other archaeological sites
(b) listed buildings and other buildings of historic and architectural merit
(c) conservation areas
(d) historic parks and gardens
(e) locally significant features in the landscape and townscape
(f) names of places and streets

Recommended Response and Actions
a) Scheduled monuments and other archaeological
sites;
b) Listed buildings and other buildings of historic and
architectural merit;
c) Conservation areas;
d) Locally significant features in the landscape and
townscape; and
e) The names of places and streets.
The recommendation of English Heritage to include historic
parks and gardens in the list has not been followed as
there are no such features within Castle Point. The New
Local Plan should be locally distinctive and should not refer
to features which are not present within the locality.
Reference to Conservation Areas is included within the
changes recommended against representation 208.

Mark Shepherd
363

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

•
Seek a
technical
alteration

•

ACTION: In order to ensure that development proposals
act to enhance the setting of heritage assets, it is
recommended that part 2 of policy HE1 is amended to read
Comment: Policy HE1 (2) consideration could be given to including reference to the need for new as follows:
development to give due consideration to conserving and enhancing the setting of a heritage
Proposals should seek to enhance the setting of heritage
asset.
assets, and draw on the contribution such assets make to
the quality of the environment in order to deliver high
quality sustainable development.
Comment: Policy HE1 (1) could include reference to Conservation Areas (and listed and locally
listed buildings as appropriate).

Policy HE2: Designated Historic Assets - General

209

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

ACTION: To improve the consistency of policy HE2 with
We broadly welcome this development management policy, although “historic assets” should be replaced the NPPF it is recommended that the first sentence of
with “heritage assets” to reflect NPPF terminology. Furthermore, while protecting designated heritage
policy HE2 is amended to read:
assets from harm is welcomed, the NPPF refers to harm to their significance and that harm should be
1. Designated heritage assets within Castle Point will be
weighed against the public benefits. The first sentence should be amended accordingly, such as
protected from development proposals that may cause
harm to their significance (including harm to their
“Designated heritage assets within Castle Point will be protected from development proposals that may
setting), weighing up the public benefits of the
cause harm to their significance (including harm to their setting), weighing up the public benefits of the
proposals against the harm.
proposals against the harm.”
2. Where appropriate...

Paragraph 19.7 – reference should be made to the number of non-designated assets recorded in the
Historic Environment Record.
Kevin Fraser
270

Essex County
Council

Paragraph 19.10 – there is no reference to the Historic Environment Record. The paragraph should be
amended to read:
`Castle Point contains 7 Scheduled Ancient Monuments, including Hadleigh Castle, a Roman settlement
and saltern site as well as 3 World War II Heavy Anti-Aircraft gun site. These are considered by English
Heritage to be exceptional survivals, which are of national importance, With World War II sites providing
an exceptional insight into the Home Defence during WWII ’

ACTION: The text in paragraphs 19.7 to 19.11 refers to
designated historic assets. Therefore, reference to the
number of non-designated historic assets recorded within
the Historic Environment Record is not relevant to this
section. However, the number of non-designated assets
could reasonably be inserted within the supporting text of
policies HE4 and HE5 related to archaeology. It is
recommended that the second sentence in paragraph
19.14 is amended to read:
At 2014, there were 281 assets included within the Historic
Environment Record for Castle Point. These indicate finds
dating back to ...
ACTION: To improve the accuracy of the description of
scheduled ancient monuments within the supporting text, it
is recommended that paragraph 19.10 is amended to read
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as follows:
Castle Point contains 7 Scheduled Ancient Monuments,
including Hadleigh Castle, a Roman settlement and saltern
site as well as 3 World War II Heavy Anti-Aircraft gun site.
These are considered by English Heritage to be
exceptional survivals, which are of national importance,
With World War II sites providing an exceptional insight into
the Home Defence during WWII.

Mark Shepherd
364

SOUTHEND-ONSEA BOROUGH
COUNCIL

Seek a
technical
alteration

Comment: Policy HE2 the Council may wish to consider including direct reference to Policy HE3 within
Policy HE2, for clarity and certainty, as it is this policy that provides the detailed criteria of what would be
expected by the Council (in accordance with the NPPF) to be considered (and submitted as supporting
documentation) when proposing development that would affect a designated heritage asset or its setting.

Policy HE3 immediately follows policy HE2 and is clearly
titled to indicate it is the detailed policy on Designated
Historic Assets. In this instance a cross reference would
appear to be excessive.

Policy HE3: Designated Historic Assets - Detail
ACTION: In order to ensure consistency with the NPPF it is
recommended that the beginning sections of policy HE3
are amended to read as follows:

210

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

As with Policy HE2, reference should be made to “heritage assets” not “historic assets”. Parts 1 and 2 of
the policy need to refer to impacts on the significance of heritage assets and the need to weigh harm
against public benefits. Part 1(b) should refer to “the significance of the heritage asset”, not just the
significance of the building, while Part 2(a) should refer to significance.
Part 2 needs to be very clear that the loss of (or substantial harm to) a designated heritage asset needs
to be exceptional or wholly exceptional (depending on the asset) in line with Paragraph 132 of the NPPF.
As currently drafted, Part 2 is far too loose with regards to the loss of a designated heritage asset and
needs rewording.

1. Where development proposals affecting, directly or
indirectly, one or more heritage assets the following will
be considered:
a. The scale of any harm or loss;
b. The significance of the asset/s;
c. The sustainable, economic and conservation
benefits of the asset/s; and
d. The contribution the asset/s make to local
character and distinctiveness.
2. Such proposals will only be approved where the
benefits of the development would clearly outweigh the
harm to the significance of the heritage asset/s. The
loss of a designated heritage asset is considered to
represent significant harm, and the benefits of
development would need to be exception.
3. Where development proposals involve the alteration or
extension of a heritage asset they must:
b) Be designed to preserve...

Policy HE4: Precautionary Approach to Archaeology

139

271

365

Juliette Arnold

Object

Kevin Fraser

Seek a
technical
alteration

Essex County
Council

Mark Shepherd
SOUTHEND-ON-

Seek a
technical

Have you ensured that there are no archaeological significant finds buried on the plot at Glyders?
Particularly as there are remains of Roman baths and significant historical evidence the other side of the
hill near Hadleigh Castle.
Paragraph 19.15 - the reference to ECC maintaining an archaeological consultation area should be
deleted. It should be amended to read:
`The information on the Essex Historic Environment Record shows the potential of large areas of Castle
Point to contain previously unidentified historic assets'
Further consideration could be given to including reference to Scheduled Ancient Monuments within this
section/policies, including referencing the role of English Heritage in this regard.

The Essex Historic Environment Record shows no
evidence of archaeological or other historic assets within or
adjacent to Glyders.

ACTION: Amend text as recommended by ECC for
accuracy.

English Heritage is a statutory consultee where
applications have to the potential to have an effect on the
historic environment. Therefore, there is no requirement to
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alteration

Recommended Response and Actions
specifically reference the need to consult English Heritage
in relation to Scheduled Ancient Monuments.

Policy HE5: Protecting Archaeological Assets

211

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge

Policies HE4 and HE5: Archaeology
While we broadly welcome these policies, the view of the council’s archaeology advisers should be
sought with regards to these policies, which should also be worded in accordance with the NPPF.

English Heritage

Essex County Council provides advice on archaeology. Its
views have been sought on the draft New Local Plan, and
all policies contained within it.

Policy HE6: Non-Designated Historic Assets
It is noted that there are a significant number of
archaeological assets in Castle Point. Policies HE4 and
HE5 deal with archaeology.

212

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

This policy and its supporting text needs to be clarified, as it appears to only relate to buildings and
structures on the council’s 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.

It is further recognised that policy HE6 deals with buildings
and structures rather than archaeological assets.
Therefore, it is proposed that policy HE6 is renamed NonDesignated Buildings of Local Historic or Architectural
Importance.
ACTION: Rename policy HE6 Non-designated Buildings of
Local Historic or Architectural Importance. Amend the
policy and its supporting text to reflect this change.

Kevin Fraser
263

Essex County
Council

Object

Kevin Fraser
272

Essex County
Council

Object

ECC considers this section fails to understand the full extent of non-designated assets. The NPPF
describes non designated assets as being both structures on the local list as well as archaeological sites
and landscape features recorded on the Historic Environment Record. The Local Plan document although
mentioning the Historic Environment Record fails to identify how important this is or its contents (219 sites
within Castle Point). The Local Plan list of non-designated assets (Appendix 7) only refers to standing
structures. This should be referred to as the list of locally important buildings and it should clearly make
reference to all of the other non-designated assets which are recorded on the Historic Environment
Record.

Paragraph 19.17 - ECC notes that Castle Point Borough has recently indicated their withdrawal from the
SLA for Archaeological Advice and maintenance and access to the Historic Environment Record.
Consequently, it is unclear how consideration will be undertaken of the impact on planning applications
on historic environment assets. It should be noted that NPPF, paragraph 169 states that `Local planning
authorities should either maintain or have access to a historic environment record'.
Evidence Base - reference should clearly be made to the Historic Environment Record, and its evidence
of non designated heritage assets.

It is noted that there are a significant number of
archaeological assets in Castle Point. Policies HE4 and
HE5 deal with archaeology.
It is further recognised that policy HE6 deals with buildings
and structures rather than archaeological assets.
Therefore, it is proposed that policy HE6 is renamed NonDesignated Buildings of Local Historic or Architectural
Importance.
ACTION: Rename policy HE6 Non-designated Buildings of
Local Historic or Architectural Importance. Amend the
policy and its supporting text to reflect this change.
The Essex Historic Environment Record is available to
view freely online, and is also accessible via the Heritage
Gateway provided by English Heritage. The Council
therefore has access to a historic environment record.
Additionally, the Council appoints ECC on a case by case
basis to advise on proposals that may have an impact on
the historic environment.

Policy GT1: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation

237

Thurrock Borough
Council

ACTION: Work emerging through the Essex Gypsy and
Travellers Accommodation Needs Assessment does not
show a significant need for pitch provision in Castle Point
It is acknowledged that with the revocation of the RSS there is no formal process currently in place for the (5 pitches). However, this is not the case for the TGSE as a
distribution of gypsy and travelling show people need in
whole, with both Basildon and Thurrock having a significant
Essex. Thurrock Council through the RSS process has always supported a fair and equitable distribution requirement for additional pitches (257 and 126 pitches

Thurrock Council strongly objects at this stage to the Castle Point Borough Council draft New Local Plan
for the failure to identify any provision for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need.

Mr Richard Hatter
Object
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of need for travelling groups. Indeed Thurrock Council have consistently argued for a better policy and
distribution of travelling show people in Essex and in particular arising from the future need of the
population in Thurrock. It is noted the Castle Point draft New Local Plan makes no further provision for
Gypsy or Travelling Show people need.

Recommended Response and Actions
respectively), and also additional yards for travelling show
people.

Both Basildon and Thurrock need to carry out additional
work to determine whether the need for pitches and yards
Thurrock Council considers the exceptional circumstances that apply to accommodating other forms of
can be accommodated within their areas. However, given
growth should also be used to accommodate Gypsy and Traveller need. The implications of not
the extent of the requirement there is a possibility that
accommodating Gypsy and Traveller need through the Green Belt reviews would be that other authorities Basildon in particular will seek for a proportion of their need
to be met in other districts within TGSE – notably Castle
in Essex may have to review their Green Belts to accommodate all this need.
Point, Rochford and Southend.
It is considered 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 arsing from the Essex-wide Gypsy Castle Point, under the duty to cooperate must consider
and Travellers Accommodation Assessment and without consideration of an agreed process of
whether they can assist Basildon in meeting this
engagement regarding the distribution of Gypsy and Travelling show people across the Essex local
requirement. Failure to do so would mostly likely result in
authorities.
Basildon objecting to the New Local Plan at the
Examination in Public. The New Local Plan may be found
Technical work on both the Basildon and the Essex-wide GTAAs is not complete at this stage and it is
to be unsound as a consequence.
understood that further work is underway on matters regarding the methodology and pitch provision
On this basis, the Council should:
requirements. In addition the Thurrock Show people
assessment and any issues arising from this evidence needs to be incorporated into the Essex GTAA. As
1. Continue to engage with Basildon and Thurrock on
the technical work base figures and methodology are not finally agreed the evidence and any distribution
this matter, and when available consider the
arsing will need to be published and subject to further consultation.
outcomes of their Land Availability Assessment for
Gypsy and Traveller Pitches.
Thurrock Council is currently likely to accommodate its own objectively assessed need for Gypsy and
2. Amend policy TS1. The amendment must:
Travelling show people as set out in the adopted Core Strategy and emerging Essex wide Gypsy and
a. Seek to deliver the 5 pitches required in
Travellers Accommodation Assessment (GTAA). The Thurrock derived need may represent a significant
Castle Point during the plan period;
number of Gypsy pitches and Show people plots as with the existing published evidence.
b. Be flexible enough to accommodate some
un-met need from Basildon on sustainable
sites; and
c. Set out an approach to delivery. There are
two options in this regard:
i.
Identifying specific sites for the
provision of sites. Given the small
need, this may not be the most efficient
way of dealing with this issue, and may
significantly delay submission of the
plan;
ii.
Allow for proposals for gypsy and
traveller accommodation to be
considered favourably against
specified criteria in certain locations
within, or close to the edge of the built
up area. A criteria based policy has
already been proposed. Changes to
the wording of this policy would be
easier to achieve and would result in
less delay to the submission of the
plan.

Matthew Winslow
537

Basildon District
Council

Object

As Castle Point Borough Council is currently aware an up-to-date examination of Gypsy, Traveller and
Travelling Show people Local Needs Accommodation Assessment has been carried out for the Basildon
Borough; the raw data for which has also been used to inform the wider Essex Gypsy, Traveller and
Travelling Show people Local Needs Accommodation Assessment currently underway. Castle Point
Borough Council should be mindful that the findings of, and updates to, this strategic evidence base, are
within the remit of the Duty-to-Cooperate insofar as the additional provision of Gypsy, Traveller and
Travelling Show people accommodation is a strategic matter, the solution for which could include
provision outside the area where the need is forecast to be generated. This may result in a need to inform

ACTION: Work emerging through the Essex Gypsy and
Travellers Accommodation Needs Assessment does not
show a significant need for pitch provision in Castle Point
(5 pitches). However, this is not the case for the TGSE as a
whole, with both Basildon and Thurrock having a significant
requirement for additional pitches (257 and 126 pitches
respectively), and also additional yards for travelling show
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the Borough's emerging Local Plan documents, or could prompt, a more comprehensive Local Plan
document review, where adopted policies cannot otherwise manage the changing needs identified by
evidence.

Recommended Response and Actions
people.
Both Basildon and Thurrock need to carry out additional
work to determine whether the need for pitches and yards
can be accommodated within their areas. However, given
the extent of the requirement there is a possibility that
Basildon in particular will seek for a proportion of their need
to be met in other districts within TGSE – notably Castle
Point, Rochford and Southend.
Castle Point, under the duty to cooperate must consider
whether they can assist Basildon in meeting this
requirement. Failure to do so would mostly likely result in
Basildon objecting to the New Local Plan at the
Examination in Public. The New Local Plan may be found
to be unsound as a consequence.
On this basis, the Council should:
3. Continue to engage with Basildon and Thurrock on
this matter, and when available consider the
outcomes of their Land Availability Assessment for
Gypsy and Traveller Pitches.
4. Amend policy TS1. The amendment must:
d. Seek to deliver the 5 pitches required in
Castle Point during the plan period;
e. Be flexible enough to accommodate some
un-met need from Basildon on sustainable
sites; and
f. Set out an approach to delivery. There are
two options in this regard:
iii.
Identifying specific sites for the
provision of sites. Given the small
need, this may not be the most efficient
way of dealing with this issue, and may
significantly delay submission of the
plan;
i.
Allow for proposals for gypsy and
traveller accommodation to be
considered favourably against
specified criteria in certain locations
within, or close to the edge of the built
up area. A criteria based policy has
already been proposed. Changes to
the wording of this policy would be
easier to achieve and would result in
less delay to the submission of the
plan.

Mr Jeremy Potter
120

Chelmsford City
Council

Object

ACTION: Work emerging through the Essex Gypsy and
Travellers Accommodation Needs Assessment does not
The proposed Draft New Local Plan does not seek to allocate any additional Gypsy and Traveller pitches, show a significant need for pitch provision in Castle Point
instead relying on a criteria-based policy for the determination of planning applications. This position will (5 pitches). However, this is not the case for the TGSE as a
need to be monitored. In particular if the requirements of the new GTAA, which unlike the 2009 GTAA
whole, with both Basildon and Thurrock having a significant
covers the whole Plan period, increase the need for additional pitches in Castle Point.
requirement for additional pitches (257 and 126 pitches
respectively), and also additional yards for travelling show
people.
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Recommended Response and Actions
Both Basildon and Thurrock need to carry out additional
work to determine whether the need for pitches and yards
can be accommodated within their areas. However, given
the extent of the requirement there is a possibility that
Basildon in particular will seek for a proportion of their need
to be met in other districts within TGSE – notably Castle
Point, Rochford and Southend.
Castle Point, under the duty to cooperate must consider
whether they can assist Basildon in meeting this
requirement. Failure to do so would mostly likely result in
Basildon objecting to the New Local Plan at the
Examination in Public. The New Local Plan may be found
to be unsound as a consequence.
On this basis, the Council should:
5. Continue to engage with Basildon and Thurrock on
this matter, and when available consider the
outcomes of their Land Availability Assessment for
Gypsy and Traveller Pitches.
6. Amend policy TS1. The amendment must:
g. Seek to deliver the 5 pitches required in
Castle Point during the plan period;
h. Be flexible enough to accommodate some
un-met need from Basildon on sustainable
sites; and
i. Set out an approach to delivery. There are
two options in this regard:
iv.
Identifying specific sites for the
provision of sites. Given the small
need, this may not be the most efficient
way of dealing with this issue, and may
significantly delay submission of the
plan;
i. Allow for proposals for gypsy and
traveller accommodation to be
considered favourably against
specified criteria in certain locations
within, or close to the edge of the built
up area. A criteria based policy has
already been proposed. Changes to
the wording of this policy would be
easier to achieve and would result in
less delay to the submission of the
plan.

John Henry
449

NHS Property
Services Ltd

Mrs Aarti O'Leary

Seek a
technical
alteration

Martin Barrell
423

Environment
Agency

Support

NHSE welcomes the recognition that sites for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation should be located "to
ensure good access to healthcare". However, in order for the Policy to be fully ‘effective' in this regard, it
is recommended that item 1c) is amended as follows:

ACTION: Amend as suggested in order to ensure that the
provision of gypsy and traveller accommodation is
supported
by sufficient infrastructure.
"The proposed site is located in order to ensure good access to healthcare and schools and that sufficient
capacity exists, or could be provided, to meet the needs arising from the proposed development."
We support the specific reference in paragraph 20.5 to the flood risk requirements for caravans, and the
flood risk reference in part 1d.i. of the policy.

Support for reference to flood risk requirements noted and
welcomed.
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Recommended Response and Actions

Chapter 21: Monitoring and Review
Monitoring is a timely activity that needs to effectively
identify issues to address rather than become an industry
in itself.

213

Mr Tom GilbertWooldridge
English Heritage

Seek a
technical
alteration

We welcome the Heritage at Risk indicator as part of the monitoring of the Local Plan’s impact on the
historic environment, although we believe that there is a county Building at Risk Register in addition to
our national register, which picks up Grade II listed buildings (which the national register does not). Other
indicators could be included, such as the number of up to date conservation area appraisals and
management plans, and the percentage of heritage related planning decisions made in accordance with
the advice of English Heritage and/or the council’s conservation/archaeology advisers.

Therefore, it is recommended that the focus of monitoring
should be the identification of issues within the historic
environment rather than the monitoring of procedures
which will be checked through the application of policy.
However, it is noted that a better picture of the issues for
the historic environment would be captured by also
monitoring the County Buildings at Risk Register.
ACTION: Add County Buildings at Risk Register to the
Indicator list.

David Hammond
476

NATURAL
ENGLAND

Support

Objective 2 - Protect and enhance Green space, Natural England welcomes and supports the clear
targets and indicators.

Support for indicators identified for objective 2 noted and
welcomed.

Appendix 4: Open Spaces

30

31

34

74

Mrs Eileen Peck

Object

Why is Coombe Wood village green in Thundersley not included in the schedule of open spaces?

Mrs Eileen Peck

Seek a
technical
alteration

In my previous comment sent yesterday I would like to make it clear that the whole of the Coombe Wood
village green including the north side abutting St Peter's Church field should be designated as an open
space to be included in the local plan.

Mr John Budge

Object

Mr Graham Bracci

Seek a
technical
alteration

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign
Mr Steve Sawkins

89

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign
Mr G Bracci

175

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign Group

Seek a
technical
alteration

Seek a
technical
alteration

I strongly object to ANY part of the village green not being described as " Public Open Space".

The list of sites is incomplete.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the evidence remain incomplete.
The list of sites is incomplete.
This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the evidence remain incomplete.
Castle Point Open Spaces Strategy 2008 - 2013
Amenity Green Spaces

ACTION: Amend proposals map to reflect Village Green
boundary.
Note: boundary shown in draft based on 1st designation
only, not both.
ACTION: Amend proposals map to reflect Village Green
boundary.
Note: boundary shown in draft based on 1st designation
only, not both.
ACTION: Amend proposals map to reflect Village Green
boundary.
Note: boundary shown in draft based on 1st designation
only, not both.
ACTION: This representation is not specific enough on the
changes expected. However the list will be reviewed prior
to the submission version being finalised.

ACTION: This representation is not specific enough on the
changes expected. However the list will be reviewed prior
to the submission version being finalised.
The Strategy referred to in this representation is now out of
date with a starting date of 2008 and a finishing date of
2013. It is based on data collected in 2006/7.

These types of open spaces are most commonly found in housing areas. They include informal recreation Land at Dyke Crescent is currently licensed to the Council
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spaces and green spaces in and around housing. Their primary purpose is to provide opportunities for
informal activities close to home or work, or to enhance the appearance of residential or other areas.
They are important in a number of different ways: They provide local access to green open spaces They
improve the quality of life for residents They provide areas for recreation They improve the aesthetic
value of places by softening hard architectural lines, lining streets and providing visual features They can
create a stronger sense of civic pride and provide opportunities for a range of informal activities.
The Borough has 16 formally classified amenity green spaces:
Listed amongst these 16 classified amenity green spaces is the area at Dyke Crescent - Canvey West
The Dyke Crescent amenity site has been omitted from the draft Local Plan Schedule of Open Spaces
and should be re-instated.
ATTACHMENT: open spaces strategy[1]${8484328144409057354}.pdf

Recommended Response and Actions
for recreational purposes by Persimmon Homes. It is not
owned by the Council, and Persimmon Homes could
withdraw public access at any point in time.
The land at Dyke Crescent is identified as a housing site
(policy H16) within the draft New Local Plan. It cannot
reasonably therefore be identified as public open space as
well.
Policy H16 requires the provision of open space within the
site in accordance with policy HC3. Therefore, there will be
public open space retained upon the site. It is likely that
this will be landscaped, fulfil multi-functional purposes and
also include a LEAP.
The site is also adjacent to the large swathe of playing field
at Waterside Farm to the north. A 3G pitch and new
children’s play area have been provided at this site since
2008. Open land is available in this area for dog walking
and informal play.
The site is also nearby the West Canvey Marshes Nature
Reserve (across Canvey Road). This area of open space
has been delivered since 2008 and is therefore additional
to that identified in the Open Spaces Strategy 2008-2013.
This area provides opportunities for walking. There is also
a dog walking area away from the main ecological areas,
and a children’s play area.
Therefore, whilst the development of site H16 may mean
that the full extent of the Dyke Crescent amenity green
space identified in 2008 will not be retained, there will be
open space within immediate area of Dyke Crescent, and
the overall quantity and quality of open space provision
within the vicinity of the site will still be greater than that
identified in 2008.

Appendix 5: Local Wildlife Sites
The Local Wildlife Site Review indicates that this site has
the potential to become a Local Wildlife Site. It states:
The grassland community present in this meadow is of
conservation significance, but its current condition prevents
its selection as a LoWS. An improvement in management,
light grazing and the removal of invading scrub, could be
enough to allow the HC9 Lowland Meadow criterion to be
applied.

Mr Tony Collins
48

Robert Eburne
Linden Homes

Collins Coward
Planning and
Development
Consultancy

Object

The Proposals Map to the draft Local Plan identifies the site as having potential as a local wildlife site.
The Council's " Local Wildlife Sites Review" (Nov 2012) indicates that the site (Ref PLoWS9) confirms the
assessment was inconclusive and its current condition precludes its selection as a local wildlife site.
The assessment was not therefore inconclusive as
Accordingly, the Proposals Map needs to be amended to delete reference to a local wildlife site.
suggested, and the site could be managed for nature
conservation purposes. Indeed, this site has previously
been promoted for the purposes of providing biodiversity
off-setting for a site elsewhere in Castle Point.
Unfortunately, the survey undertaken for that purpose at
that time was flawed given that the site was snow-covered.

ACTION: The Council could choose to retain this site (H15)
for housing purposes, and the developer would therefore
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Recommended Response and Actions
need to apply the requirements of policy NE8 to any
application submitted given the biodiversity present on-site.
Alternatively, the Council could remove the housing
allocation for this site, and seek the positive application of
policy NE6 through biodiversity off-setting for other
development sites.

Mr Graham Bracci
75

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

This evidence base supporting the list of sites is incomplete.
Object

Mr Steve Sawkins
90

Canvey Green Belt
Campaign

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the evidence remain incomplete.

This evidence base supporting the list of sites is incomplete.
Object

This submission is not exhaustive and we reserve the option to submit further evidence at the Local Plan
final consultation stage, should the evidence remain incomplete.

A Local Wildlife Site Review was undertaken by EECOS
(consultancy branch of the Essex Wildlife Trust) in 2012.
The schedule at Appendix 5 of the Draft New Local Plan is
based on this review. This representation provides no
evidence to suggest that the Local Wildlife Site Review is in
anyway incomplete.
A Local Wildlife Site Review was undertaken by EECOS
(consultancy branch of the Essex Wildlife Trust) in 2012.
The schedule at Appendix 5 of the Draft New Local Plan is
based on this review. This representation provides no
evidence to suggest that the Local Wildlife Site Review is in
anyway incomplete.

Appendix 7: Non Designated Historic Assets - Benfleet

Mike Day
228

Benfleet
Community Archive

Seek a
technical
alteration

On behalf of the Benfleet Community Archive I would thank you for including a number of our suggestions
in the Non Designated Historic Assets (pages 248 & 249) of the Draft Local Plan.
ACTION: In light of the additional information provided by
the Benfleet Community archive, the outcomes of the
However we would like to request you give further consideration to include the item relating to The Devils Review of the Local List of Buildings of Historic and
Steps, detailed in our original submission last year. These steps have been in use for many years and
Architectural Interest will be reviewed in relation to the
have been referred to in publications by local historians and commented on by local members of the
Devil’s Steps. The outcomes of this review will be used to
community on our web site. I am attaching a synopsis of these articles and comments to reinforce our
determine whether the Devil’s Steps should be included on
request, and to indicate the feelings of the public to this area of Benfleet.
the Local List.
ATTACHMENT: BCA The Devil Steps.pdf

Appendix 7: Non Designated Historic Assets - Hadleigh

11

13

Mr David Hurrell

Seek a
technical
alteration

The two buildings identified in this representation were
considered as part of the review of the Local List of
Hadleigh Old Fire Station (1931) is the Borough's oldest Civic Building, commissioned by the burgeoning Buildings in Historic or Architectural Interest. A clear
Benfleet Urban District Council in 1929. It is the gateway to Hadleigh from the West and is a much-loved methodology was applied to ensure that they were
and iconic building.
assessed objectively. The outcome of this objective
assessment was that neither building was considered to be
The Crown Hotel, Hadleigh, dating from 1769, has a rich history and is an important link to our heritage.
of sufficient merit and/or make a sufficient contribution to
Both these buildings deserve, on merit, to be included in Appendix 7 under policy HE6. It makes no sense the quality of the local environment in order to be included
to exclude them unless it is to make a cynical political point that their future is in jeopardy. (Which we
on the Local List. The attachments provided to accompany
know to be true.) But even this is no justification.
this representation do not provide evidence that would alter
this assessment – particularly given that the photograph of
ATTACHMENT: HdlghFrSttn1931${4740172513936381278}.jpg
the Crown was included within the assessment having
already been viewed.

Tony Taylor

Seek a
technical
alteration

An objective assessment of all existing and proposed
Locally Listed Buildings was undertaken to determine
whether they a) had architectural and/or historic merit, and
b) whether they contributed positively towards the quality of
the environment.

Should not the Crown Public House and Hadleigh Hall be on this list?
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Recommended Response and Actions
The findings of this assessment were used to determine
the inclusion, or not, or buildings within the local list. No
evidence has been provided in this representation to
indicate that an alternative assessment of these buildings
should be taken.

Daws Heath belongs Thundersley NOT Hadleigh. Daws Heath is technically a Hamlet (St Michaels
comes under St Peters Church). If we are going to take historical assets seriously then it is important that
we do not unwittingly re-write history. You might think this is splitting hairs in these days of "Castle Point
District" and BENFLEET postcodes, but ask ANYONE who lives in Daws Heath the question and you will
get short shrift. Daws Heath is THUNDERSLEY!
(Supporting documents abound.)
17

Mr David Hurrell

Seek a
technical
alteration

On another matter, I'm concerned about the description of the 3 decorative Village Signs "Freestanding
place name and illustration. Importance is in the name and pictorial evidence rather than its current
design."
In point of fact, these are bona fide works of art. The name and pictorial evidence are NOT the
importance, the Importance is in the structure rather than its detailed location. Artworks are protected by
laws of paternity, copyright and criminal damage. These signs should share similar treatment to other
public works of art.
ATTACHMENT: DH_HADCSTL${5074104792989278059}.jpg
DH_HADCHCH${1539323439790557585}.jpg

It is recognised that the place signs are works of art.
However, it is considered that the role of these work of art
in identifying the individual towns within the Thundersley
and Hadleigh area are their key role in terms of a local
heritage asset.
The works of art themselves, whilst attractive, are an
individual’s interpretation of these towns. In the future
others may wish to prepare their own interpretations of
these towns which could potentially replace the existing art
works in these locations. It would not be inappropriate for
such a replacement to take place.
This does not mean that the existing pieces of work would
or should be destroyed. It just means that another piece of
art would be on display. It is not uncommon for art works to
be removed from public display in order for others to be put
out on display. An example of this practice is the fourth
plinth in Trafalgar Square, London. Art galleries also rotate
what is on display.

The Non Designated Historic Assets declined to include the " 1855 Hadleigh Church of England School /
National School and thought to be designed by architect George Edmund Street, considered by many to
be one of greatest Gothic architects in Europe.
The 2013 review asserted that there was "No evidence to substantiate this was built by George Edmund
Street."

157

Mr Nick Turner

Object

However, page 43 of “Hadleigh An Essex Village” by M Hancock & S Harvey does reference the school
as "erected by G E Street" and a book “Tales Out Of School” based on the logbook of the original
Hadleigh school, has just been published which also references G E Street as the architect. The author of
Tales Out Of School (Chris Worpole) reports from her researches that "George Edmund Street was
responsible for building the school, the second rectory and doing extensive repairs to St. James."
The evidence for the school is at Essex Record Office {ERO} (see attachment) as the plans are
catalogued G. E. Street of Oxford. Prior to becoming rector of Hadleigh in 1853, Rev. Thomas Espinell
Espin was at Lincoln College Oxford. Street was working in Oxford from 1850 until late 1855 (employed
by the diocese of Oxford) and so designed the three buildings in Hadleigh whilst working there.

ACTION: In light of the additional information provided by
this consultee, the information in the Review of the Local
List of Buildings of Historic and Architectural Interest will be
updated in relation to 81 London Road, Hadleigh. However,
it should be noted that the Review highlights the impacts
recent additions to the property have had on the historic
features of the building. As a consequence, the additional
information provided in relation to the history of the building
is unlikely to change the outcomes of this assessment.

A reference listing of the conclusive record at ERO is attached and it is recommended that the Hadleigh
School be included on the Non Designated Historic Assets for Hadleigh.
ATTACHMENT: SEAX Essex Record Office

165

Mr David Hurrell

Seek a
technical
alteration

There is an old Victorian Sailing Barge hulked in the creek between the Two Tree Island Bridge and the
stepping stones worthy of listing, She is the Diligent of Faversham, official No.108175, 36 net tons, built
1880, at Sittingbourne in Kent. She is thought to have been abandoned in the Creek down towards Leigh
during the 1930s and drifted to her final berth in Hadleigh at an unknown moment in time before WW2.
In addition, the remains of the old Salvation Army Barge Staithe below the Castle is worthy of a listing,
dating from about 1895. From here, the Salvation Army bricks and farm produce were transported to the

ACTION: These are newly identified assets identified to the
Council through this consultation. The information in
relation to these assets will be reviewed using the
methodology applied in the Review of the Local List of
Buildings of Historic and Architectural Interest. The
outcomes of this review will be used to inform the New
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London markets by Sailing Barges.

Recommended Response and Actions
Local Plan.

ATTACHMENT: Thames Sailing Barge DILIGENT in Leigh Creek, Hadleigh

166

Mrs Valerie
Jackson

Seek a
technical
alteration

I am unable to locate the Crown Public House on the Local List. This is surprising in view of Cllr Challis'
comments on 7th March 2011, stating that "whatever use is chosen for the site, the original building will
not be knocked down" and "we will now be working to bring this much loved building back into public use
as soon as possible"
Evening Echo 7/3/2011

An objective assessment of all existing and proposed
Locally Listed Buildings was undertaken to determine
whether they a) had architectural and/or historic merit, and
b) whether they contributed positively towards the quality of
the environment.
The findings of this assessment were used to determine
the inclusion, or not, or buildings within the local list. No
evidence has been provided in this representation to
indicate that an alternative assessment of these buildings
should be taken.

Whilst pleased to see that certain buildings have been added to the Local List, including Solby’s House,
the former Public Hall and the weatherboard cottages next to the SA Temple, I am very surprised at the
omission of others. Comments on these omissions are as follows:
The Crown Inn – I was astounded to see that the Crown Inn had been dropped from the Local List. Not
only is it one of Hadleigh few remaining historic buildings but one of the reasons it was previously
included was for its architectural interest as being an example of railway architecture. A cynic might
believe that the building had been removed from the Local List because of the identity of the current
owner and its possible (re)development under the town centre regeneration. An explanation as to why
this action has been taken would be appreciated.
226

Mr Malcolm Brown

Object

The Old Fire Station – Although not of great architectural merit, this is nevertheless an iconic building in
Hadleigh’s streetscape, and adds a rare dash of character to the town centre. The fire station has had a
long historical connection with the town and the building has been sympathetically refurbished to retain
various features connected with its former use (doorways, fireman’s pole, training tower etc.). Although
the future of the building may be uncertain, I believe that this does not alter the fact that it should be
added to the Local List for historical reasons.
Former Hadleigh National School (Sandcastles Nursery), London Road – The former school building was
designed by the eminent Gothic architect George Edmund Street, early in his career. With so few
buildings of architectural merit in the town, surely that claim to fame must justify the building being added
to the Local List.

227

Mr Nick Turner

Object

An objective assessment of all existing and proposed
Locally Listed Buildings was undertaken to determine
whether they a) had architectural and/or historic merit, and
b) whether they contributed positively towards the quality of
the environment.
The findings of this assessment were used to determine
the inclusion, or not, or buildings within the local list. No
evidence has been provided in this representation to
indicate that an alternative assessment of these buildings
should be taken.
Additionally, this representation suggests that the public
hall at John H Burrows is included on the Local List. This is
not correct. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest
that this building should be included on the list.

A current ( March 2014) exhibition in Hadleigh Library on the Hadleigh & Thundersley Community Archive
ACTION: In light of the additional information provided by
board highlights key aspects of the career and designs of George Edmund Street, noting that his design
this consultee, the information in the Review of the Local
plans for the Hadleigh National School (currently used by Sandcastles Nursery) are deposited at the
List of Buildings of Historic and Architectural Interest will be
Essex Record Office.
updated in relation to 81 London Road, Hadleigh. However,
The three attachments are samples of the results from research done and refer to the evidence in Essex it should be noted that the Review highlights the impacts
Record Office that this famous architect's work in designing this building is shown on the school's original recent additions to the property have had on the historic
design plans marked with George Edmund Street.
features of the building. As a consequence, the additional
information provided in relation to the history of the building
ATTACHMENT: Designs by George Edmund Street for Hadleigh, Essex
is unlikely to change the outcomes of this assessment.
G E Street plans of 1855, South Elevation

Appendix 7: Non Designated Historic Assets - Thundersley
156

Mr David Hurrell

Object

I'm concerned about the description of the decorative Village Sign on the corner of Dark Lane
"Freestanding place name and illustration. Importance is in the name and pictorial evidence rather than
its current design."

It is recognised that the place sign for Thundersley is a
work of art. However, it is considered that the role of this
work of art in identifying Thundersley as a place is its key
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Recommended Response and Actions
role in terms of a local heritage asset.

In point of fact, this is a bona fide works of art. The name and pictorial evidence are NOT the
importance; the importance is in the structure rather than its detailed location. Artworks are protected by
laws of paternity, copyright and criminal damage. These signs should share similar treatment to other
public works of art.
ATTACHMENT: DH_THNDRSLY${7249978329689484254}.jpg

The work of art itself, whilst attractive, is an individual’s
interpretation of Thundersley. In the future others may wish
to prepare their own interpretations of Thundersley which
could potentially replace the existing art work in this
location. It would not be inappropriate for such a
replacement to take place.
This does not mean that the existing piece of work would or
should be destroyed. It just means that another piece of art
would be on display. It is not uncommon for art works to be
removed from public display in order for others to be put
out on display. An example of this practice is the fourth
plinth in Trafalgar Square, London. Art galleries also rotate
what is on display.
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